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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Ocean Country Partnership Programme (OCPP) is a UK Government-led programme funded from the £500
million Blue Planet Fund (BPF), which is financed through the UK Official Development Assistance (ODA) and
International Climate Finance (ICF) budget. The technical assistance programme supports eligible countries to
reduce poverty through sustainable management of the marine environment. The programme’s delivery partners
include three Arms-Length Bodies (ALBs): the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas),
the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Marine Management Organisation (MMO). The ALBs are
responsible for the delivery and management of what is referred to as the ‘bilateral programme’, which provides
technical assistance through partnering with country governments. In addition, OCPP also funds two multi-donor
initiatives for the ‘multilateral/strategic programme’ of the OCPP — the Global Ocean Accounts Partnership (GOAP)
and Friends of Ocean Action (FOA), which support partner countries in the development of global public goods
relevant to the programme’s objectives.

The NIRAS Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL) team were contracted by Defra to deliver MEL services to
the OCPP from June 2023 until the end of September 2026, two years into OCPP’s implementation. In December
2023 the revised MEL framework for the OCPP was approved, along with the OCPP MEL inception report. This
interim evaluation is the first independent and comprehensive evaluation of OCPP, with the work of the ALBs and
the two multi-donor initiatives both in scope. The purpose of the independent evaluation of OCPP is to both
assess the performance and impact of OCPP, as well as to distil learning to support an adaptive management
process that mainstreams evidence-based decision-making into OCPP and other similar BPF initiatives.

Methods

This interim evaluation is timely given that the programme has been running for almost two years, so it is ripe to
provide feedback to Defra and delivery partners on the relevance and design of the programme, how the pro-
gramme is being implemented, assessing the delivery modality and efficiency of implementation, as well as con-
sidering results from the early phase of the programme, and other lessons learned to inform programme im-
provement going forward. The temporal scope of this interim evaluation is from programme launch in July 2021
to the end of May 2024. The process-focused Evaluation Questions (EQs) primarily focused on the following
dimensions:

« How well was OCPP and its components designed?

« How well is the programme being implemented? Is delivery of the programme being done in the right way (in
terms of ALB, FOA and GOAP delivery, in-country presence, Value for Money (VfM)?

« How appropriate is the structure of the programme in terms of numbers of activities being supported versus
depth of focus on a number of critical activities?

- Have the organisational structures, governance arrangements and management processes affected the achieve-
ment/likely achievement of intended programme outcomes and impact?

« How have the outcomes and impact been affected by the external context within which the programme was
implemented?
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This evaluation used a case-based approach to drill down into, describe and analyse OCPP’s work in particular
countries in order to ensure depth as well as breadth in the analysis of the portfolio. Five countries were selected
for case studies — Belize, Ghana, Maldives, Mozambique, and Sri Lanka. The evaluation team conducted an exten-
sive number of interviews with key stakeholders in order to inform the overall assessment of the portfolio and
additionally at country level within the framework of the country level case studies. In total 152 stakeholder in-
terviews were conducted (86 men and 66 women) and focus group discussions with 20 community members (13
men and seven women) were conducted in Sri Lanka and Belize. In addition, the evaluation team also reviewed
an extensive number of secondary documentation from the programme.

Marine pollution on a beach in Belize. Source: Peter Kohler, OCPP programme team

Findings

Relevance

1) OCPP, through a demand-led and consultative process, is meeting the needs of partner county stake-
holders, although the balance between use of demand-led and propositional approaches varies from
country to country. The programme is filling important gaps in partner countries’ expertise and capability
to sustainably manage the marine environment. Overall, the bilateral programme is meeting the needs of the
five case study country partners through a demand-led, consultative approach that is adjusted through ALB prop-
ositional offers. Both GOAP and FOA delivery were found to be highly relevant to their partner countries' needs,
through a more direct demand-led model compared to the bilateral side of the OCPP. A majority of in-country
partner stakeholders reported high levels of relevance and satisfaction with the programme meeting their coun-
tries’ needs and policy priorities, and perceived that the stakeholder process was underpinned by co-development
principles and a collaborative, demand-led approach.

2) ALB’s in-country engagement and traction has been hindered by the intermittent presence delivery
model. In-country partners prefer face to face working and continuity of engagement in-country. It was
cited by multiple stakeholders in Belize, Ghana, and Mozambique as challenging the programme’s relevance.

3)Country prioritisation for the bilateral component of OCPP leant heavily on the legacy ODA-funded
Commonwealth Litter Programme (CLiP). The rationale for selection of the supported countries is not
always apparent/fully clear to delivery partners, who struggled with the increase of country delivery under
their remit. Multiple ALB interviewees noted that it was unclear why Defra chose certain countries for bilateral
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delivery and it was also not clear why they pushed to roll out bilateral delivery in so many countries in such a
short space of time. Interviews with delivery team members stated they felt this process was rushed, which de-
creased their ability to efficiently deliver the programme.

4) OCPP’s bilateral partnerships have had limited strategic focus in their engagements with partner coun-
tries. FOA and GOAP display a strong strategic focus in their engagements. The first years of programme
delivery were done without a robust MEL framework and multi-year planning. Planning processes from the be-
ginning of the programme have been focused on planning at the activity-level with limited understanding of how
activities will align and result in larger outcomes. In recognition of the lack of strategic direction present in the
first two years of programme delivery, Defra and ALBs worked together to implement a more strategic approach
in 2023 with the introduction of Cefas as a Tier One delivery partner in charge of consolidated management and
coordination of the programme. As of May 2024, Tier One programme leadership had set multi-year milestones
and targets against logframe indicators.

5) Although there are plans afoot to address critical gaps in Gender, Equity and Social Inclusion (GESI) and
safeguarding, the pace and momentum behind addressing them is somewhat slow and there is a lack of
clear leadership on this issue. So far, the programme has paid limited attention to GESI and safeguarding
considerations. Time is running out in this financial year (FY 2024/25) to take meaningful and measurable actions
to address the shortcomings on GESI and safeguarding. The lack of GESI and safeguarding was identified as early
as August 2023 and the Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAl) Review was issued in November 2023.
Since then, it appears as if all stakeholders involved (e.g. Defra and programme leadership across all delivery
partners) are waiting for someone to take charge and lead on this issue, which points to a lack of a concerted
effort to address this problem. There also appears to be confusion on who is driving this aspect and how to meet
oth GESI and safeguarding in ODA-funded programmes.

i &

Local fishers in Sri Lanka. Source: OCPP MEL team

Coherence

6) There is some evidence of disjointed work across the ALB delivery partners, although delivery of work
across all delivery partners has been more joined up in West and East Africa. Efforts are underway to have
a more joined up approach to planning and delivery of work across all the delivery partners. There are
mixed findings for internal coherence across the programme and across the five case study countries. There are
some positive indications of internal coherence from instances of joined up working across delivery partners or
ALBs, the creation of regional and international linkages within the portfolio, and strong examples of the pro-
gramme adhering to relevant national/international norms and standards in their delivery of technical assistance.
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However, these positive instances are dampened by shortcomings due to the delivery model, the planning pro-
cess, and governance arrangements.

7) External coherence is generally good and there are a number of examples of the programme and its
delivery partners leveraging funding from other sources or collaborating with other donors or develop-
ment partners. The programme demonstrates strong external coherence by being aligned with partner country
policies at national (and for some countries international) level.

Efficiency

8) The bilateral programme delivery partners are delivering outputs and activities below their planned
levels, while strategic partners FOA and GOAP are consistently delivering against their milestones. Local
partner and delivery team member perceive the OCPP implementation by the ALBs as slow and inefficient (par-
ticularly in Ghana, Mozambique and Belize) with long periods of time between scoping and the start of activities,
and delays to delivery on agreed workstreams. The quarterly reports of the strategic partners show they have
consistently delivered as planned.

9) Past achievements by the ALBs and existing networks in partner countries have supported the efficient
delivery of OCPP. Concurrently, recent changes in planning, management and coordination processes and
mechanisms have improved the efficient delivery of OCPP to a certain degree. The bilateral component of
OCPP built on the achievements of CLiP that worked in seven countries of the Commonwealth’, all of which were
absorbed into OCPP. The assignation of Cefas as the Tier One delivery partner in October 2023 has led to im-
proved efficiency in both planning and delivery. In addition, the use of in-country and local partners has facilitated
efficient delivery.

10) A range of factors have led to delays in OCPP implementation, reducing the efficiency of programme
delivery. These include: lengthy delays in approvals (Defra) and procurement and planning (ALBs); ALB
inexperience in sustainable development contexts; unclear communications and branding across the bi-
lateral programme; and lack of a bilateral programme in-country presence. Defra, in its second Annual Re-
view, acknowledges it should improve the turnaround time, but based on the interviews conducted little progress
appears to have been made. According to interviewees the underlying reasons for the delays in decision-making
by Defra were limited staff resources and high staff turnover during some periods of the programme. Stakehold-
ers interviewed noted that the slower-than-expected progress of the OCPP may have been influenced by ALBs,
which are scientific and marine regulator institutions rather than international development focused institutions.
One of the delivery partners noted that unfamiliarity with working in developing countries has also been an
obstacle to delivering activities, which concurs with some of the in-country stakeholders’ observations. An inter-
viewee in a coordination role noted that some of the individuals in the ALBs have experience delivering ODA
initiatives, but institutionally they are not set up to deliver that type of programme. The lack of the bilateral
programme’s in-country presence hampers the continuity of activities according to a majority of in-country and
delivery partner stakeholders. While ALB visits can galvanize action in-country, as soon as they leave there is a
loss of momentum leading to delays in implementation or a loss of direction for the partners.

11) Misunderstandings on the remit, roles and responsibility of bilateral programme delivery partners is
affecting the effectiveness of the programme’s governance structures. Greater Senior Responsible Officer
(SRO) oversight and improved communication on Tier One responsibilities are needed to increase the
efficiency and effectiveness of programme delivery. Despite this shortcoming in terms of consistent

' Belize, India, Maldives, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Sri Lanka and Vanuatu.

vii/164



NIRAS

understanding of management roles and responsibilities across the bilateral programme delivery partners, the
Tier One change process of 2023, initiated by Defra and the bilateral programme delivery partners, did introduce
improvements to governance structures.

12) Delays to signing of Memorandum of Understandings (MoUs)/absence of MoUs has affected the pace
and efficiency of programme delivery in some countries. Accountability mechanisms in place with partner
governments are weak, in the case of bilateral programme delivery.

13) Engagement of OCPP with local communities has been limited; in-country and local delivery partners
are more strongly engaged by the strategic partners, however ALBs are increasingly utilising local delivery
partners to support programme delivery. The extent of ALB engagement with partner country govern-
ments varies, depending on the country and the thematic area.

14) There have been a number of challenges to Value for Money (VfM) notably in relation to economy
and efficiency. Nonetheless, good practice examples are emerging that can potentially drive stronger VfM
going forward. Procurement has experienced delays and has been implemented at a slower pace than expected.
This is anticipated to pick up in the coming financial year.

15) OCPP is already delivering results that, in time, are likely to deliver significant benefits. However, there
is not enough evidence to conclude at this stage whether these have generated VfM returns above and
beyond the amount spent. GESI reporting, or the cost of inclusion in the programme, has not yet been
addressed by OCPP partners. VfM indicators need to be established to ensure VfM can be monitored and
achieved.

Effectiveness

16) The level of effective implementation of OCPP varies across target countries and across delivery part-
ners. The programme is beginning to move towards positive change: sufficient evidence exists that OCPP
will make significant contributions to outcome level change for identified emerging achievements, as de-
tailed in the main report. However, a concentrated effort to convert outputs to outcome level results is
needed through careful strategic planning that considers the viability of activities delivered in country.
The interim evaluation identified more than 23 key results across the intermediate outcome and outcome level.
To date, five results have been identified at outcome level: two in Sri Lanka with the ban on plastics and the
Emergency Response work, one result in Maldives in Emergency Response, one result in Belize with pollution
monitoring, and one project from FOA (Supply Chain Risk Tool).

17) The achievement of bilateral programme objectives has been hampered by the intermittent presence
model of delivery, the geographical breadth and thematic range of the portfolio, and the lack of an effec-
tive MEL system. Nonetheless, the dedication and motivation of the ALBs is recognised. When the ALBs are
undertaking in-country visits, they tend to serve multiple objectives, and their use of hands-on approaches has
been appreciated by in-country stakeholders. In addition, in-country stakeholders stated that the ALBs add value
to stakeholders through their high calibre technical expertise and delivery of trainings. GOAP’s delivery model
has also been credited by interviewees as being effective.

18) While complementary initiatives in the donor and development community are creating an enabling
environment for OCPP, delivery has been impacted by the fact that some in-country government person-
nel have limited availability to contribute to OCPP activities, exacerbated by political and economic fac-
tors. ALB personnel noted that this has sometimes resulted in OCPP supplementing government capacity
rather than building it. The OCPP is not working in isolation in the programme countries, and there are
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complementary initiatives active across programme sites. In-country government staff are a central component
of programme delivery and can bring vital capacity to support programme implementation. However, they suffer
from capacity constraints as well as other commitments and mandates that compete with OCPP for time.

S 5
Tilapia hatcheries supported by O

- 3 L =

CPP in Belize. Source: OCPP MEL team

Impact
Impact
Thus far, no baseline data was collected by the programme on its three impact indicators. 19) GOAP is demon-
strating potential to deliver a strong contribution to impact indicator #1 (“Area of marine environment
under sustainable management practices due to OCPP (ha)”). The ALBs can also potentially make a con-
tribution, although likely results are contingent on more work being done for the impacts to be realised.

20) FOA has the most direct link to improvements in livelihoods and wellbeing. For the other components
of OCPP, livelihood and well-being impacts are more indirect.

21) The geographical footprint of the programme is not well aligned with its ODA poverty reduction re-
quirements and the skills profile of the delivery partners has been a constraint on integrating poverty
reduction and GESI considerations into programming by all partners. Overall, OCPP has struggled to articu-
late how it will contribute to poverty reduction in its target countries. This issue was also noted in the recent ICAI
Review of the BPF and is accepted by UK government. A rapid review of the global evidence for the effectiveness
of nature-based solutions for poverty alleviation and environmental outcomes submitted in 2024 by Defra in-
cluded marine sector interventions. Moreover, the extent and nature of OCPP’s socio-economic impacts, for ex-
ample on women and vulnerable groups, is hard to unpack due to the absence of coverage of GESI dimensions
in OCPP programming.

For OCPP’s impact indicator 3, all delivery partners can potentially deliver transformational change as defined by
ICF KPI 15. 22) Of the delivery partners, GOAP demonstrates, at this point, the greatest potential to deliver
transformational change. Overall, the weighted scores of FOA and GOAP equate to a score of 4, which aligns
with data reported by DESNZ? with most ICF programmes (28 out of a total of 55 programmes reviewed) having
partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely. On the other hand, the ALBs scored a 3, with the

2 Data reported by a DESNZ representative at a webinar organised by Agulhas on measuring transformational change, 6 June 2024. Agul-
has at gLOCAL 2024: Measuring Transformational Change - Lessons from Climate Action on Vimeo
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assessment of the ALBs work inconclusive at this point as there is not enough evidence to indicate that transfor-
mational change is likely. This compares with 17/55 ICF programmes scoring a 3.

23) OCPP is supporting global microplastics monitoring harmonisation, approaches to measure progress
in the sustainable use of marine resources and ocean accounting, and marine environment knowledge
sharing, all of which have the potential for wider impact in the global marine sciences sector. This work is
particularly relevant at this time with the move towards a global agreement on plastic pollution (United Nations
Environmental Assembly — 5.23).

Red mangroves at Turneffe Attol Marine Reserve in Belize. Source: OCPP MEL team

Sustainability

In order to assess the likely sustainability of OCPP programmes the NIRAS MEL team developed a multidimen-
sional sustainability scorecard covering financial sustainability, operational sustainability, clarity of ownership,
retention of trained people in the sector, policy alignment, consumables and equipment maintenance. 24) GOAP
and FOA are assessed to have the greatest potential sustainability at this point and have given greater
consideration to sustainability; the bilateral delivery partners less so. All delivery partners are striving to
develop capacity in their respective work areas to ensure partner countries can take this forward independently
of their support. 25) Transition planning has not received sufficient attention, until recently.

Conclusions

The programme has had three full years of implementation and is now in its fourth year with 21 months until
closure. It is meeting the needs of stakeholders in partner countries and filling capability gaps, likely to be left
unfilled without it. However, some of the shortcomings of OCPP’s design that have been present right from the
start, such as insufficient attention on poverty reduction and consideration of GESI in intervention designs, and
some inefficiencies in the bilateral partner delivery model, continue to constrain OCPP’s ability to deliver on the
expectations set out in its Business Case.

It has taken until Year 4 of the programme for attempts to address these shortcomings in OCPP’s design to gain
traction and gather impetus among delivery partners and Defra. Defra and delivery partners agree — the pro-
gramme does need to do more in these areas. There is now a growing appetite to address the issues with plans

3 UNEA-5.2 also became a historic moment as delegates agreed to establish an Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee with the man-
date to forge an international legally binding agreement to end plastic pollution by the end of 2024.
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underway to address these gaps and some useful interventions such as hiring GESI experts within delivery part-
ners, although the pace of change to address these critical shortcomings is a concern. It now seems likely that
bilateral programming for FY 2024/25 will, like earlier years, continue to remain defective in this regard, leaving
only one year remaining for the programme to address these major flaws. The complexity of the programme and
the lack of development programming experience among delivery partners continue to constrain the ability of
the programme to “reset” and focus on these well recognised and essential gaps.

The absence of an ongoing in-country presence by the OCPP in bilateral partner countries is affecting efficiency
of delivery and in-country stakeholders are clear — they prefer in-country pres-
ence and programmes like OCPP cannot be delivered effectively and efficiently
remotely with in-country missions from time to time. An ongoing in-country
presence would serve as a platform for fostering close relationships with in-
country stakeholders and advocating and catalysing change to policies and prac-
tice concerning sustainable, inclusive and equitable management of the marine
environment. In this closing phase of the programme, to consolidate and harvest
the results of earlier work and deliver on outcomes, such in-country presence
could be instrumental and catalytic in OCPP's realisation of its outcome level
potential.

To deliver systemic/transformational change in the management of the marine
environment, policy influence is a must. At present, the current bilateral pro- ab equipment provided by the
gramme model is somewhat defective in driving forward with partner country OCPP in Sri Lanka. Source: OCPP
stakeholder momentum behind key policy reforms/changes in practice. FOA and MEL team

GOAP use different delivery models more aligned to systemic change ambitions

and driving scalability/paradigm shifts — for example in mainstreaming use of ocean accounting. In the final phase
of OCPP, it is important to take stock, consolidate and reflect on where can the programme influence poli-
cies/practices, building on its earlier work.

It is likely that OCPP will make useful contributions to outcomes in the partner countries supported by the bilateral
partnerships. There are already a number of key results, from both bilateral and strategic partnership work, which
show potential to mature into outcome level change, which bodes well in terms of the programme making a
difference to managing the marine environment. GOAP, in particular, shows good potential to deliver strong
impacts. MEL systems need considerably more investment and more capacity is needed to engage MEL from
delivery partners. While the NIRAS MEL supplier have supported all delivery partners to develop and implement
the MEL framework over the past year, the programme runs the risk of “missing” key results in its reporting
because of the insufficient attention and no dedicated resources for MEL in the bilateral delivery partners. To
piece together the story on what OCPP is doing in each country selected for case studies was a big challenge for
the evaluation team as there was no systematic monitoring of outputs or results available from the ALBs.

While sustainability of FOA and GOAP's work is assessed as good, likely sustainability is considered weak at this
point for the ALBs work due to insufficient attention thus far, with the prevailing view that sustainability is some-
thing that should be considered at the end of a programme. For the OCPP Scholarships to make a lasting differ-
ence to the pool of expertise and capacity in partner countries the scholars will need to remain working in the
sector in their own countries.

Overall, OCPP is a useful and valued programme with potential to deliver some significant results, with strong
potential in evidence already in the case of GOAP. But the programme has suffered from starting delivery without
being appropriately set up (particularly the bilateral partnerships) and from major design flaws in terms of its
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consideration of poverty and GESI as an ODA programme. These issues need addressing without delay, alongside
an injection of appropriate development and GESI expertise and strong leadership commitment, and a drive to
make big changes.

FTIR-Microscope provided to the Hummingbird Ana-

lytical Laboratory at the University of Belize by the
OCPP. Source: OCPP MEL team partner countries and were activity rather than outcome focused,

in part due to the absence of a robust MEL framework and multi-
year planning. To ensure programmes contribute to outcomes and impact, programme teams should use
the theory of change as it sets out the pathways to the desired change the programme is expected to
achieve and should also invest in MEL systems to enable the tracking of progress.

3)

4)

5)

Lessons learned and recommendations

The interim evaluation has identified lessons learnt by the pro-
gramme thus far that are applicable to the wider Blue Planet Fund
and other similar UK development aid interventions.

1) GESI analysis is critical to the design of all interven-
tions. The International Development (Gender Equality) Act of
2014 requires that development assistance must be delivered in a
way that is likely to contribute to reducing inequality between
persons of different gender. OCPP paid limited attention to GESI
considerations in its design and delivery due to little GESI aware-
ness. The lesson for other programmes is that if a delivery partner
does not understand the implications of their intervention on
gender and inclusion, then they should commission research to
better understand it to ensure GESI considerations are integrated
into programme design and delivery, and that programme results
are achieved equitably.

2) Annual planning and funding cycles can inhibit deliv-
ery of long-term system change. OCPP’s bilateral partnerships
demonstrated limited strategic focus in their engagement with

OCPP’s ALB delivery partners did not pay sufficient attention to sustainability in the design of many of
their interventions, missing opportunities to use sustainable approaches to capacity development, for
example training of trainers, etc. To better ensure the sustainability of programme support, programme
teams should consider sustainability from the start of design of the interventions and not just at the
end. Failing to do so is likely to lead to inefficient resource usage and insufficient retrofitted sustainability
plans, ultimately limiting the achievement of long-term sustainable results.

OCPP stakeholders noted that they were pushed to start delivery of the programme right away and that
the necessary systems and processes were not in place at the outset to effectively and efficiently manage
the programme, for example a MEL framework. The lesson from this, for other programmes, is that “build-
ing a plane while flying it" is not a good approach to ensuring a programme’s systems and processes are
in place and fit for purpose to effectively and efficiently monitor and manage the programme.

Many of the countries within the OCPP’s current portfolio are legacy countries from the previous UK
Government programmes, such as CLiP from 2018-2020 and Commonwealth marine Economies (CME)
programme from 2016-2022. Evidence from case study countries indicates that the OCPP has been able
to capitalise on established relationships and priority areas of activity already established by predecessor
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6)

7

8)

9)

programmes. This demonstrates that building on legacy programmes can create entry points and foun-
dations for a new successor programme to take advantage of and facilitate a smooth transition to the
new programme’s delivery.

To deliver systemic/transformational change in the management of the marine environment, policy in-
fluence is a must. The findings concerning ALBs work indicates that their approach, at present, is some-
what defective in driving forward, with partner country stakeholders, momentum behind key policy re-
forms/changes in practice. Delivery partners cannot assume that these changes will happen organically
or that policy influence is out of scope. FOA and GOAP use different delivery models more aligned to
systemic change ambitions and driving scalability/paradigm shifts. Future programmes can learn from
this that to achieve systemic and long-term change or policy reforms, scientific or technical solutions
must be complemented by advocacy, engagement and ownership building capabilities.

One factor behind the slower-than-expected progress of the OCPP was that the ALBs are scientific and
marine management and regulation institutions, rather than international development focused institu-
tions. This could help explain some of the gaps in in-house expertise in areas such as international de-
velopment, capacity to deliver project management, GESI and MEL and has invariably impacted on the
extent to which the ALBs’ work has considered poverty ambitions and GESI considerations. To avoid these
issues, programmes should set out, from the outset, the different skill sets needed to run their pro-
grammes, recognising that development expertise, project management, MEL and GESI analysis are es-
sential competencies alongside technical /scientific expertise for design and delivery programmes like
OCPP.

In-country stakeholders have limited understanding of what has been delivered or achieved in the past
by OCPP's ALBs and on who is doing what and working where. In-country stakeholders have requested
improved communications and coordination on what OCPP’s ALBs are delivering and the results being
achieved. It was felt that the absence of an ongoing in-country presence in most bilateral partnership
countries was in part to blame for this issue. The lesson distilled from this experience is that to en-
sure traction in-country and efficient, effective delivery, programmes need some form of local and ongo-
ing in-country presence.

Joint scoping missions and joined up planning processes can generate efficiencies and synergies, as
shown by OCPP’s ALBs. However, the ALBs experience of scoping also shows that for scoping and design
activities, remote working is less effective than in-country missions.

10) GOAP is paying active consideration to sustainability and plans to establish Indonesia as a global exem-

plar country in terms of integrating national ocean accounting into national policy and decision making.
GOAP plans to use a sustainable approach to the development of “South-South” technical collaboration
capacity including pilot collaborations and creating a regional network that will build long-term capacity
and reduce reliance on ODA support. The ambition is to enable Indonesian partners to assist other coun-
tries develop their own ocean accounts. Other programmes should consider the appropriateness of
South-South exchanges and delivery models for sustainability reasons.

11) GOAP has been effective in leveraging funding from other donors and development partners. FOA has

also engaged successfully with other donors and development partners to take forward the work initiated
under OCPP. It is important for other programmes to actively engage with other development pro-
grammes and partners to expand funding opportunities to support improvements to the marine envi-
ronment.
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12) OCPP's ALBs have successfully collaborated with University of East Anglia to support the development of

a global microplastics laboratory network. Other programmes should consider cooperating with other
institutions or development partners to amplify their global impact.

-

Lab equipment provided by the OCPP in Sri Lanka. Source: OCPP MEL team

The following recommendations are based on the evidence and analysis undertaken for this evaluation. There
may be other factors or considerations this evaluation team are unaware of that Defra and the delivery partners
are required to take on board. These recommendations are grouped into two categories: recommendations to
deliver impact and recommendations to improve the process of delivery.

Recommendations to deliver impact

1)
2)
3)

4)
5)

6)
7)

8)
9)

GESI considerations must be mainstreamed in programme design.

Poverty alleviation must be better integrated to achieve the intended programme impact.

Defra and OCPP programme leadership should carefully consider country and activity prioritisation in the
remaining years of the programme.

External communications need to be enhanced and amplified to ensure impact and sustainability.
OCPP's strategic planning processes need to better integrate the programme and country-level Theories
of Changes.

For OCPP to achieve long-term impact, it will require interventions oriented towards policy change and
reform.

Sustainability needs to be integrated with all OCPP activity planning.

Transition plans need to be developed for all OCPP bilateral components.

OCPP should find opportunities to better promote in-country opportunities to ensure expertise retention.

Recommendations to improve process

10) Internal knowledge sharing should be promoted and streamlined to enable more effective delivery.

11) Programme governance including decision-making, approvals and escalation need to be streamlined.
12) VM monitoring needs to be embedded and strengthened.

13) The OCPP delivery partners should invest in resourcing MEL.

14) Management processes must be consolidated and strengthened.

15) Engagement with in-country stakeholders and donors should be strengthened to ensure effective coor-

dination.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

Arm’s-length Bodies (ALBs)

Association of Commonwealth Universities (ACU)
Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR)

Blue Food Partnership (BFP).

Blue Planet Fund (BPF)

Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)

Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture
Science (Cefas)

Commonwealth Litter Programme (CLiP)
Commonwealth Marine Economies (CME)

Climate and Ocean Adaptation and Sustainable
Transition (COAST) programme

Community of Practice (CoP)

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs’
(Defra)

Eastern Tropical Pacific Marine Corridor (CMAR)
Evaluation Questions (EQs)

Focus Groups Discussions (FGDs)

Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office
(FCDO)

Friends of Ocean Action (FOA)

Gender, Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI)

Global Ocean Accounts Partnership (GOAP)
International Climate Finance (ICF)

Joint Nature Conservation Committee (JNCCQ)

Key Informant Interviews (Klls)

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs)

Learning questions (LQs)

Least Developed Countries (LDCs)

Lower Middle Incoms Countries (LMICs)
Marine Management Organisation (MMO)
Marine Spatial Planning (MSP)

Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL)

Net Present Value (NPV)

Ocean Community Empowerment and Nature
(OCEAN) grants programme

Ocean Country Partnership Programme (OCPP)
Official Development Assistance (ODA)

One Health Aquaculture (OHA)

Oxford Policy Management (OPM)

Programme Management Board (PMB)
Programme Operating Manual (POM)

Quality assurance (QA)

Quality Management System (QMS)

Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC)
Senior Management Board (SMB)

Strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
(SWOT) analysis

Theory of Change (ToC)

Technical Assistance (TA)

Terms of Reference (ToR)

University of East Anglia (UEA)

Upper Middle Income Countries (UMICs)

Value for Money (VM)

Western Indian Ocean (WIO)

World Economic Forum (WEF)

World Resources Institute (WRI)
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1 Purpose, scope and objectives

1.1 Introduction

The Ocean Country Partnership Programme (OCPP) is a UK Government-led programme funded from the
£500 million Blue Planet Fund (BPF), which is financed through the UK Official Development Assistance
(ODA) and International Climate Finance (ICF) budget. The technical assistance programme supports eligible
countries to reduce poverty through sustainable management of the marine environment. Overall respon-
sibility for the programme rests with the UK funding authority the Department for Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs (Defra). The programme’s delivery partners include three Arms-Length Bodies (ALBs): the Cen-
tre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas), the Joint Nature Conservation Committee
(JNCC) and Marine Management Organisation (MMO). The ALBs are responsible for the delivery and man-
agement of what is referred to as the 'bilateral programme’, which provides technical assistance through
partnering with country governments. In addition, OCPP also funds two multi-donor initiatives for the ‘'mul-
tilateral/strategic programme’ of the OCPP — the Global Ocean Accounts Partnership (GOAP) and Friends of
Ocean Action (FOA), which support partner countries in the development of global public goods relevant
to the programme’s objectives. GOAP is a global, multi-stakeholder partnership established to enable coun-
tries and other stakeholders to go beyond Gross Domestic Product (GDP) to effectively measure and man-
age progress towards sustainable ocean development. FOA is a platform hosted by the World Economic
Forum in collaboration with the World Resources Institute, which brings together ocean leaders from a wide
range of sectors to encourage action and investment into sustainable ocean projects. OCPP’s bilateral pro-
gramme start date was 01 July 2021 and its projected end date is 31 March 2026 The two new multilateral
programmes, FOA and GOAP, were fully brought into OCPP after one and half years of bilateral delivery. A
detailed description of the programme is provided in Annex 5.

The NIRAS Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL) team were contracted by Defra to deliver MEL services
to the Ocean Country Partnership Programme (OCPP) from June 2023 until the end of September 2026, two
years into OCPP’s implementation. The MEL services to the OCPP are intended to act as a continuous man-
agement function and be a tool for learning, accountability and transparency in the delivery of the pro-
gramme, for both the OCPP team and wider stakeholders, including the UK government. In December 2023
the revised MEL framework for the OCPP was approved, along with the OCPP MEL inception report. This
interim evaluation is the first independent and comprehensive evaluation of OCPP, with the work of the
ALBs and the two multi-donor initiatives both in scope.

The report is structured into five sections. Individual case study reports for Belize, Ghana, Maldives, Mozam-
bique, and Sri Lanka are provided in Annexes 8-12:

e Section 1 is the introduction to the evaluation, scope and target audience.

e Section 2 describes the evaluation approach and methods used.

e Section 3 sets out the findings from the assessment, aligned to the six DAC criteria of relevance, coher-
ence, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and likely sustainability.

e Section 4 presents the key conclusions, lessons learnt and the recommendations from the evaluation.

4 HMG, Ocean Country Partnership Programme, https://devtracker.fcdo.gov.uk/programme/GB-GOV-7-BPFOCPP/summary
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1.2 Purpose and objectives of the interim evaluation

The purpose of the independent evaluation of OCPP is to both assess the performance and impact of OCPP,
as well as to distil learning to support an adaptive management process that mainstreams evidence-based
decision-making into OCPP and other similar BPF initiatives. Two evaluations are planned for OCPP: an
interim evaluation enveloping both process and impact assessments of OCPP in 2024, for which this is the
main output, and an impact evaluation in 2026. The evaluation architecture presented in Figure 1.1 below
was designed to address the evaluation needs of the primary evaluation audience (Defra, UK government
stakeholders, and BPF programme teams). The evaluations will provide feedback at several different levels
by adopting a tiered approach reflecting the breadth and depth of OCPP.

Figure 1.1 OCPP evaluation architecture
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This interim evaluation is timely given that the programme has been running for almost two years, so it is
ripe to provide feedback to Defra and delivery partners on the relevance and design of the programme,
how the programme is being implemented, assessing the delivery modality and efficiency of implementa-
tion, as well as considering results from the early phase of the programme, and other lessons learned to
inform programme improvement going forward. This paves the way for the 2026 impact evaluation, which
will have more of a focus on effectiveness (contribution to intermediate outcomes and outcomes), as well
as impact/potential for impact, sustainability, and other lessons learned.

1.3 Scope of the assignment

The temporal scope of the evaluations covers the period from OCPP launch in July 2021 to March 2026,
when the five-year programme is expected to end.> The temporal scope of this interim evaluation is from
programme launch in July 2021 to the end of May 2024.

> However, certain components of the programme are expected to end earlier — for example FOA's funding may cease in 2024, alt-
hough it is also possible that further extensions will be granted to certain projects. In addition new delivery partners may be
onboarded and new bilateral partnerships with new countries may be agreed which would also be in scope for the evaluation.
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The entire programme was within scope of the interim evaluation. In addition, all countries where the ALB,
FOA and GOAP® interventions have been delivered/are being delivered are within geographical scope of
the evaluation. In the case of closed bilateral partnerships, these will be covered in ad hoc evaluation activ-
ities commissioned by Defra and therefore are outside the scope of the evaluation. An ad hoc evaluation of
FOA delivery was available for review and contributed to the evidence base for this evaluation.

1.4 Target audience and stakeholders

The primary audience for the evaluations is the Defra OCPP, BPF and ODA teams, and Foreign, Common-
wealth and Development Office (FCDO) teams, the five delivery partners, as well as Association of Com-
monwealth Universities (ACU) as manager of the OCPP scholarships, other BPF programme suppliers, and
BPF Regional Coordinators and Posts (British Embassies/British High Commissions) in partner countries. The
secondary audience is the recipients of OCPP technical advice, support, training and education, as well as
awareness raising interventions, in addition to the external audience of marine science and conservation
community. The report references the following stakeholders:

« "Bilateral programme” includes Defra and the three ALB delivery partners, and their respective tech-
nical/delivery teams involved in the management and delivery of the bilateral programme;

« “Strategic programme” refers to the strategic components delivered by FOA and GOAP and the deliv-
ery teams involved in the management and delivery of their work;

* “In-country stakeholders” includes partner country government members engaged in the programme
and receiving technical assistance; as well as organisations and institutions working with the pro-
gramme, and contracted subcontractors delivering work on behalf of the OCPP, who are based in an
OCPP country.

2. Evaluation approach and methods

The interim evaluation was designed to be utilisation-oriented and participatory, and used a system lens to
assess the extent to which OCPP support has enhanced capacities to effectively and sustainably manage
and protect marine ecosystems.

2.1 Evaluation questions
An overview of evaluation questions (EQs), sub-EQs, lines of inquiry, and main sources of evidence for the
interim evaluation is provided in the evaluation matrix (Annex 1).

The process EQs primarily focused on the following dimensions:

e How well was OCPP and its components designed?

e How well is the programme being implemented? Is delivery of the programme being done in the right
way in terms of use of ALB, FOA and GOAP delivery, travel involved in getting ALBs to country, Value for
Money (VIM)?

81t is worth noting that GOAP interventions, supported by Defra, extend coverage of countries that are not listed as priority coun-
tries of the Blue Planet Fund. In year 1, GOAP pilots were delivered in South Africa, Mozambique, Kenya, Indonesia, Vietnam and Fiji
which are all classified as BPF priority ODA eligible countries.
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e How appropriate is the structure of the programme in terms of numbers of activities being supported
versus depth of focus on a number of critical activities?

e Have the organisational structures, governance arrangements and management processes affected the
achievement/likely achievement of intended programme outcomes and impact?

e How have the outcomes and impact been affected by the external context within which the programme
was implemented?

2.2 Selection of countries for case studies

In addition to a portfolio assessment, this evaluation used a case-based approach to drill down into, de-
scribe and analyse OCPP’s work in particular countries in order to ensure depth as well as breadth in the
analysis of the portfolio. The unit of analysis for the case studies was the country level, with the assessment
covering all OCPP interventions being delivered in that specific country. The sampling criteria (detailed in
Annex 1) sought to select a diverse, rather than representative sample, of OCPP countries in order to answer
the questions “what works well, where and in what contexts/conditions?” Four countries were selected for
case studies — Belize, Ghana, Mozambique and Sri Lanka. For geographical diversity and coverage of FOA
and GOAP (without ALB intervention) Fiji was later added as a case study country. However, for reasons
elaborated in section 2.5, Fiji was later replaced by Maldives, which afforded another opportunity to assess
the results of a more mature partnership supported by the ALBs and GOAP. The case studies have process
and impact evaluation dimensions in that they will examine both delivery and efficiency aspects of OCPP as
well as effectiveness and emerging impacts. To assess change over time within these case studies, a longi-
tudinal approach will be applied, with the selected case studies remaining the same for the interim (2024)
and impact (2026) evaluations.

2.3 Data collection

The evaluation team conducted an extensive number of interviews with key stakeholders in order to inform
the overall assessment of the portfolio and additionally at country level within the framework of the country
level case studies. In total 152 stakeholder interviews were conducted (86 men and 66 women) and focus
group discussions with 20 community members (13 men and seven women) were conducted in Sri Lanka
and Belize. One of the focus group discussions in Sri Lanka was with OCPP scholars.

A list of stakeholder institutions consulted is provided in Annex 2. In addition to the key informant interviews
which were conducted in-person or online, an electronic survey was also conducted, targeted at OCPP de-
livery partners (only ALBs) in order to obtain their feedback on relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, and sus-
tainability of OCPP support in partner countries. In all 20 responses were received from ALBs (17 female and
3 male respondents). The results from this survey are provided in Annex 3. If survey respondents are in-
cluded as well as focus group participants, along with stakeholder interviews, in all 102 men and 90 women
were consulted in primary data collection activities for the interim evaluation.

In addition to primary data collection, the evaluation team also reviewed an extensive number of secondary
documentation, which are listed in Annex 4. Additional lists of documents reviewed are included in the
annexes to the country case studies.

Since an evaluation was recently conducted by the NIRAS MEL team of FOA projects, the resultant evalua-
tion report (February 2024) was the key source of evidence on FOA projects. Additional information was
sourced from discussions with FOA during the interim evaluation to ensure that the evidence presented in
the report was up to date.
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2.4 Evaluation methods

The evaluation of OCPP uses a blended theory-based, mixed methods approach which applies a number of
evaluation methods in order to understand how and in what way has OCPP delivered results. One of the
main methods used was contribution analysis,” which uses the Theory of Change (ToC) to assess the con-
tribution an intervention/portfolio has made to outcomes. This method was applied at country levels (for
the country based case studies) by using the respective Theories of Change at programme and country
levels to define contribution hypotheses® assessing change from output and intermediate outcome levels
through to outcome level. For each of the key results of the programme, the evaluation team presented
the significance of the change in terms of improvements to the management of the marine environment
and the level of contribution of OCPP, in addition to mapping where the results sit in the ToC causal path-
ways to outcome and impact. As this is an interim evaluation, the evaluation team also reported results with
potential to deliver intermediate outcomes and outcome level change, in order to assess likely effectiveness.
Other methods of analysis used by the evaluation team include Value for Money analysis, Systemic Change
analysis, Contextual Analysis, and Gender, Equity, and Social Inclusion (GESI) analysis.

An important step in the data analysis process was the aggregation of evidence (from qualitative and quan-
titative sources) which was done by using coding software, MaxQDA, to match evidence to each EQ set out
in the evaluation matrix. This was a robust means of ensuring comprehensive capture of all data and evi-
dence, providing a valuable platform for triangulation of findings across evidence sources, and the identifi-
cation of outliers in terms of opposing views and findings reliant on single sources of evidence.

2.5 Evaluation limitations
The interim evaluation faced a number of issues, for which mitigation measures were necessary to reduce
their impact on the strength and quality of evidence (Table 2.1).

Table 2.7 Evaluation limitations and mitigation measures

Limitation Mitigation

(KeTeli 10 (R (o Tl [o 3 S AVETH T T NSV TEY-LIG (TG T. W Rather than assess the programme’s performance
the interim evaluation process against the first iteration of the logframe, the evalua-
tion team considered progress against the change
LT LT T T CR DR GEIEWET BT A U O Il pathways mapped out in the programme’s theory of
L RENT N U EDN GBI C ARG IL IR Gl change. In addition the evaluation team reviewed
LTI G EICREVETIEL IR CRE TN T LIBl progress with the various programme activities in or-
mance across logframe outputs. der to assess whether the programme is on track with
delivery. The shortcomings in the sufficiency and fre-
quency of monitoring data, reporting on outputs, in-
termediate outcome and outcome level results is an
issue which should be addressed once the newly

" Mayne, J. The Institutional Learning and Change (ILAC) Initiative, (2008). Contribution analysis: An approach to exploring cause and
effect. https://www.betterevaluation.org/tools-resources/contribution-analysis-approach-exploring-cause-effect

8 An example of a contribution hypothesis is “To what extent has OCPP's capacity building and technical assistance made a contribu-
tion to enhancing human and organisational capabilities to support sustainable marine environment management and emergency
response, leading to more effective implementation of improved policies and regulations in this sphere?” Other such change hy-
potheses will be specified based on the causal impact pathways set out in the Theory of Change and supporting narrative.
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Limitation

A GOAP-specific evaluation was planned
which impacted on the access to their stake-
holders in the interest of minimising evalua-
tion burden

Application of a theory-based approach was
somewhat affected by the fact that pro-
gramme teams do not apply a theory of
change lens to planning activities.

GESI analysis and consideration of poverty
remain at a relatively early stage

Assessing internal coherence of the pro-
gramme was compromised by the “agency”
based approach the ALBs use to plan and de-
liver activities. The Tier One change process
to improve governance was initiated in Octo-
ber 2023 and was still nascent when the eval-
uation began in February 2024

Some stakeholder experiences and percep-
tions may be missed in the evaluation’s case-
based approach, which does not provide
comprehensive coverage across the entire
OCPP portfolio.

Mitigation

designed MEL framework is rolled out and in use by
delivery partners.

GOAP's activities were assessed from a portfolio per-
spective, as well as in the context of the case study
assessments of Maldives, Ghana, Belize and Mozam-
bigue. In view of the forthcoming evaluation of GOAP,
the evaluation coverage of GOAP in the interim eval-
uation was agreed to be light touch.

While there are Theories of Change for the different
country programmes and for FOA and GOAP at pro-
gramme levels, the programme teams do not tend to
use the ToC as a tool to inform intervention design.
Nonetheless the evaluation team was able to map the
key emergent results to ToC change pathways,
through the application of contribution analysis to as-
sess progamme effectiveness and impact.

These are important issues since the design of inter-
ventions have not incorporated GESI nor poverty con-
siderations. The evaluation team sought to unravel
what the likely impacts of interventions on these
groups might be, while also emphasising in its recom-
mendations the urgent need for GESI analysis to be
commissioned by programme teams.

The three ALBs tend to sub-divide workplanning be-
tween their respective agencies. Consultations and in-
terviews were used to examine any linkages/synergies
between the work of the three ALBs. The Tier One
change process to improve governance was initiated
in October 2023 and was still nascent when the eval-
uation began in February 2024.

The evaluation undertakes a portfolio assessment and
a case-based approach using selected countries for
deep dive case studies. The case study sample aimed
to represent the diversity of the portfolio (see Annex
1). The portfolio assessment captures the breadth of
the portfolio across all OCPP countries, through port-
folio document analysis, portfolio-level Klls and sur-
vey.
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3. Evaluation findings
3.1 Relevance
3.1.1 Meeting needs of partner countries

Finding 1: OCPP, through a demand-led and consultative process, is meeting the needs of partner
county stakeholders, although the balance between use of demand-led and propositional ap-
proaches varies from country to country. The programme is filling important gaps in partner coun-
tries’ expertise and capability to sustainably manage the marine environment.

Overall, the bilateral programme is meeting the needs of the five case study country partners through a
demand-led, consultative approach that is adjusted through ALB propositional offers. Both GOAP and FOA
delivery were found to be highly relevant to their partner countries, through a more direct demand-led
model compared to the bilateral side of the OCPP. A majority of in-country partner stakeholders reported
high levels of relevance and satisfaction with the programme meeting their countries’ needs and policy
priorities, and perceived that the stakeholder process was underpinned by co-development principles and
a collaborative, demand-led approach.

Stakeholders particularly praised the high calibre technical expertise and peer to peer training, highlighting
the UK's technical expertise as a unique selling point to partner countries. For example, government de-
partment stakeholders in Belize praised OCPP on the peer-to-peer biosecurity training and equipment they
received to detect and prevent diseases in two key value chain assets in the country (shrimp and tilapia). In
Ghana, one key government stakeholder noted that, through OCPP’s support, they can now address key
coastal management issues through the Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) training and expertise.

The strategic partners’ more direct, demand-led approach is embedded in their design. For FOA, stake-
holders are closely involved in the delivery across all four projects and the co-creation of solutions to marine
environment challenges. All four projects included some form of in-country working group, roundtable,
partnership platform, or feedback mechanism to validate and inform the direction of project to ensure it
aligned closely with stakeholder priorities. GOAP’s model of delivery is directed by the country members
(and non-members) themselves and the in-country pilots are generally led by locally-based experts and
institutions and are deeply embedded in ongoing ocean policy and governance processes in host countries.

There is strong evidence that OCPP fills gaps. Stakeholders across all countries regarded the support pro-
vided as useful, given their resource constrained environment and limited availability of this type of support
from other donors. Even in well-established OCPP countries that have a highly saturated donor space, such
as Belize and the Maldives, the programme is found to address needs/priorities that other donors are not
addressing through government-to-government technical assistance. GOAP directly addresses stake-
holder's national priorities for ocean accounting, where most stakeholders lack the capacity and capability
to carry out their own ecosystem accounting systems. Many stakeholders across all five countries stated
there would be a gap if OCPP exited the country. There were mixed results in terms of how well the ALBs
balanced the demand-led and propositional approaches. In Belize, Sri Lanka and Maldives, this blended
approach worked well; in Ghana and Mozambique there were shortcomings in this balance, leading to some
stakeholders frustrated with the bilateral offer. Certain government stakeholders in both countries praised
the programme in its technical assistance offered, but stated the needs and priorities could be better iden-
tified, and activities better targeted to their needs. For example, in Ghana a stakeholder commended the
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programme for supporting activities at a zonal level but stated the programme is currently “not downstream
enough” and suggested that technical work should be concentrated at a lower, community level and not
just at national or zonal levels.® It should be noted that OCPP was primarily designed to be delivered at
national levels and there are other BPF programmes that are more community-focused. While bilateral
programme delivery teams sought to achieve a demand-led offer through extensive stakeholder consulta-
tion, constraints to resourcing and the bilateral programme delivery model led to more propositional offers.
Evidence suggests that what is proposed and delivered by the bilateral programme depends on technical
availability and capacity of the ALB teams. This may be limiting the relevance of what is offered.

Finding 2: ALB’s in-country engagement and traction has been hindered by the intermittent presence
delivery model. In-country partners prefer face to face working and continuity of engagement in-
country.

The intermittent presence delivery model of the bilateral side of the pro-
gramme is perceived by stakeholders as a 'fly in,-fly-out” model. It was cited
by multiple stakeholders in Belize, Ghana, and Mozambique as challenging the
programme'’s relevance. Sri Lanka is the exception, having a British High Com-
mission hosted OCPP programme officer in place, more local procurement, and

“This programme can't
be delivered over email.”

- Ghana stake-

sustained relationships with in-country stakeholders built by Cefas technical

teams since 2019 under CLiP. Sri Lanka uses more local suppliers so it is less reliant on technical teams that
intermittently visit the country to deliver the intervention. For the delivery teams in the other case study
countries, this approach has somewhat hampered their ability to provide relevant, bespoke workplans due
to: barriers and challenges to relationship building in certain thematic workstreams; limited degree of fa-
miliarity with country contexts and preferred ways of working; and barriers to delivery (linked to section 4.3
on Efficiency) even in well-established countries like Belize. In addition, this model has potentially led to
overambition of what can be delivered and achieved by the bilateral programme due to the remoteness of
the delivery teams and challenges in engagement and traction with in-country partners (as covered in sec-
tion 4.3 on Efficiency): the latest ALB Activity Tracker for FY 2023/24 recorded 330 activities across the port-
folio, with many delayed/terminated/paused.’

Other factors, such as language, were noted by stakeholders in Mozambique, Sri Lanka, and Senegal as a
challenge for the bilateral programme’s ability to meet local needs and build the relationships necessary to
conduct the work. While Sri Lankan stakeholders can receive the programme in English, they would prefer
documentation and meetings in their own languages and have requested that the programme be sensitive
to this, which the bilateral programme delivery teams have sought to address. The language barrier in
Mozambique was suggested as a one of the reasons for the inefficient and protracted scoping period,
leading stakeholders to suggest that the workplan only partially addressed their needs. Activities in Senegal
have been delayed because the ALB delivery teams did not have the translation support and have not been
able to hire translators in-country, according to one bilateral delivery team member, who stated that without
translation support it is very difficult to build the relationships required to establish buy-in.

° Ghana government stakeholder interview.
© OCPP Activity Tracker FY23/24, received 4 April 2024.
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3.1.2 Prioritisation of OCPP countries to support

Finding 3: Country prioritisation for the bilateral component of OCPP leant heavily on CLiP. The ra-
tionale for selection of the supported countries is not always apparent/fully clear to delivery part-
ners, who struggled with the increase of country delivery under their remit.

Many of the countries within the OCPP’s current portfolio are legacy countries from the previous UK Gov-
ernment programmes managed by Cefas, the Commonwealth Litter Programme (CLiP) from 2018-2020 and
Commonwealth Marine Economies (CME) from 2016-2022. Prioritisation of countries from predecessor pro-
grammes increased the relevance of OCPP's support within Belize, Sri Lanka and the Maldives. Evidence
from case study countries indicates that the OCPP has been able to capitalise on established relationships
and priority areas of activity already established from predecessor programmes. This can easily be seen in
Belize, where CLiP drafted the country’s National Marine Litter Action Plan that OCPP is now helping the
country implement. Within these predecessor programme countries, OCPP has been able to expand support
and deliver work in other thematic areas beyond marine pollution to biodiversity and sustainable seafood.
From the prioritisation approach of utilising previously established UKAID footprint, the OCPP has ensured
a strongly relevant offer to partner countries.

Prioritisation of countries within the wider bilateral portfolio is decided by Defra, with limited input from
ALBs and nominal steer from the Senior Management Board (SMB). Defra provides light-touch input in to
new pilot countries for ocean accounting supported by the BPF since the GOAP model is demand based.
Multiple ALB interviewees noted that it was unclear why Defra chose certain countries for bilateral delivery
and it was also not clear why they pushed to roll out bilateral delivery in so many countries beyond the

original CLiP countries in such a short space of time. Interviews with delivery
team members stated they felt this process was rushed, which decreased
their ability to efficiently deliver the programme (see section 4.3 on effi-
ciency). However, interviewees indicated that Defra was pushed to fill gaps
in the wider BPF portfolio, and had to respond to ministerial pressures, such

"OCPP started work right
away and then had to figure
out how to deliver.”

ALB delivery team member

as the need for some programme within the BPF portfolio to address IUU.

3.1.3 Strategic focus with partner countries
Finding 4: OCPP’s bilateral partnerships have had limited strategic focus in their engagements with
partner countries. FOA and GOAP display a strong strategic focus in their engagements.

Currently, the bilateral partnerships demonstrate limited strategic focus in their engagement with partner
countries over what the programme delivers, at both a country and portfolio level. The first years of pro-
gramme delivery were done without a robust MEL framework and multi-year planning, which curtailed the
programme'’s ability to establish and maintain a strategic and results-based focus. Planning processes from
the beginning of the programme have been focused on planning at the activity-level with limited under-
standing of how activities are aligned to larger outcomes, except to say that the activities “are good for the
marine environment.""" According to a delivery team member, at the start of the programme the ALBs were
pushed to deliver activities right away and encouraged to plan at the activity-level, due to the need to be
reactive to and led by partner country needs.’® As the bilateral programme progressed, Defra pushed for
more strategic planning linked to Theories of Change, but this was slow to materialise in the first few years

" Belize delivery team member interview.
2 ALB team member interview.
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of the programme. Because of this, how a country delivery fits into the wider portfolio of OCPP and the
justification for why its activities support programme-level outcomes is currently unclear.

In recognition of the lack of strategic direction present in the first two years of programme delivery, Defra
and ALBs worked together to implement a more strategic approach in 2023 with the introduction of Cefas
as a Tier One delivery partner in charge of consolidated management and coordination of the programme.
This change process introduced more strategic planning processes, such the introduction of Annual Plan-
ning days, and new tools and processes for planning. These tools for the bilateral programme include: an
Activity Tracker, Annual Milestone Reporting for each ALB, country-level workplans, country-level Project
Initiation documents for each thematic workstream, BPF Implementation Plans (which are Defra/FCDO
driven documents), Activity Plans, and a Programme Operating Manual (POM). Country-level Theories of
Change were introduced to country teams in mid-2023 through a subcontractor, but these were not found
by the evaluation team to be in use by ALB delivery teams. Each of these tools attempts to align itself to
the larger strategic vision of the programme, e.g. the Theory of Change, but most of them fall short of
providing a clear line of sight of how the activities of the bilateral programme will result in outputs that will
be adopted and used by the stakeholders. Many of these documents incorrectly assign programme ‘out-
puts’ under ‘outcomes’, and only provide a high-level overview of how the bilateral programme is address-
ing identified challenges will result in outcome level results. Out of this suite of strategic planning tools,
only the Activity Plan (produced just for Ghana and Mozambique at the time of this evaluation) succinctly
connects to the Theory of Change and maps out activities against intended outputs and then the larger
outcome-level changes for the country.

As of May 2024, Tier One programme leadership had set multi-year milestones and targets against the
logframe indicators. While this action and the suite of tools is a positive move in the right direction, the
tools and processes are not being uniformly and fully used by each country team; for example, Activity Plans
were only created for Ghana and Mozambique, while Belize is relying on a large slide deck to communicate
activity-level achievements with partners. It is understood the programme level Theory of Change was being
introduced to each country team at the time of the evaluation; however, the Annual Planning Days in Jan-
uary 2024 was a missed opportunity to introduce the newly strengthened MEL framework and begin social-
ising it with the bilateral programme delivery teams.

Furthermore, there are too many strategic tools with only partial strategic information in each and these
documents appear to silo the strategic information and work. Consolidating these tools—for example, cre-
ating a more robust Project Initiation document that combines all thematic workstreams (or use BPF Imple-
mentation Frameworks for COAST-aligned countries), attached to an Activity Plan, would help provide the
comprehensive strategic line of sight needed for country-level implementation, without spreading the in-
formation out over several documents.

Both GOAP and FOA demonstrate a clearer strategic focus in their engagement with countries due to: 1)
their more direct, stakeholder-led model of delivery; 2) established mechanisms in the country or region to
provide direction and steer into the project (for example, with GOAP's Communities of Practice); GOAP and
FOA's project management function demonstrates that it understands how their intervention is anticipated
to result in change. The multilateral components of OCPP were required to produce quarterly reporting
against set objectives and indicators to Defra. This is unlike the ALBs who reported annually against objec-
tives and indicators set out in the OCPP logframe in the first three years of delivery. Even with their clearer
strategic focus and documentation processes, the lack of the robust MEL framework for OCPP impacted
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FOA and GOAP’s ability to have a clear strategic line of sight in their delivery within the portfolio of OCPP
itself. Therefore, all delivery partners within the portfolio experienced shortcomings in levels of understand-
ing and oversight about what was being delivered across the OCPP in the first few years of delivery.

3.14 GESI and safeguarding considerations embedded in the design of OCPP

Finding 5: The programme has paid limited attention to GESI and safeguarding considerations thus
far. Although there are plans afoot to address these critical gaps, the pace and momentum behind
addressing them is somewhat slow and there is a lack of clear leadership on this issue.

The Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAl) review of the BPF recognised that GESI is largely absent
from consideration from Defra-funded ODA programmes. '* For the OCPP this has resulted in an absence
of guidance and available tools from Defra to all delivery partners. Safeguarding, equally, has been given
little formal guidance and tools. Even without guidance from the funding authority, responsibility of deliv-
ering and meeting ODA requirements sits with delivery partners. Thus far, the delivery partners and most
case study countries demonstrate little GESI and safeguarding awareness. However, there is a very strong
appetite from delivery teams to address this issue, and they expressed some frustration with the lack of
guidance from ALB programme leadership and Defra.™ Out of all the case study countries, Belize is the
most GES| aware: the delivery team stated they recognised the need to be aware of how certain thematic
areas, such as stakeholder consultation with fishers for the Managed Access Review, will engage with mar-
ginalised groups. In the absence of guidance from programme leadership, there are pockets of GESI being
considered by the programme in unique instances. One of Belize’s main sub-contractors, WREN, included
a GESI lens in their delivery that also featured disability considerations. As of May 2024, some steps to
address these issues are being taken by Defra and the ALB programme leadership, (it should be noted that
FOA and GOAP have not received any GESI-specific guidance from Defra, though their grant agreements
with the authority contain explicit obligations to safeguarding):

« A safeguarding session was delivered to ALB programme leadership by ODA Hub in April 2024.

* A broad GESI strategy from Defra was communicated to OCPP teams starting at the ALB Planning Days in
January 2024.

« Safeguarding training has been introduced by Tier One delivery partner Cefas: there are required online
trainings that are available for programme teams to attend.

« Tier One delivery partner Cefas has recruited a social researcher to focus on GESI as of May 2024. FOA has
plans to hire a GESI consultant if the next phase of the Blue Food Partnership is granted further funding
by Defra.

While these are important steps in the right direction, time is running out in this financial year (FY 2024/25)
to take meaningful and measurable actions to address the shortcomings on GESI and safeguarding. The
lack of GESI and safeguarding was identified as early as August 2023 and the ICAl Review was issued in
November 2023. Since then, it appears as if all stakeholders involved (e.g. Defra and programme leadership
across all delivery partners) are waiting for someone to take charge and lead on this issue, which points to
a lack of a concerted effort to address this problem. There also appears to be confusion on who is driving

'3 Independent Commission for Aid Impact, “Blue Planet Fund: A rapid review”, p.19, November 2023. https://icai.independ-
ent.gov.uk/review/blue-planet-fund/review/
' Delivery team member interviews.
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this aspect and how to meet the respective obligations for both GESI and safeguarding in ODA-funded
programmes.

3.2 Coherence

3.2.1 Internal coherence

Finding 6: There is some evidence of disjointed work across the ALB delivery partners, although de-
livery of work across all delivery partners has been more joined up in West and East Africa. Efforts
are underway to have a more joined up approach to planning and delivery of work across all the
delivery partners.

There are mixed findings for internal coherence across the programme and across the five case study coun-
tries. There are some positive indications of internal coherence from instances of joined up working across
delivery partners or ALBs, the creation of regional and international linkages within the portfolio, and strong
examples of the programme adhering to relevant national/international norms and standards in their de-
livery of technical assistance. However, these positive instances are dampened by shortcomings due to the
delivery model, the planning process, and governance arrangements.

The bilateral programme and its delivery partners carry out its activities under three thematic workstreams:
marine biodiversity, sustainable seafood and marine pollution. Sri Lanka, Belize and the Maldives were able
to build a coherent body of work from CLiP in the area of marine pollution, which is positive. However, when
the other ALBs (JNCC and MMO) joined Cefas in bilateral delivery in these countries, and when it broadened
out delivery to the other thematic areas, evidence suggests delivery was disjointed with work being done
in silos. This has improved over time, mainly due to setting up Cross-ALB meetings and the Tier One change
process in 2023 to ensure a more joined-up ALB approach. However, at the country-level, it is down to the
thematic and technical leads to keep the wider team and ALB Country Coordinator up to date on what
thematic activities are occurring. The lack of uniform strategic approach at the portfolio level is reflected at
the bilateral country level as well, where the absence of utilising the country Theories of Change stymies a
country's/project’s delivery team’s ability to align itself to the portfolio level. There are different tools and
processes in use across the ALBs, but they are not used uniformly across ALBs and ALB country teams, which
can affect working together as well. This uneven and ad-hoc approach compromises internal coherence and
the programme’s ability to align and synergise internally to minimise duplication and cross-working.

The exception to this is the West and East African ALB country teams, who as new partnerships in the
bilateral portfolio demonstrate stronger internal coherence than the rest of the portfolio. The Country Co-
ordinators for these countries (Ghana, Senegal, Mozambique and Madagascar) have regular, joined up
meetings that even incorporate GOAP team members (e.g. for Ghana). The BPF Regional Coordinators for
both West and East Africa enhances the internal coherence and are able to provide strategic, BPF-portfolio
level linkages. Delivery of OCPP is more joined up in these countries as well through established meetings
and can be seen in recent delivery, for example, with Cefas and FOA in their joint planning and delivery of
the One Health Aquaculture Conference in Ghana in February 2024.

Notably, the programme has created regional and international links across its portfolio in a few instances.
For example, in Belize through its Belize Recyclers and Waste Management Association and Maritime Ports
Feasibility study. Both of these activities have established linkages with other OCPP SIDS in the South Pacific
through the sub-contractor, WREN. In addition, the microplastics laboratory work led by Cefas is a strongly
positive internal coherence finding. The collaboration of microplastic laboratories were set up under CLiP
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and from this, OCPP have created regional and global networks that have allowed these laboratories to
produce comparable baseline and monitoring assessments across a number of OCPP countries (see Impact
section 3.5.1).

3.2.2 External coherence

Finding 7: External coherence is generally good and there are a number of examples of the pro-
gramme and its delivery partners leveraging funding from other sources or collaborating with other
donors or development partners.

The programme demonstrates strong external coherence by being aligned with partner country policies.
Portfolio level documentation, interviews, and case study country results provided evidence of the OCPP
delivering work that address countries’ priorities and policies at national (and for some countries interna-
tional) level. OCPP, for example, is helping Belize deliver on its transboundary commitments under the 2021
Blue Bonds for Ocean Conservation law (also known as the Blue Bonds Agreement). This debt refinancing
scheme by The Nature Conservancy has allowed the country to convert and reduce debt by locking the
country into specific conservation measure agreements.’

OCPP is found to create strong regional and international linkages outside of OCPP, which further strength-
ens external coherence. All case study countries demonstrate instances of collaboration with other donors
operating in the same space. For example, the programme has been able to help its stakeholders in Ghana
create connections in the MSP technical capacity building work by linking a government stakeholder with
the Global Environment Facility's MSP programme that is preparing a transnational Marine Special Plan for
Ghana, Togo, Cote d'lvoire, and Benin. Similarly, OCPP in its Marine Pollution Emergency Response
workstream is planning to facilitate a multi-day regional symposium in 2024 to provide regional stakehold-
ers with an opportunity to reinvigorate the South Asia Cooperative Environment Programme pollution re-
sponse framework.

Both Ghana and Mozambique have created (or are planning to) create linkages with other BPF programmes
operating in the same country/region. According to the evaluation survey, a majority of ALB delivery team
members feel that the programme could do more to align the OCPP to what is being done across the BPF.
The programme is moving to better align the OCPP with the BPF, starting with Mozambique, with BPF
Implementation Frameworks.

Avoiding duplication of work by other donors is a
key indicator for external coherence. The donor
space is heavily saturated in all case study countries.
Most case study countries have done extensive
stakeholder mapping and are aware of what other
donors are delivering, yet risks remain: “things
Mozambique in-country stakeholder change on a daily basis,” as one delivery team mem-
ber from Ghana stated. ALB delivery teams in newer
OCPP bilateral programme countries, such as

“The important thing is — whatever area of work
[BPF] is doing, they need to coordinate with oth-
ers. There’s lots of delivery partners and there’s
risk of duplication. BPF needs to build on the ex-
isting and re-enforce what's already there.”

> The Nature Conservancy, ‘Belize Blue Bonds: First Annual Impact Report,’ March 2023, https://www.nature.org/con-
tent/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/Belize-Blue-Bonds-2023-Impact-Report.pdf; and Belize National Assembly, Blue Bonds Loan
Act (2021), https://www.nationalassembly.gov.bz/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Act-No-28-0f-2021-Blue-Bonds-Loan.pdf.

28/164


https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/Belize-Blue-Bonds-2023-Impact-Report.pdf
https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/Belize-Blue-Bonds-2023-Impact-Report.pdf
https://www.nationalassembly.gov.bz/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Act-No-28-of-2021-Blue-Bonds-Loan.pdf

’
NIRWANS

Ghana and Mozambique, noted that it takes a long time to understand and map/capture all stakeholders
involved in the marine environment space in countries. Because of this, duplication with other donors’ work
has occurred in some instances. In addition, duplication of work was flagged as a risk by in-country stake-
holders for both countries.

Reporting and communication on OCPP was cited by many stakeholders as the biggest weakness that needs
to be addressed and which is currently compromising external coherence of the programme. Branding of
programme activity is inconsistent across the case study countries: in-country stakeholders are confused by
the different ALB badges (e.g. the individual branding logos of each organisation) that are used when teams
go in country to deliver technical assistance. There is also little understanding about what has been deliv-
ered or achieved in the past, who is doing what and working where. Within the OCPP, this knowledge is
held with a few people, and externally, there is very little for stakeholders to share or reference. In addition,
in-country stakeholders have requested that communications and coordination on what OCPP is delivering
and the results being achieved in country needs to improve.

Finally, in another positive indicator for the programme'’s coherence, GOAP, FOA, Belize, and Sri Lanka have
leveraged funding from other donors (see VfM section 3.3.6).

3.3 Efficiency

3.3.1 Extent outputs are delivered in a timely manner

Finding 8: The bilateral programme delivery partners are delivering outputs and activities below their
planned levels, while strategic partners FOA and GOAP are consistently delivering against their mile-
stones.

Timeliness of bilateral programme performance (Year 3 only). Local partner and delivery team member
perceive the OCPP implementation by the ALBs as slow and inefficient (particularly in Ghana, Mozambique
and Belize) with long periods of time between scoping and the start of activities, and delays to delivery on
agreed workstreams. According to the final FY 2023/24 activity tracker, 24 percent of the activities were
terminated, while seven percent were delayed. A further seven percent of the activities had yet to start. The
reasons for termination are wide-ranging. In some instances, the terminations reflect reactive adaptive man-
agement by the ALBs, with activities being terminated in response to changing needs. Other terminations
were however due to engagement challenges with governments (as experienced in the Solomon Islands
and Vanuatu) and delays to signing of MOUs (as experienced in Ghana, Mozambique and Sri Lanka), which
is between Defra and the respective partner governments. The timeliness of the delivery of activities within
a country can vary across the themes. For example, in the Maldives the work in biodiversity proceeded as
planned, while the pollution theme had difficulties to find traction. The same occurred in Ghana, where
traction for MPA work was difficult to establish with government partners in the first year of delivery. The
identified barriers to engagement are discussed in section 3.3.3.

Timeliness of strategic partner performance (FOA and GOAP). The quarterly reports of the strategic
partners show they have consistently delivered as planned. On a few occasions the launching of activities
were slightly postponed (e.g., to coincide with international conferences or other events). These changes
were made with the approval of Defra and demonstrate adaptive programming. The progress is reported
against quarterly milestones that have largely been successfully delivered. A key outcome for GOAP is to
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advance ocean accounts, including the piloting of actions in six new countries, all of which are on track’®.
The implementation at country level is guided by a ToR or country-level work plan. This evaluation con-
firmed that outputs, within these guiding documents for the six initial countries have been delivered on
time or are on track to be delivered by the end of OCPP support to GOAP Phase 2 by March 2025.

3.3.2 Factors supporting efficiency

Finding 9: Past achievements by the ALBs and existing networks in partner countries have supported
the efficient delivery of OCPP. Concurrently, recent changes in planning, management and coordi-
nation processes and mechanisms have improved the efficient delivery of OCPP to a certain degree.

The bilateral component of OCPP built on the achievements of CLiP that worked in seven countries of the
Commonwealth", all of which were absorbed into OCPP. This has enabled the bilateral programme to effi-
ciently ‘springboard’ off existing initiatives and relationships to expand the marine pollution work, and de-
liver other thematic areas in these countries. In addition to building on previous programmes, individual
connections of ALB and GOAP staff were also cited by interviewees in the evaluation as important factors
to progress country programmes. Interviews revealed that the connections of GOAP staff in particular ena-
bled unique access to otherwise closed high-level government meetings.

The assignation of Cefas as the Tier One Delivery Partner in October 2023 has led to improved efficiency in
both planning and delivery. New working groups (for Travel; Communications; Risk Assumptions Issues and
Dependencies ; and MEL) were established. The position was created as part of the MoU between Defra and
Cefas in October 2023 and delegates authority from Defra to Cefas to adjust and manage budget items
across ALB delivery partners as required.' Interviewees noted that while the first two years of delivery be-
tween ALBs was siloed, after the change process country-level planning and implementation has improved
between the organisations, with a focus on improved communication, strengthened coordination and the
use of focal points. The appointment of BPF Regional Coordinators has also been recognized by stakehold-
ers as supporting efficiency in programme delivery, particularly in Africa, as noted in the coherence section
above.

In addition, the use of in-country and local partners has
facilitated efficient delivery. FOA has made considerable
use of international and local consultants and organisa-
tions to co-deliver programme activities. World Economic
Forum (WEF) and the World Resources Institute (WRI) the ground and are implementing a very fo-
staff state that during a project they are in-country only a cused and defined project.”

few times, and that local consultants were crucial for
keeping the projects on track. GOAP mobilises technical
expertise from its secretariat and UNSW when needed,
but it also has a number of strategies to engage local support. These include fellowship schemes for PhD
scholars and advanced study and early career researchers, , the use of local NGOs to deliver research

On FOA: “They work in a different way. They
have local delivery partners who already
have whole sets of existing relationships on

-BPF Regional Coordinator

16 FY2022/23: Ghana and Maldives; FY2023/24: Belize and Madagascar; FY2024/25 TBC, but likely Costa Rica and Sri Lanka.

7 Belize, India, Maldives, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Sri Lanka and Vanuatu.

"8 The Independent Commission for Aid Impact's (ICAI) report, 2023 reported that an MOU was signed between Defra and the ALBs
on 30 October 2023. Prior to this, investments had been disbursed without a completed MOU, and this was noted as a weakness in
Defra's management in the ICAI report.
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activities, and use of experts to develop and oversee national and regional initiatives. The latter is channelled
through the Communities of Practice (CoP) and their leads, which are particularly active in Africa and the
Pacific Islands. At the time of writing, GOAP has contracted around £3m to downstream delivery partners.'

The bilateral programme is now increasingly using local contractors to mitigate against the weaknesses
experienced in their intermittent presence delivery model, and to reduce costs and accelerate disburse-
ments of funds to delivery activities. All case study countries are procuring suppliers to deliver work in-
country, which is a positive sign for efficiency. The peer to peer knowledge exchange on offer from the ALBs
has also proven cost efficient and pivotal in enhancing in-country capabilities. It should be noted that of
the ALBs, MMO does not have a legal basis for subcontracting local providers to deliver technical assistance
for its work under OCPP, except to subcontract for research purposes.

Finally, Defra’ steer to ALBs to reduce travel has led to a slight improved coordination and efficiency of in-
country visits among ALBs, with some instances of delivery partners implementing joint trips (with multiple
objectives) and on occasion representing one another at the country-level. FOA and GOAP have also stated
that the purpose of trips should serve several objectives and should support a range of OCPP activities,
wherever possible.

3.3.3 Factors hindering efficiency

Finding 10: A range of factors have led to delays in OCPP implementation, reducing the efficiency of
programme delivery. These include: lengthy delays in approvals (Defra) and procurement and plan-
ning (ALBs); ALB inexperience in sustainable development contexts; unclear communications and
branding across the bilateral programme; and lack of a bilateral programme in-country presence.

Delays in approvals, procurement and planning. Lengthy delays in approvals from Defra have under-
mined efficiency. GOAP and FOA would have benefitted from a faster turnaround on sub-contracting and
grant approval requests to provide stability in their grant funding. Implementing partners have reportedly
had to develop mitigating strategies to work around this challenge. Defra, in its second Annual Review
(unpublished) acknowledges it should improve the turnaround time, but based on the interviews conducted
little progress appears to have been made. According to interviewees the underlying reasons for the delays
in decision-making by Defra were limited staff resources and during some periods of the programme high
staff turnover. The evaluators also note the lack of consistent SRO oversight and delegated authority in
decision making for the programme from Defra. Understaffing is also prevalent among the ALBs according
to interviewees, and concern has been expressed by stakeholders that efficiency will be a risk (particularly
with Cefas) if any key positions become vacant. Recruitment freezes were also in place in ALBs which limit
what the delivery partners can do to hire in the requisite expertise to efficiently and effectively deliver OCPP.
As noted by one bilateral delivery team member, activities in Senegal have been delayed because they do
not have the translation support and have not been able to hire translators in-country. In addition, ALB
inexperience in delivering international development contexts and interventions (noted below) could have
placed a higher burden on Defra to provide oversight and steer.

Delivery team members also suggested that delays have been exacerbated by the annual work planning
processes, that have been described as 'reactive’ and activity-based, rather than ’strategic’ in nature.

9 GOAP - Delivery Chain Map (March 2024).
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According to ALB personnel surveyed, 40 percent of ALB personnel interviewed through this evaluation feel
the annual work planning process has not been efficient to date.

ALB inexperience in international development contexts. Stakeholders interviewed noted that the
slower-than-expected progress of the OCPP may have been influenced by ALBs, which are scientific and
marine regulator institutions rather than international development focused institutions. Delivery partners
themselves recognise that ALB staff are not international development project managers and there is a lack
of project management skills in the international development context on delivery teams. One of the deliv-
ery partners noted that unfamiliarity with working in developing countries has also been an obstacle to
delivering activities, which concurs with some of the in-country stakeholders’ observations. An interviewee
in a coordination role noted that some of the individuals in the ALBs have experience delivering ODA initi-
atives, but institutionally they are not set up and do not have the frameworks and processes in place to
deliver that type of programme. The interviewee also noted that Defra’'s ODA Hub is still new and develop-
ing, and was not designed to supplement gaps in delivery partners but rather provide guidance and support.

Unclear communications and branding across ALB delivery partners. The absence of clear OCPP pro-
grammatic branding and inconsistent messaging across ALB delivery partners has hampered efficient pro-
gramme delivery. In some of the target countries (e.g., Ghana and Sri Lanka) the ALBs are presenting them-
selves as distinct project partners, branding themselves as individual organisations (Cefas, JNCC, MMO)
rather than delivery partners of the overall OCPP. This has led to some confusion and lack of clarity amongst
in-country partners who have yet to appreciate the interconnectivity of the work being delivered by the
ALBs, and the differences between OCPP and the BPF.

The lack of clarity on the roles and responsibility between OCCP ALB Country Coordinators and BPF Regional
Coordinators is somewhat hindering efficient programme delivery. Some in-country stakeholders are con-
fused between the two roles. The BPF Regional Coordinators themselves see their roles as advisory and
helping to make connections and they are unsure to what extent they should be involved in work planning
of OCPP. Both the stakeholders interviewed and the coordinators themselves suggested a Terms of Refer-
ence (ToR) should be drafted to differentiate the roles and responsibilities of the two roles.

Lack of a bilateral programme in-country presence. The lack of the bilateral programme’s in-country
presence hampers the continuity of activities according to a majority of in-country and delivery partner
stakeholders. While ALB visits can galvanize action in-country, as soon as they leave there is a loss of mo-
mentum leading to delays in implementation or a loss of direction for the partners. For in-country visits,
large teams visiting government officials can be overwhelming, particularly in countries with limited staffing
and capacity and where government representatives already have numerous other donor and development
programmes to interact with (this is particularly the case in Ghana and Mozambique). The intermittent pres-
ence delivery model also affects relationship building: partners reported that it takes time to develop rela-
tionships with in-country stakeholders and interviewees highlighted the importance of face-to-face inter-
actions for developing trust and good working relationships with government bodies. Sri Lanka is the only
programme country that benefits at this point from a British High Commission hosted OCPP programme
officer to date and a majority of interviewees suggested efficiency could be enhanced with the assignment
of in-country coordinators in all bilateral partnership countries.
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3.34 Extent governance arrangements are fit for purpose

Finding 11: Misunderstandings on the remit, roles and responsibility of bilateral programme delivery
partners is affecting the effectiveness of the programme’s governance structures. Greater SRO over-
sight and improved communication on Tier One responsibilities are needed to increase the efficiency
and effectiveness of programme delivery.

The OCPP Business Case states: “The programme will be managed by Defra and implementation will initially
be led by our Arms-Length Bodies (Cefas, JNCC, MMO). ALBs have individual processes in place to ensure
full responsibility and accountability...The central Defra team overseeing the OCPP will be ultimately re-
sponsible for delivery, with support from the wider programme management team [consisting of ALB-ap-
pointed programme managers].”?° The Business Case also states that the Defra SRO will be responsible for
overall oversight of the programme in line with UK Government guidance.

While responsibility of OCPP ultimately rests with Defra (and the SRO), the delivery partners have devolved
responsibilities, some of which existed since the beginning of the programme per the Business Case. The
current MoU between Defra and Cefas indicates that the Tier One entity is lead and in charge of programme
management and certain elements of strategy (such as workplans), and that Defra is dependant on Cefas
for a number of responsibilities including adherence to ODA guidance and mainstreaming GESI ?'. Feedback
from delivery partners on this evaluation report indicates that the responsibilities of the Tier One entity are
not uniformly understood across the bilateral programme delivery partners.

Despite this shortcoming in terms of consistent understanding of management roles and responsibilities
across the bilateral programme delivery partners, the Tier One change process of 2023, initiated by Defra
and the bilateral programme delivery partners, did introduce improvements to governance structures which
are explained in Box 1 below.

Box 1: Governance Structures for OCPP

The Programme Management Board (PMB) — meets quarterly and is mainly focused on progress
reporting from the ALBs. The PMB is not a decision-making structure per se, and does not include FOA
and GOAP, who have their own formal and informal meetings, typically every quarter.

The Senior Management Board (SMB) — bring all stakeholders together quarterly (as of 2024, where
previously it met every six months), including FCDO input. These meetings are important for discussing
OCPP strategy and progress, and getting a senior steer on what OCPP is doing. The SMB is not a decision-
making structure but provides review of the core programme design and delivery decisions for the OCPP.
Once reviewed at SMB level, the Senior Responsible Officer for OCPP (SRO) will incorporate the views of
the SMB to inform final programme level decisions.* The ToR for the SMB was recently adjusted to
optimize efficiency, and since October 2023 FOA and GOAP representatives have participated in the SMB
meetings.

20 OCPP Business Case, p.71.
21 OCPP MoU between Tier One Cefas and Defra (section 7.1, p.19); obtained by the evaluation team on 7 August 2024 in response
to stakeholder comments on the draft interim evaluation report.
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Cross theme meetings at country level — are now conducted fortnightly since January 2023. Meetings
are composed of the country coordinator and at least three technical ALB leads.

* The SRO retains the right to make a different decision to that advised by the board.

The evaluation interviews revealed that the PMB is generally working well, although it only includes partic-
ipation by the bilateral delivery partner ALBs and Defra. Delivery partners have stated that the inclusion of
strategic partners (FOA and GOAP) into the SMB has proven highly efficient at improving communication
and information sharing and has been welcomed by all parties. The cross-theme meetings are likewise
valued by delivery partners, although the regularity of these meetings can vary a lot across countries (up to
four months apart due to scheduling challenges).

Even with the Tier One change process in 2023, Defra have not
provided sufficient SRO oversight of the programme nor leader-
ship in driving forward improvements to its design and delivery
within the first three years of programme delivery. For example,
throughout the MEL supplier’s involvement in delivery, the SRO
had very limited interaction or engagement with the revision of
the MEL framework and only engaged on these strategic compo-
nents for final approval.

“The OCPP team and the cross
theme ALB meetings every 2 weeks
are fundamental. This supports de-

livery. | think what I've seen work
really well is the aquaculture lead
in Cefas that brings all the aquacul-
ture bits and pieces together.”

-ALB Country Coordinator

Further recommendations for improvements to OCPP governance
are provided in the OCPP Year 2 Annual Review (unpublished) that
cited the need for better coordination between the ALBs and the development of more cohesive, strategic
work packages. The change process from 2023 has kick-started several improvements and stakeholders
interviewed reported an overall improvement of coordination and improved understanding of the govern-
ance frameworks and decision-making flows. There is, however, recognition that a number of issues still
need to be addressed, to improve OCPP governance. Of the ALB staff respondents for the evaluation survey,
only 20 percent agreed that the arrangements were efficient, while 25 percent were neutral, and 55 percent
disagreed or strongly disagreed. For example, the disconnect between the ALB initiatives and strategic part-
ner programmes (GOAP and FOA) has not yet been resolved fully. To date ALBs have not had access to the
annual plans of these strategic partners. Other challenges to address include:

e There is still some confusion on what Defra needs to sign off, despite a delegated authority table. Tier
One Cefas needs to make sure messages from Defra cascade down to the delivery teams for them to
know who has the authority to make decisions.

e Some stakeholders feel that Cefas as a Tier One delivery partner should play a greater coordination role
at country level and convey key developments up to Defra and likewise key messages from Defra to
country level teams, instead of having Defra team members join numerous cross theme meetings.

e The Country Coordinator roles are not formal jobs but are rather extra responsibilities for personnel
(amongst other tasks); the role may benefit from being formalised by ALB delivery partners.
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e The fragmented filing of documents continues to be a challenge, with one SharePoint for each of the
ALBs. Staff members expressed frustration with the inaccessibility of key information to enable learning
from other projects.

In addition, more harmonisation is needed between milestone reports and the actual budget trackers. For
example, the cost categories are not consistent between the milestones and the budget trackers, with the
former based on OCPP logframe outputs?? that are cross-country?3, and the latter focusing on country-level
expenditure (see section 3.3.5 for more information). The ALBs are anticipating that the roll out of the final-
ised Programme Operating Manual (POM) will provide guidance on reporting and budget tracking.

Finding 12: Delays to signing of MoUs/absence of MoUs has affected the pace and efficiency of pro-
gramme delivery in some countries. Accountability mechanisms in place with partner governments
are wealk, in the case of bilateral programme delivery.

Delays to the signing of bilateral MoUs in Ghana, Sri Lanka and Mozambique has also reduced the efficiency
of implementation. At the launch of the OCPP, Defra anticipated MoUs?* with government partners to be
signed with all partner governments for the bilateral partnerships. Two years into programme delivery, only
Bangladesh, Belize, India and Maldives had signed MoUs, with the remaining countries experiencing barriers
to signing. OCPP programme governance, on FCDO Post advice, changed its position on MoUs and now
allow similar arrangements, such as a ToR between governments to suffice for programmatic activities to
commence.

While MoUs have an important role to play in galvanizing action and engagement for programme delivery,
there is no evidence to suggest that signed MoUs advance accountability. For example, the MoU with the
Maldives is very broad, with no obligations relating to funding or support is detailed in the document.
Country-level workplans are anticipated to provide a mechanism for accountability, although in their current
format, these country-level plans provide only a general outline and are not linked to Theories of Change,
without targets or timelines in many instances. In the Maldives, the work plan was shared with the govern-
ment, but not formally endorsed. Therefore, there is a lack of frameworks in place, supporting accountability
with partner governments. For the bilateral programme, only contracts with service providers, such as NGOs
working on behalf of OCPP, stipulate clear outputs, timelines and reporting mechanisms.

Strategic partners FOA and GOAP deliver many of their initiatives through contracts, with accountability
established through clearly documented deliverables and guidance on financial management. MoUs are
used by GOAP to assist in formalising the relationship with the government and not the contractor. This
aids delivery, not for accountability purposes but instead to enable a formalised route for project manage-
ment and involvement of government. Sub-contracting competent parties to deliver work appears to have
been an efficient way to accelerate programme delivery. FOA partners in Ghana stated that the contracts
worked well in keeping service delivery on track. Having well defined roles and responsibilities ensured
effective accountability and tracking of results. Similarly to FOA, GOAP’s work is not underpinned by MoU,
but is instead guided by a workplan with a partner government or contracts with service providers. GOAP

22| ogframe from Y1 and Y2

2 The remainder of the cost categories in the milestone reports are staff costs, programme management costs, frontline delivery
costs, overheads, travel and MEL. In the budget trackers, the categories are country costs (staff and subcontractors); project manage-
ment; programme management and leadership; MEL; emergency response, communications and cross cutting.

24 Or similar signed agreements between the UK Government and partner country governments.
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also uses partnership agreements in pilot countries to provide guidance on their partnership arrangements
with governments.

3.3.5 Extent of engagement with local communities, in-country and local delivery partners,
national and local government

Finding 13: Engagement of OCPP with local communities has been limited; in-country and local de-

livery partners are more strongly engaged by the strategic partners, however ALBs are increasingly

utilising local delivery partners to support programme delivery. The extent of ALB engagement with

partner country governments varies, depending on the country and the thematic area.

Local community engagement in programme activities for the bilateral programme is determined by the
thematic workstream being delivered. For example, MSP activities will involve a degree of community con-
sultation; MPA and Managed Access reviews work directly with local fishers or local communities; activities
related to marine pollution, such as Abandoned, Lost and Discarded Fishing Gear (ALDFG), or waste collec-
tion, will engage with local fisherfolk and/or communities. FOA's Blue Food Partnership (BFP) has a high a
high degree of local community and small-shareholder farmer involvement through its aquaculture value
chain work. Overall, however, community engagement in delivery of the OCPP programme has been low,
largely due to the design of the programme as a capacity building and technical assistance facility directed
to government, science institutions and key marine organisations.

Learning from the experiences of the strategic partners, the Year 2 (FY 2022/23) Annual Review (un-
published) reports that "...all delivery partners have been encouraged to increase local / in-country delivery
where appropriate’. As the programme has progressed, the ALBs (with the exception of MMO, who cannot
subcontract in a majority of cases) are increasingly working with local delivery partners in order to accelerate
the implementation of activities. When asked the extent to which these in-country partnerships were related
to efficient delivery of the programme, 65 percent of survey respondents felt the partnerships in-country
were working well.

3.3.6 Does OCPP represent Value for Money?

Finding 14: There have been a number of challenges to VfM notably in relation to economy and
efficiency. Nonetheless, good practice examples are emerging that can potentially drive stronger
VfM going forward.

In assessing VfM, a judgment on the balance of 4Es is sought — Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness and
Equity. While it is difficult to conclude on VfM with certainty at this point in the programme, nonetheless
the interim evaluation has distilled a number of key findings which are set out below.

Procurement: Procurement has experienced delays and has been implemented at a slower pace than ex-
pected. This is anticipated to pick up in the coming financial year, with high impact items such as subcon-
tracting for ACU reportedly ready to go. Currently each ALB is responsible for managing their own procure-
ment activities for a majority of OCPP requirements and each ALB has their own processes/policies specific
to procurement that work under the overarching public sector procurement regulations. Cefas manage the
Procurement Working Group for the bilateral component of OCPP, comprising all three ALBs that allows
the delivery partners opportunity to consider joint procurement activities. For identified joint procurement
opportunities, Cefas manage the process and act as the contracting authority, with JNCC and MMO as
authorised users of the contract. A recent example for this is the translation service that was procured to be
utilised by all three ALBs
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The major risks for procurement of suppliers in beneficiary countries are to do with insurances (low cover-
age) and financial stability and standing and owing to this, the due diligence stage of any procurement is
the lengthiest. While fraud was also acknowledged as a risk, it was reported that there has not been an
instance of that so far. This could be in part due to the low levels of subcontractor procurement by the ALBs
thus far. Judging by their cost categories, procurement activity seems to be lower in value for FOA. These
two delivery partners feature grant making modalities. Finally, regarding procurement, asset registers were
recently introduced, arguably late in the programme.

Key cost categories: The share of key cost categories and the changes in those over time are an important
VM Economy consideration. Among the cost categories of the OCPP, staff costs appear high across all
components. This is mainly explained by the delivery modalities and the nature of projects. For example,
across the ALBs, the peer-to-peer model is applied, which is essentially knowledge transfer that involves
scientific and marine management expertise and policy work with government cadres in a particular field.
Share of spending through sub-contractors has been low through the ALBs but is picking up in the coming
financial year, which will lead to improved cost efficiencies. For GOAP, the staff costs for 2022 — 2026 are
estimated to be approximately 50% of the budget. FOA's model is also technical assistance heavy as per
the nature of the programme prioritising influencing. FOA’s biggest key cost category is staff and TA costs
(which were between 39%-64% across their projects Jand sub-contracts/ grants to its partners.

Another key cost category, particularly across the ALBs, is ‘overheads’ which is routinely described as non-
project attributable costs. Across OCPP’s implementing partners, there are differences as to what is included
under this category of expenditure. The share of overheads as a share of the partners’ total OCPP annual
expenditure has varied from 4.5 percent (GOAP),?® up to 38.5 percent (Cefas), with the other partners’ over-
heads within this range, generally at the lower end. A benchmarking review of overheads rates was com-
missioned by Defra and will report on the findings in the coming months (Defra programme management
confirmed that the review is ongoing at the time of writing). The government response to ICAl is as follows:
“VfM will be further assured through a review of corporate overheads drivers and rates charged by the in
the context of the BPF".2°

Financial reporting: More harmonisation is required between milestone reports and budget trackers used
by the bilateral programme delivery partners; e.g. the ALBs. The budget trackers available for review by the
evaluation (for Years 1, 2 and 3) are focused on the country level expenditure, while the milestones are
presented based on logframe outputs?’ and are cross-country®. The milestone reports for Year 4 (FY
2024/25) have been changed to align with the new logframe outcomes and outputs. At times, however, the
information provided in ALBs’ milestone reports can be confusing. For example, for one ALB organisation,
15 percent was presented as overheads for the milestones of FY 2024/25, which would constitute a

25 Described as ‘admin overheads' in budgets.

26 HMG, "ICAI review of the Blue Planet Fund: Government response,” 19 January 2024; https://www.gov.uk/government/publica-
tions/icai-review-of-the-blue-planet-fund-government-response/government-response-to-the-independent-commission-for-aid-
impacts-review-of-the-blue-planet-fund-november-2023 .

27 As per the previous logframe of OCPP from Y1 and Y2

2 The remainder of the cost categories in the milestone reports are staff costs, programme management costs, frontline delivery
costs, overheads, travel and MEL. In the budget trackers, the categories are country costs (staff and subcontractors); project man-
agement; programme management and leadership; MEL; emergency response, communications and cross cutting.
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significant reduction from the previous years. When asked to clarify, the interviewees suggested that this
was not yet agreed and will be reviewed with Defra.

Spending/ fund utilisation: Programme spend has been slow for ALBs during the first three years of pro-
gramme delivery?® but is anticipated to pick up speed in the coming months. However, spend is still below
full utilisation of available funds for the next two financial years. As per SMB information of June 2024, it is
projected that ALBs will spend 90% of their total allocation by the end of OCPP3°. At the end of year 3 (FY
2023/24), ALBs have spent £22m against a budgeted £30m, which represents 73 percent utilisation. FOA
and GOAP have had better spending performance, with FOA achieving the smallest variances between
budgets and actual expenditure.?'

In terms of overall fund utilisation at OCPP, as of June 2024, £35.5m was spent so far®?, which constitutes
54 percent of the original BC allocation of £65m. One further point to note is that OCPP is seeking an uplift
of 10 percent for the total programme allocation, which will bring the total to £71.9m. As the programme
is well past the halfway mark, in terms of time lapsed, spending performance will need to improve, particu-
larly for ALBs. Feedback from interviewees indicated that the lower-than-expected performance was to do
with slow in-country engagements and responses, as well as a number of high impact procurement items
being finalised only recently, which will be reflected in the coming periods. A review of the recent ALB
milestone reports, particularly for frontline delivery costs and downstream partners funding share, shows
that these may still be optimistic estimates. The OCPP sub-contractor supplier data shows that around £4m
has been committed in contracts by the ALBs since 2022. However, in Cefas milestone budget for FY24/25,
£5.2m3 is allocated to ‘frontline delivery costs’ which are ‘sub-contractors and consumables’. It is difficult
to conclude with confidence that over £5m can be expedited over the course of this current financial year
by Cefas, while much smaller amounts have been contracted?* for all three ALBs over 2.5 years®>.

Leveraging of additional funds: GOAP and FOA have been successful in leveraging additional funds. GOAP
has leveraged >£5.8m (which is a significant achievement compared to the GOAP spend to date of ~£5.5m).
Furthermore, two of FOA's projects have managed to leverage funding from other donors, to continue
without additional Defra funding. Other examples of economy and efficiency that are potential VfM drivers
include:

e The recruitment of BPF regional coordinators is leading to improved coordination and efficiency of
operations;

e Cross-ALB working groups are enhancing joint planning and implementation (including travel and pro-
curement); for example, given that the travel component of the ALB budgets has been sizeable®® the
travel working group is likely to lead to cost efficiencies;

2 |n many cases, lower than 80%.

30 As per SMB figures made available in June 2024, ALBs will have spent £50m against the original BC allocation of £55m (up to end
of FY 2023/24).

31 For FOA, the evaluation team only has project-level budget information i.e. information on each of the four FOA projects.

32 As per Defra programme management reporting at SMB, 13 June 2024. This amount includes all programme components, includ-
ing the MEL unit.

33 This corresponds to 55% of the budget of the year in question (Cefas Milestone Report for FY24/25 as of March 2024).

34 They are not all spent. Committed and contracted amounts were presented.

35 A number of the procurements have contract end date for 2026 and 2027.

36 For example, at 6% of the total budget for Cefas, as per the '24-'25 milestone report and 7% for JNCC in the '23-'24 milestone re-
port.
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e The recently reorganized Tier One structure has the potential to deliver cost efficiencies;

e Annual planning meetings (with participation of all OCPP partners) are streamlining communications,
planning and the sharing of knowledge and information; and

e The use of high quality local sub-contractors is proving efficient, as exemplified in the case study coun-
tries such as Sri Lanka and Ghana. Suppliers in Sri Lanka indicated that the procurement process was
efficient with short turnaround times. Similarly, in Ghana, out of the 12 ‘completed’ activities, six were
delivered directly by local sub-contractors alone, or through a collaboration between ALBs and sub-
contractors. Another example of cost efficiency from nearly all case study countries was the use of
training of trainers modalities. This is a positive efficiency finding, as it shows the team utilising in-
country, and/ or regional expertise to deliver the work, saving on travel costs and international fees, as
well as local capacity building for delivery of similar work in the future.?

Finding 15: OCPP is already delivering results that, in time, are likely to deliver significant benefits.
However, there is not enough evidence to conclude at this stage whether these have generated re-
turns above and beyond the amount spent. GESI reporting, or the cost of inclusion in the programme
has not yet been addressed by OCPP partners. VfM indicators need to be established to ensure VfM
can be monitored and achieved.

At the design phase, VfM at OCPP was articulated through a quantified economic analysis in the Business
Case. Three main benefits were identified for OCPP (livelihood improvements, health improvements and
marine environment benefits). For each benefit, themes were also mapped out (marine pollution, marine
biodiversity and sustainable seafood) as to how those would contribute to the realisation of the benefit.
The Business Case offered Benefit to Cost Ratios of 2.9:1 to 9:138 which indicated significant value for money.
It was also taken into consideration that these strands would not work in isolation, and there may be positive
complementarities for example, improvements in water quality will improve the outcomes for aquaculture
health. For FOA and GOAP fund allocations, separate Business Cases were prepared. They also used quan-
titative economic analyses similar to the OCPP which identified Benefit Cost Ratios (BCR) and Net Present
Value (NPV). For GOAP, a BCR of 2.4:1 was estimated®. Regarding FOA, it was estimated that, based on data
from similar projects, the returns could be between 3.1:1 and 12:14,

Assessing whether programme delivery is currently on track to achieve these benefits and VM ratios is
challenging at this time. However, there are examples of results that are likely to generate significant value
at portfolio, implementing partner and at country levels, such as the ocean accounts, seafood loss and waste
reduction, marine pollution emergency response work or the banning of plastics in Sri Lanka, to name a
few. These are likely to provide major upticks in benefits to be accrued over time, even if it is hard to
demonstrate presently. Some respondents were of the view that there has been an increased momentum
in the last few months at OCPP for the above benefits to come to fruition.

With regard to the value of the peer-to-peer model, one view was that bilateral component of the pro-
gramme (e.g. Defra and the ALBs) have not made sufficient efforts to articulate the value of that modality,
which may require going beyond the existing VM tools and assessments. Further, a commonly expressed
view was that OCPP have not generated rich data sets to demonstrate its results well, which underpin

37 Ghana Case Study, May 2024.

38 Above break even 1:1.

39 GOAP Business Case 2021, p.28.

40 FOA Business Case Jan 2021, p.39-40.
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judgments on VfM. This view also highlighted that there should be more emphasis on communication of
the programme results and learnings to wider audiences. One good example to note is the OCPP Library of
Products, which is at an early stage of development by the ALBs, which is likely to contribute to better
knowledge management.

The data requirements to revisit the VfM calculations are high and are unlikely to be met by the existing
data on OCPP results and impacts. The duration of benefits applied in economic appraisals in BPF pro-
grammes is long, often around 30 years, so that also presents a difficulty. Further, it was a particular disad-
vantage that the programme level ToC came considerably late in the implementation, a view shared by
many programme actors. A set of VfM indicators was developed by the NIRAS OCPP MEL team, for moni-
toring VM annually for OCPP. Those indicators have not yet been operationalised.

While it is widely agreed that Equity is often a cost driver, meaning that targeting the hard-to-reach groups
can come at the expense of efficiency, documenting that trade-off is also important for VfM Equity. GESI
reporting, or the costs of inclusion in the projects has not yet been addressed by OCPP partners.

34 Effectiveness

Finding 16: The level of effective implementation of OCPP varies across target countries and across
delivery partners. The programme is beginning to move towards positive change: sufficient evidence
exists that OCPP will make significant contributions to outcome level change for identified emerging
achievements. However, a concentrated effort to convert outputs to outcome level results is needed
through careful strategic planning that considers the viability of activities delivered in country.

3.4.1 Extent OCPP is likely to achieve outcomes

The effectiveness criterion explores the extent OCPP is making progress against the programme’s outcome
and intermediate outcome as articulated in the revised ToC (see Box 2). The interim evaluation applied
contribution analysis to assess whether the evidence indicates that change is happening as envisaged in the
ToC, and the extent that these observed changes can be attributed to OCPP implementation. Information
from the case study countries, data from activity tracker analysis, and interviews with ALBs and strategic
partners enabled the extraction of key results of the OCPP to date. These results are ranked by applying the
following levels:

e Outcome level change — improved policies, regulations and practices are adopted and fully imple-
mented.

¢ Intermediate outcome (I0) level change — improved policies, regulations and practices are adopted,
but not yet implemented.

¢ Potential 10 level change — based on the activities delivered by the programme stakeholders at least
intermediate outcome level change is expected during OCPP implementation.
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The interim evaluation identified more than 23 key results of OCPP to date. Table 3.1 gives a summary of
these results, which are also presented in more detail in Annex 7 where further information is provided,
including a description of the change, its significance and OCPP’s contribution to the change.

Box 2: OCPP Outcome and Intermediate Outcome Statements

Outcome: Partner country stakeholders take action to effectively manage and protect their marine envi-
ronments.

Intermediate Outcome: /Improved policies or regulations and practices established for sustainable marine
environment management and emergency response with enhanced awareness, capabilities and inclusive
governance in place to implement and enforce them.

Source: OCPP Theory of Change
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Table 3.1 Summary of key results of OCPP to changes or potential changes to the management of the marine environment, by theme, and by significance and contri-
bution to change (Sources: country case studies, stakeholder interviews, FOA evaluation report.)

Case Study
Country/ |# Key results and|Significance of the|Contribution of OCPP

Strategic Change level

Partner

1 Pollution
Belize 1 Seafood High Medium - High
1 Cross-theme

1 Pollution
1 Seafood High High » 3 Potential Intermediate Outcome level change

1 Biodiversity

* 1 Outcome level change
2 Intermediate Outcome level changes

* 1 Outcome level change
High High * 4 Intermediate Outcome level change
* 1 Potential Intermediate Outcome level change

1 Pollution/ER
5 Biodiversity*

2 Pollution/ER * 2 Outcome level change

2 Pollution/ER Medium-High Low - High * 2 Potential Intermediate Outcome level change
1 Biodiversity * 1 Intermediate Outcome level changes

3 Seafood . . . . * 1 Outcome level change

1 Cross-theme Medium- High Medium-High * 3 Potential Intermediate Outcome level change
1 Biodiversity . . . . * 1 Intermediate Outcome level change

3 Cross-theme Medium-High Medium-High * 3 Potential Intermediate Outcome level change

9 Pollution
5 Seafood

5 Outcome level change
6 Intermediate Outcome level change
12 Potential Intermediate Outcome level change

8 Biodiversity
4 Cross-theme

41 The Ghana case study also includes the FOA BFP project. In this summary table that project is included under FOA.
42 The Maldives case study focused only on the activities taking place under the biodiversity theme, while in-country activities are also taking place on the pollution theme but are not

advanced as yet.

42/164



f
NIRWANS

The results show that there is a positive direction of travel for the identified changes to reach intermediate
outcome and outcome change. The programme is beginning to move towards change, but a concentrated
effort to convert emerging outputs to outcome level results is needed through careful strategic planning
that considers the viability of activities delivered in country. The country case studies have shown relatively
equal progress in each of the thematic areas. GOAP’s work is mostly considered cross-theme, since ocean
accounts provide data for decision making in different sectors. In contrast, the results are not equally dis-
tributed over the four causal pathways of the Theory of Change, which are the mechanisms in which the
programme seeks to deliver its intervention. Capacity Building and TA is the dominant pathway contributing
to most of the results, followed by Governance and Regulation and Science, Education and Knowledge
Exchange. Only two results relate to the Value Chain and Market Access pathway, and these are both FOA-
led projects. The low number of results in this pathway from ALB delivery could be due in part to the recent
introduction of this pathway into the programme’s Theory of Change and subsequent addition to the Ac-
tivity Tracker. The evaluation team recognises that many ALB-delivered activities are focused on value chains
and expect the number of outputs in this pathway to rise in reflection of more accurate programme report-

ing.

The significance of the changes brought about by these results ranges from medium to high, with
some intermediate outcome and outcome level results making important positive change to address chal-
lenges and needs within the partner countries. To date, five results have been identified at outcome level:
two in Sri Lanka with the ban on plastics and the Emergency Response work, one result in Maldives in
Emergency Response, and one project from FOA (Supply Chain Risk Tool) — see Annex 7. It is worth noting
that OCPP’s marine pollution work was built on the foundations started by CLiP. All of these initiatives have
achieved an outcome level change, where policies, regulations or improved practices are being imple-
mented. It is noteworthy that the effective changes brought about by the implementation of policies and
regulations is not exclusive to governments. For example, outcome level change is being achieved in FOA's
SFLW project by a cluster of private companies taking action, not government institutions. Likewise, in the
Maldives, it is local councils and resort owners, in addition to the Maldives Government, who are utilising
the procedures for effective MPA management planning and development.

The contribution of OCPP towards these changes range from low to high. While most of the changes
are the result of collaboration between OCPP and local partners, the financial means to implement activities
has generally been provided fully by OCPP. An exception is the result in Sri Lanka on the ban of plastics,
which is scored as low in OCPP contribution, yet high in significance. This is due to OCPPs support being
focused towards the development and dissemination of awareness raising materials, which is a small com-
ponent within a process of policy development and enforcement, yet crucial to make it effective. In most
results, however, OCPP’s contribution is high, consisting of supporting a number of activities that together
bring about the change. With six results at intermediate outcome level change, it can be expected that more
outcome level change will have been achieved and will be attributable to the OCPP by completion of its
term in 2026 as envisaged in the ToC.

Only a few of the programme’s current Theory of Change assumptions are holding in practice, de-
pending on the delivery partner. Assumptions are the conditions that must be met in order for the pro-
gramme to achieve the intended results. When assumptions are not being held, or actualised, this is an
indication that the programme’s ability to achieve its objectives is at risk. The table in Annex 6 applies a
RAG rating to assumptions at each level; those flagged as ‘amber’ or ‘red’ need to be reviewed by OCPP
programme teams and considered for in planning processes.
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Table 3.2 Overview of Outcome level results to date (Sources: country case studies, interviews, FOA evaluation report )

FOA

Delivery Partner J.\R:H
/ Initiative /
Country Belize

Maldives Sri Lanka Sri Lanka

Supply Chain Risk Tool

Significance of
Change

Medium

Contribution of
OCPP to Change

Medium

Marine Pollution Marine Pollution - . . Marine Pollution — Emer- .
Theme Marine Pollution Sustainable Seafood
Emergency Response gency Response
Result Laboratory analyses capac- | OCPP  brought to- | Bans on manufac- | Sri Lanka has established a | Tools in place for companies

ity and capabilities en- | getherstakeholdersto | turing and sale of | command unit, trained of- | to assess their risk of IUU fish-
hanced to implement poli- | review international | single-use plastics. | ficers and developed an | ing within their supply chain

cies, two new MicroFTIR | conventions and look oiled wildlife response plan. | and take action; data solution
microscopes installed to | at gaps in policy and They have started taking | used by enforcement agen-
support microplastics and | procedures. An action steps towards ratification of | cies, and a coalition of govern-
other pollutant analysis. plan with priorities 10 conventions. MIEPER has | ments in APEC region commit-
was produced. Train- made a commitment to re- | ted to coordinating action
ing has been delivered gional coordination. against IUU.
online.

(o]11 (L] NI Partner country stakehold- | Policies and prac- | Policies and prac- | Policies and practices are ef- | Improved data and knowledge.

attainment ers take action to effectively | tices are effectively im- | tices are being im- | fectively implemented by | Governments utilising the data
and sustainably manage | plemented by partner | plemented by part- | partner  countries,  with | generated to implement ac-
their marine environments | countries, with | ner country. strengthened preparedness | tion.
strengthened prepar- to respond to emergencies.
edness to respond to
emergencies.
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3.4.2 Internal factors influencing effectiveness

Finding 17: The achievement of bilateral programme objectives has been hampered by the intermittent
presence model of delivery, the geographical breadth and thematic range of the portfolio, and the lack of
an effective MEL system.

Bilateral partnership delivery is characterised through periodic in-country visits (the intermittent presence delivery
model) where a majority of the technical assistance is delivered when the ALB teams are present in country. This
is supplemented by online and remote work once ALB teams leave, though evidence indicates that in many coun-
tries, remote work is ineffective and significantly slows delivery. This was raised as an issue by a majority of in-
country stakeholders in the case study countries. The lack of engagement with appropriate stakeholders across
activities hinders the effectiveness of those activities (particularly those that are anticipated to be adopted or
continued by in-country partners independently of the OCPP and in the long-term). Some stakeholders com-
mented that they could not comprehend why the bilateral programme model of delivery was considered appro-
priate for effective programme delivery. The lack of in-country presence was cited by in-country stakeholders and
ALB delivery team interviews as ineffective for developing the appropriate relationships with in-country stake-
holders necessary to support the delivery of programme objectives.

Nonetheless, the dedication and motivation of the ALBs is recognised. When the ALBs are undertaking in-country
visits, they tend to serve multiple objectives, and their use of hands-on approaches has been appreciated by in-
country stakeholders. In addition, in-country stakeholders stated that the ALBs add value to stakeholders through
their high calibre technical expertise and delivery of trainings. For example, early activities in Ghana included a
capacity building activity and awareness raising workshop delivered by MMO on MSP. Stakeholders reported an
increase in capacity of in-country partners through improved connectivity and network building between stake-
holders.

The delivery model of the strategic partners has involved the use of in-country delivery partners from the outset,
with more in-country presence and engagement when required. Within these partners, the stature of WEF and
WRI (in FOA projects) has been cited by stakeholders as particularly effective in mobilizing the engagement of a
range of stakeholders in OCPP activities, from government agencies to local organisations. In addition, their
standing enables improved access to parties and information that can be otherwise challenging to reach. For
example, in FOA’s Blue Recovery Hubs research they were able to pull together data from sources that are hard
to access for most stakeholders and engaged high level stakeholders from ministries and UN agencies in their
consultations.

GOAP's delivery model has also been credited by interviewees as being effective. The progress of GOAP’'s work
in the promotion and piloting of ocean accounts is attributed to a secretariat and its associates proactively ap-
proaching countries or regional bodies that already have an interest in the development of sustainable or national
ocean plans or have otherwise expressed an interest in ocean accounting to inform decision making. This accel-
erates results and these ‘early adopter’ countries can then be used as exemplars to leverage interest and engage-
ment in other countries. GOAP also utilizes local expertise where possible, including local NGOs, scholars, and the
regional Communities of Practice, and utilise earlier adopters of GOAP to help deliver their experience in other
project locations.

Some of the ALB and strategic partners interviewed felt that the OCPP is very fragmented geographically and is
thematically too broad in scope, arguing a greater focus would benefit the quality of programme delivery and
the attainment of outcomes. Thematically, the programme works in three areas, and within them a number of
work streams exist. For example, the pollution theme includes workstreams on marine pollution, water quality
and emergency responses. One country may have all these themes, and numerous sub-themes active at once.
One ALB staff member noted that after the scoping phase it would have been more appropriate to reduce the
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anticipated activities and allow the partners to get deeper into specific themes. One of the BPF Regional Coordi-
nators concurred that OCPP should be focused on fewer deliverables and have a clear and visible line of impact.
Geographically, the countries of focus are fragmented and far-reaching, and interviewees noted that (with the
exception of the Pacific) there was little clustering of countries or regional engagement that would have enabled
regional learning and sharing.

The lack of a robust MEL framework that underpins the entire pro-
gramme was not established at the beginning of the bilateral pro-
gramme. The two multilateral components had more established MEL
structures. GOAP worked with a number of self-defined indicators re-
lated to the areas and ecosystems covered by ocean accounts and is
redesigning their MEL systems to improve systematic data collection | -ALB senior staff member
against the new OCPP reporting framework. Similarly, FOA established
their own MEL system at the launch of its projects and was able to collect outcome indicator results after three
years against an FOA-specific logframe, which was later aligned to the OCPP programme-level logframe. It is
hoped going forward with the revised and strengthened MEL framework will help address the shortcomings in
OCPP’s previously inadequate MEL systems, which has hampered the reporting of results and an assessment of
effectiveness.

“The ToC and logframe have come
way too late [though] it's great we
have them to give purpose and direc-
tion.”

343 External factors influencing effectiveness

Finding 18: While complementary initiatives in the donor and development community are creating an
enabling environment for OCPP, delivery has been impacted by the fact that some in-country government
personnel have limited availability to contribute to OCPP activities, exacerbated by political and economic
factors. ALB personnel noted that this has sometimes resulted in OCPP supplementing government ca-
pacity rather than building it.

The OCPP is not working in isolation in the programme countries, and there are complementary Initiatives active
across programme sites. For example, initiatives related to ocean accounting in OCPP countries (and beyond) are
receiving funds from UN institutions, Australian Government, World Bank, and others. Protected area manage-
ment is being advanced through the IUCN Green List initiative in multiple OCPP countries like Belize and the
Maldives. These (and other) donor and development initiatives are complementary to the OCPP and further ad-
vance an enabling environment for the effective implementation of OCPP activities and resultant outcomes and
impact. In some instances, these initiatives are also leveraging the outputs of the OCPP into wider programmes.
For example, the Maldives has a number of donor funded programmes in the marine environment sector, one of
which has contracted a local NGO to use the OCPP/MoCCEE's MPA management guide in six MPAs.

In-country government staff are a central component of programme delivery and can bring vital capacity to
support programme implementation. However, they suffer from capacity constraints as well as other commit-
ments and mandates that compete with OCPP for time. ALB personnel noted that this has sometimes resulted in
OCPP supplementing government capacity rather than building it. High staff turnover in government agencies,
and staff often absent due to other commitments or overseas studies have also been given as factors limiting the
availability of an already small pool of experts. In Belize, stakeholders suggested that the biggest risk to the
achievement of programme objectives were personnel rotations in government departments and the lack of time
availability of in-country stakeholders to deliver their side of the work.

Elections are notorious for temporarily paralyzing work in the public sector, and when held in OCPP countries, by
extension the OCPP is stalled for periods of time. This has affected all delivery partners. For example, the imple-
mentation of FOA and GOAP were both on hold for some time in Fiji after the December 2022 elections. The
recent presidential (2023) and parliamentary (2024) elections in the Maldives brought a change in government,
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and such changes can also have profound effects on programme implementation (where new individuals take
key positions, and institutional memory can be lost). Therefore, events such as elections or outbreaks of political
unrest, that are far beyond the influence of the programme, need to be carefully navigated to ensure the smooth
continuity of programme deliverables where possible. It is noteworthy that OCPP has not yet planned to conduct
political economic analysis to understand the impact of the elections that will take place in 2024 in bilateral
partnership countries.

3.5 Impact

3.5.1 Likelihood of achieving intended impact

OCPP’s impact statement per its refreshed ToC is as follows “Better sustainable management of the marine envi-
ronment and biodiversity in partner countries will enhance marine dependent livelihoods and the wellbeing of
those that depend on them, sustainably, equitably, and inclusively”*®. As of December 202, the programme has
three impact indicators which are set out in Table 3.3 below:

Table 3.3: OCPP logframe impact indicators

. OCPP Logframe Impact Indicators

| Area of marine environment under sustainable management practices due to OCPP (ha)
2  _Proxy indicator on improvement in marine dependent livelihoods and wellbeing to be confirmed.

3 Transformational change in partner countries supported by the programme (ICF 15)

Source: OCPP Logframe

Thus far, no baseline data was collected by the programme on its impact indicators. Additionally, no targets/mile-
stones were set for impact in OCPP’s original logframe. The 21/22 Annual Review suggested that the measure-
ment of impact indicators should begin mid-way through OCPP. The Business Case for OCPP indicated that real-
isation of some benefits were expected in 2-5 years and full benefits in 5-10 years. This is consistent with findings
below, where the more mature bilateral partnerships in countries which were also supported by CLiP are demon-
strating greater likelihood of impact, as they have had more time for results to progress.

While all delivery partners can deliver impacts across the three impact indicators, GOAP's work is most aligned to
influencing impact indicator 1, FOA's is most directly aligned to impact indicator 2, and all delivery partners can
potentially deliver transformational change. As the programme is now in its last two years of delivery, consolida-
tion and harvesting of the impacts of the work delivered over the three years is increasingly important. This means
that focusing on the activities that need to be delivered including policy influencing activities that might drive
output level results into higher level change.

43 Since OCPP, FOA and GOAP each have their own business cases, their impact statements were all initially different. However, there is now
consistency in the impact statement of all three programmes (as stated above) following the discussions with the ALBs, FOA and GOAP on
the Theory of Change for the integrated OCPP programme as a whole -leading to one overarching impact for all components of the pro-
gramme.
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Finding 19: GOAP is demonstrating potential to deliver a strong contribution to impact indicator #1. The
ALBs can also potentially make a contribution, although likely results are contingent on more work being
done for the impacts to be realised.

As a result of Defra investment, GOAP partners have established accounts for 111 MPAs spanning 29m ha of
ocean. Accounts established for eleven different types of eco-system including 92K ha of coral reefs, 10.5m ha of
mangroves and 770,000 ha of kelp forest habitat. Ocean accounts provide decision-makers with an inventory of
multi-disciplinary data, enabling them to make data-driven, evidence-based decisions that are crucial for sustain-
able ocean planning and management*. In addition, there is potential for ALB's work to contribute to this impact
indicator, although more work needs to be done for these impacts to materialise:

e Belize — OCPP supported the strengthening of Belize's MPA network by reviewing data collected within MPAs,
collaborating with IUCN to support the Belize Government to Green List their MPAs and supporting a local
NGO to complete the annual management effectiveness evaluation for Belize’s MPAs on behalf of the Fish-
eries Department.

e Srilanka— OCPP supported METT-4 assessments of three MPAs (five supported in total) will be taken forward
by Sri Lanka Coral Reef Initiative strengthening future management of coral reefs.

e Sri Lanka — OCPP contributed via research and data gathering on marine pollution including plastic pollution,
as well as paid for all multi-media campaigns* connected with the ban on certain types of plastics, which fed
into the decisions on the bans as well as contributing to public adherence to the bans once introduced by
government.

e Ghana - early stage but likely that if the Marine Spatial Development for Ghana's Western Region (covering
all six western districts) is adopted and implemented, it would allow the government to sustainably manage
their marine environment. This is the same for the nascent MSP work in Sri Lanka.

e Maldives - Finalised National Management Plan for Protected and Conserved Areas and SMART Management
Plans for two MPAs - if adopted and used (no institutionalisation) by local councils, gov agencies and resort
owners would contribute to sustainable management of the marine environment. The National MPA Research
& Monitoring Framework will support the incorporation of research, monitoring activities into MPA Manage-
ment Plans.

Finding 20: FOA has the most direct link to improvements in livelihoods and wellbeing. For the other
components of OCPP, livelihood and well-being impacts are more indirect.

In terms of impact indicator # 2, FOA has the most direct link_to livelihoods and well-being via the support to
improving the sustainability of blue food production and supporting developing countries to business sustainable
ocean economies. The SFLW project, now completed, is deemed to be delivering impact in this area and is highest
ranked in the recent FOA evaluation on potential poverty impacts. The Namibian Ocean Cluster*® will inde-
pendently of Defra funding continue to implement changes in Namibian value chains with the increased

“The evaluation team experienced some challenges to assess comprehensively the extent of use of ocean accounts in terms of informing
and shaping policy and practice due to GOAP members confidentiality requirements. One constraint is the need for the GOAP Secretariat
to respect confidentiality requirements of the members and therefore it is not always possible to report to Defra on certain national activi-
ties (outcomes and engagements). Sometimes some national policy impacts are reported verbally to Defra but only after securing the
consent of the members.

4 While these campaigns were designed pre-OCPP, their roll out was paid by OCPP.

4 The June 2024 slide pack for the SMB reported that the Namibia Ocean Cluster had now acquired legal entity status.
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utilisation of seafood by-products. The BFP is also likely to generate benefits to women and vulnerable groups
involved in the value chain, but to achieve this it would need to be appropriately targeted. The recent evaluation
of FOA projects found that the Blue Recovery Hubs and Supply Chain Risk Tool, now continuing with other donor
support, are likely to have a more indirect contribution to poverty reduction.

The work of the ALBs have good potential to make an indirect contribution — if the marine environment is more
sustainably managed, then the livelihoods and wellbeing of marine dependent people should improve. The ToC
for OCPP is based on the premise that by equipping partner countries with the skills and expertise, they will be
better able to tackle challenges relating to marine pollution, biodiversity and sustainable seafood, leading to
better protection and sustainable management of marine resources and in turn poverty reduction. The realisation
of socio-economic impacts, on well-being and livelihoods for people from these improvements, is plausible given
the benefits to tourism and fishing industries, as well as food security for marine dependent people.#’

Finding 21: The geographical footprint of the programme is not well aligned with its ODA poverty reduc-
tion requirements and the skills profile of the delivery partners has been a constraint on integrating pov-
erty reduction and GESI considerations into programming by all partners.

The Business Case for OCPP indicated that OCPP would identify high-potential partner countries where the pro-
gramme has the greatest potential to impact on poverty and the marine environment. However, the geograph-
ical footprint of the programme is not well aligned to its poverty ambitions*® driven in part by being a legacy
programme (adapted from CLiP/One Health), country interest, and advice from Posts where significant change
can be achieved. While the balance between Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Lower Middle Income Coun-
tries (LMICs)/ Upper Middle Income Countries (UMICs) is more skewed for the strategic partnerships than the
bilateral partnerships (with a higher proportion of support going to UMICs and LMICs), for the bilateral partner-
ships the distribution of spend is also highly skewed with LDCs receiving the smallest bilateral programme budget
allocation for the first three years of the programme*. The rationale for the geographical footprint of GOAP is
based on opportunities to engage with the partner country on ocean accounting, sufficiency of partner capacity
to engage and deliver efficiently. Overall, OCPP has struggled to articulate how it will contribute to poverty re-
duction in its target countries. This issue was also noted in the recent ICAl Review of the BPF and is accepted by
HMG with plans to commission a review of the global evidence base on the linkages between poverty and pro-
tecting and restoring the marine environment in 2024.

Moreover, the extent and nature of OCPP’s socio-economic im-
pacts, for example on women and vulnerable groups, is hard to
unpack due to the absence of coverage of GESI dimensions in OCPP

“We are marine scientists not social sci-
entists”.
-ALB staff member

programming. OCPP ALB delivery partners repeatedly reported that
their expertise lies in the marine science and environment space rather than in poverty reduction and gender and
inclusion. Overall, there is a paucity of skills in the ALB teams to be able to align their technical assistance and
capacity building work to poverty alleviation goals and GESI ambitions, although recently some new personnel
with international development experience have been brought into the delivery partner management of the bi-
lateral partnerships in recognition of this issue, although insufficient capacity in this area remains an issue. The

47 Sophie Plagerson; “Marine biodiversity and poverty alleviation,”Centre for Social Development in Africa, University of Johannesburg K4D,
1 July 2020; https://opendocs.ids.ac.uk/articles/report/Marine Biodiversity and Poverty Alleviation/26431957?file=48081559.

48 The distribution of countries across the components is as follows: Bilateral - 45% LDCs, 36% LMIC and 19% UMIC. Strategic Partnerships -
LDC 17%, LMIC 33% and UMIC 50%

49 SMB June 2024 data (three years of programme delivery by ALBs) 33% of spend in Lower Middle-Income Countries, 17% in Upper Mid-
dle-Income Countries and 11% in Least Developed Countries.
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OCPP programme was assessed as GESI| unaware in an assessment conducted by the ODA Hub, which is a signif-
icant failing for a programme three years into implementation. This was also reported by the ICAI review of the
BPF and the delivery partners including FOA and GOAP, are taking steps to address these critical oversights (see
under relevance — section 4.1).

Finding 22: Of the delivery partners, GOAP demonstrates, at this point, the greatest potential to deliver
transformational change.

OCPP's third impact indicator is about the delivery of transformational change in partner countries supported by
the programme and is aligned to International Climate Finance (ICF) KPI 15. ICF KPI 15 guidance® defines trans-
formational as “encouraging others to replicate and scale up successful activities in the longer term and facilitating
substantive institutional and policy change towards a low carbon and climate resilient future”. Transformational
changes are unlikely to materialise within an ICF programme lifetime according to the guidance. The indicator is
measured by tracking the likelihood of activities being transformational by looking at the drivers of transforma-
tional change. The methodology sets out a menu of nine criteria for transformational change, which programmes
can select from and apply different weightings to when seeking to measure transformational change for their
own programmes. Creating an adapted transformational change scorecard (Table 3.4) and scoring the compo-
nents of OCPP accordingly resulted in the findings reported below. The scores and qualitative descriptors from
ICF KPI 15 guidance are set out Table 3.5.

Table 3.4 ICF KPI 15 scoring guide
Score Description

Substantial evidence that suggests transformational change is unlikely or will not oc-
cur

Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is unlikely
Not enough evidence yet to assess or the balance of evidence is inconclusive
Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely

Substantial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely or is already oc-
curring

Overall, the weighted scores of FOA and GOAP equate to a score of 4, which aligns with data reported by DESNZ>'
with most ICF programmes (28 out of a total of 55 programmes reviewed) having partial evidence that suggests
transformational change is likely. On the other hand, the ALBs scored a 3, though the assessment of the ALBs
work is inconclusive at this point as there is not enough evidence to indicate that transformational change is
likely. This compares with 17/55 ICF programmes scoring a 3.

0 UK Government “Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to Transformational Change”, ICF KPI 15 Methodology Note, February
2023. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/63fe28fb8fa8f527fb67caf8/international-climate-finance KPI 15 Methodol-
ogy Note Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to transformational change.pdf

1 Data reported by a DESNZ representative at a webinar organised by Agulhas on measuring transformational change, 6 June 2024. Agul-
has at gLOCAL 2024: Measuring Transformational Change - Lessons from Climate Action on Vimeo
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Table 3.5 Transformational Change Scorecard — Draft Scores

Criteria for Transfor-

mational Change

(weightings)>?

Political will and local
ownership (20%)

Capacity and capabil-
ity is increased (20%)

Evidence of effective-
ness is shared (10%)
Leverage/create  in-
centives for others to
act (15%)

Scalability (15%)

OCPP Examples

Political will is variable in bilateral partnership countries — good in
Belize and Sri Lanka. There are elections in many partner countries
in 2024. Ownership an issue in some countries due to resource
constraints — Ghana, Sri Lanka. Ownership is better for GOAP as it
is a membership-based organisation.

Evidence does indicate that OCPP is doing valuable work to in-
crease capacity and capability in partner countries.

Via GOAP’s Communities of Practice, ALBs scientific publications,
conferences, training and courses

GOAP leveraging funding of other donors, Continuation of some
of FOA/ALB work via others.

FOA - BRH - rapid scaling of the BRH in the Pacific taken forward

SN

N

N

N

N

5\
n

(O]

by WRI and OECD.

BFP — scale up in Ghana and in another country to improving value
chains for sea food loss and waste (if approved for Defra funding
for Phase IV).

No evidence of scaling from ALBs work yet although the Marnie
Pollution Response work is planned to be scaled in Year 4 (FY
24/25) and will seek to scale to a regional approach and not just
nationally. GOAP has potential for scale due to mainstreaming
ocean accounting.

w
Ul
N

Sustainability (20%) FOA and GOAP good. ALBs mixed — not enough attention to sus- 2 4 4
tainability.
Total 19 24 28
3.5.2 Impact of OCPP on the UK and global marine science sectors

Finding 23: OCPP is supporting global microplastics monitoring harmonisation, approaches to measure
progress in the sustainable use of marine resources and ocean accounting, and marine environment
knowledge sharing, all of which have the potential for wider impact in the global marine sciences sector.

Microplastics monitoring. One of the areas that OCPP has sought to deliver a global impact is in the monitoring
and detection of microplastics. OCPP is seeking to contribute to the knowledge on the spatial distributions, as
well as temporal changes concerning microplastics®3. Due to the relative newness of microplastics research, spatial

52 The weightings were applied by multiplying each score by the assigned weighting. For example a score of 3 multiplied by 20% weighting
led to a weighted score of 60.
53 See paper “Creation of an international Laboratory Network towards global Microplastics Harmonisation”, Adil Bakir et al, 2024, www.na-

ture.com/scientificreports
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and temporal data is patchy on a global scale.** This work is particularly relevant at this time with the move
towards a global agreement on plastic pollution (United Nations Environmental Assembly — 5.2°%).

OCPP, and its predecessor programme CLiP, supported the installation of common infrastructure to ensure har-
monised guidelines to ensure development of comparable scientific outputs on the results of monitoring the
presence of microplastics in the ocean. Under CLiP and consequently OCPP, several laboratories were created in
South Africa, Belize, Sri Lanka, the Maldives and in the South Pacific in collaboration with project partners to
ensure a harmonised approach to the generation of scientific evidence in support of regulatory actions and na-
tional/regional marine litter action plans (MLAPs). In parallel with OCPP, the University of East Anglia (UEA) initi-
ated a similar programme of capacity building and training in microplastic analysis for Malaysia®® . This was as-
sisted by forming the Malaysian Microplastics Network (MyMiP —https://mmp.umt.edu.my). One of the main fo-
cuses of CLiP, OCPP and MyMiP was to support the provision of adequate national facilities to support scientific
advances in the field of microplastics. The current microplastics network is shown in figure 3.1 below.

For such a network to be impactful on
Current microplastics lab network a global level, in terms of filling in
knowledge gaps by gathering scien-
tific evidence on the use of plastics,
the laboratories must be used. A sur-
vey of the laboratories® included in
the network (some funded via OCPP,
some not) indicated that 14 out of 15
of the laboratories are currently in
use, with the one not in use, due to a
lack of human resources. The evalua-

PHILIPPINES

MALDIVES
..

souTH Armica o tion team was informed by the bilat-

) ' ; eral programme delivery teams that

© cuiefocer abs ) \ “ this has recently been rectified. In
8:!knj’c‘o‘:l:orv:::lxm:o?:ctju S b N terms of research priorities, there

MALAYSIA INDONESIA

were lots of similarities across the net-
work, although there was one re-
sponse from Vanuatu which was spe-
cifically interested in monitoring the
success of a recent policy change, in-
cluding the ban on single use plastic items. In order to increase the impact of this network of national microplas-
tics laboratory facilities, a common shared online platform, to facilitate dialogue and sharing between the differ-
ent stakeholders in the network, is being developed, taking forward the work of CLiP.

Figure 3.1: Current microplastics lab network. Source: “Creation of an interna-
tional Laboratory Network towards global Microplastics Harmonisation”, Adil Ba-
kir et al, 2024, www.nature.com/scientificreports

Ocean accounting. One of the deliverables of Defra’s support to GOAP is the global mainstreaming of ocean
accounting — outcome 4 of GOAP's work?8. Defra’s initial investment of £1m resulted in setting a foundation for

>4 |bid.

5 UNEA-5.2 also became a historic moment as delegates agreed to establish an Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee with the man-
date to forge an international legally binding agreement to end plastic pollution by the end of 2024.

%6 Funded by the UK Government through the Global Challenges Research Programme.

5" Reported in the paper “Creation of an international Laboratory Network towards global Microplastics Harmonisation”, Adil Bakir et al,
2024, www.nature.com/scientificreports.

%8 BPF investment in GOAP, Progress Report for Milestone 8, Year 2, Phase 2 and 3.
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increasing requests from members and non-members for support to develop ocean accounting systems. The
drivers of this increased demand include the adoption in December 2022 of the Kumming-Montreal Global Bio-
diversity Framework and the CBD Decision 15/24 on conservation and sustainable use of marine and costal bio-
diversity. A manifestation of this increased country demand for ocean accounts is reflected in the need to increase
Phase 2 investment in GOAP with an increased allocation of £6 million and a further allocation of £7million for
Phase 3 (2024-26) but with a reduction in annual funding to £2million in FY 2025/26. Some examples of the
contributions of GOAP to global and regional policies on ocean accounting are set out below.

Global policy outcomes

e Specific ocean accounting commitments embedded within the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD): This
decision of the CBD (https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-04-en.pdf) was very directly
supported by the GOAP Secretariat within scope of the UK investment in GOAP, championed by Indonesia,
and involved inputs from several GOAP Member countries.

e Implementation of ocean accounting commitments in the High Level Ocean Panel Transformations®%: GOAP
Secretariat and relevant Ocean Panel members (which at the time did not include the UK) were the driving
force behind the Heads of Government Commitment on Ocean Accounts that underpin the headline com-
mitment on Sustainable Ocean Plans. Implementation® of the Transformations for a Sustainable Ocean Econ-
omy: A Vision for Protection, Production and Prosperity document (although predated UK's investment in
GOAP), was enabled by UK investment into GOAP.

Examples of regional policy outcomes

e Nairobi Convention®': The GOAP investment has led to ocean accounting being embedded into the objectives
of the Convention’s Regional Ocean Governance Strategy, Western Indian Ocean (WIO) Strategic Action Plan,
and associated Information Management Strategy. The Nairobi Convention is illustrative of an impact ap-
proach that GOAP is following in several regions where the bottom-up accounting activity with local institu-
tions is nested within a broader policy discussion at national level, and then in turn at a regional level. This
process is accelerating quickly now in the Pacific, for example, but is further behind the discussions in WIO
context.

e Pacific Regional Cooperation: The GOAP Secretariat participated in a meeting of Foreign Affairs officials from
Pacific Countries convened by the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC), where it was agreed that ocean
accounting would be utilised as a basis for securing resources within zones of national jurisdiction, through
a Pacific Islands Community of Practice that uses catalytic GOAP investment to leverage broader in-kind and
cash resources from the formal Pacific regional ocean governance architecture.

Marine environment knowledge sharing. In the first year of the programme, the ALBs achieved 17 scientific
papers/reports and or databases were developed or published scientific papers with support from OCPP and
GOAP achieved 6%. In the second year, FY 22/23 the equivalent achievements were zero for ALBs, eleven FOA
and ten for GOAP, which constituted an under achievement by ALBs in terms of progress against set targets, on-
target by GOAP and in excess of target by FOA. 3.

Of the five delivery partners, GOAP in particular strives to deliver global impact through knowledge products for
example by co-creation of knowledge products that support the development of globally accepted and

%9 Ocean Panel; https://oceanpanel.org/the-agenda/

% For example in Ghana.

61 Covering 10 coastal countries Western Indian Ocean including Kenya, Madagascar, Mauritius, Mozambique. The Nairobi Convention is a
regional treaty that works to protect, manage, and develop the Western Indian Ocean.

62 Defra, 2021/22 Annual Review of OCPP.

63 2022/23 Annual Review.
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standardised ocean accounting practices. In terms of knowledge products, it was not possible to track which
products were most impactful in terms of downloads from GOAP’s website (as the website used by GOAP does
not support these analytics) or indeed use by stakeholders. However, an impressive range of academic, thematic
and guidance documents are available on GOAP’s website.

In terms of FOA publications, it produced several reports /products across their Seafood Loss and Waste, Blue
Recovery Hub, Blue Food Partnership and Supply Chain Risk projects all of which are globally and freely availa-
ble®. Both the Belize and Sri Lanka case studies demonstrate OCPP generating publications, some of which were
authored by in-country stakeholders supported by OCPP.

3.5.3 Extent and nature of OCPP’s socio-economic impacts (including women and vulnerable groups)
Defra’s ODA Hub reviewed OCPP in terms of GESI and found the programme to be GESI unaware and that more
work was needed to better mainstream GESI and build capability and expertise across the Defra programme team
and delivery partners. During the preparation of this evaluation, Defra and the ALBs were engaged in a number
of activities in order to better embed GESI into the programme going forward. While GESI has been embedded
into the new ToC and logframe for the programme, at this junction it is not yet possible to measure the socio-
economic impacts of the programme as these considerations have not been embedded into its design.

3.6 Sustainability

3.6.1 Likelihood benefits will be sustained
Finding 24: GOAP and FOA are assessed to have the greatest potential sustainability at this point and have
given greater consideration to sustainability; the bilateral delivery partners less so.

Defra led on the design and development of OCPP’s Business Case® which notes that a key principle of each
bilateral partnership is that they are sustainable beyond exit, with the support and upskilling of partners helping
to identify and leverage funds for ongoing delivery beyond the lifetime of OCPP. FOA's Business Case aims to
contribute to two priority areas of the BPF, namely improving the sustainability of blue food production and
supporting developing countries build sustainable ocean economies. The sustainability of GOAP’s work is very
much tied to embedding ocean accounting processes in governments and also to use UK funds to mobilise other
funding for ocean accounts in GOAP member countries.

64 OCPP Annual Review 2022/23
85 Defra, OCPP Business Case
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In order to assess the likely sus- OCPP’s Sustainability Scorecard
tainability of OCPP programmes

the NIRAS MEL team developed a
multidimensional  sustainability
scorecard covering financial sus-
tainability, operational sustaina-

. . . Ownership is clear Capacity in place to Resources have been It is financially
blllty, Clarlty Of OWnerShlp, reten— clarity on institutional ensure implementation made available for sustainable - budget
mandate implementation allocated for continuation

tion of trained people in the sec-

tor, etc. This scorecard is shown
in Figure 3.2. Findings from this
scorecard assessment are re-

ported below (Table 3.6).

Scholars remain in Backed up by Consumables are available Equipment can
country and work on law/ policy to run equipment be maintained
marine environment

There is greatest clarity of own-

ership in relation to GOAP’s ac- Figure 3.2 OCPP’s Sustainability Scorecard

tivities working with key institu-

tions in partner countries and its membership-based partnerships help demonstrate commitment by partners to
build in country expertise and capabilities in ocean accounts. Ownership is less clear in the case of FOA and the
ALBs — with the latter sometimes suffering as a result of unclear institutional mandates and overlapping respon-
sibilities across partner country institutions.

All delivery partners are striving to develop capacity in their respective work areas to ensure partner countries
can take this forward independently of their support. The most recent Annual Review (unpublished) of OCPP for
FY 22/23 rated OCPP’s work in increasing marine scientific and/or technical capacity in partner countries as ex-
ceeding expectations (A+). However, developing sustainable capacity cannot be guaranteed particularly in re-
source constrained environments such as Ghana and Sri Lanka where the programme has come under pressure
to "provide” capacity (i.e. inputs from delivery partners to do the work rather than support partners in doing)
rather than "build” capacity.

However, as the programme is demand-led, it does help ensure sustainability as the programme is already de-
veloping capacity on topics in which ministries and agencies in partner countries have expressed interest. By
working with the different levels of government — national, regional and local levels — it means that the stake-
holders at the different levels have the tools and templates to take forward. Delivery partners noted that by
training people in many countries, it has enriched the available capacity within OCPP countries to support the
programme’s work in the future.

GOAP and FOA have, to date, been most successful in leveraging funding from other sources to support the
continuity of OCPP results. Policy influencing work is needed across all components to ensure plans, draft policies,
tools etc. are adopted and implemented and in the case of GOAP that ocean accounts are used to drive evidence-
based policy making.®

The sustainability of equipment procured by OCPP was flagged as a concern in the Sri Lanka Case Study due
to the severe financial and technical constraints faced by the recipient institutions in Sri Lanka and the practice of
the ALBs continuing to maintain the equipment and even purchase consumables to support its use. The equip-
ment procured by OCPP remains in UK Government ownership until the end of the programme. However, there

% Useful blog on this theme — ITAD https://www.itad.com/article/you-cant-achieve-system-change-without-investing-in-advo-
cacy/#:~text=Policy%20advocacy%20is%20a%20widely,policy%20environment%20that%20perpetuates%20it.
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was no inventory of procured equipment available for the evaluation team to review, posing a risk to transition
planning. Similarly, the sustainability of copyrighted material such as multimedia campaigns was cited as an issue
as these presently reside with Cefas. OCPP support for the MPA website in the Maldives may face issues going
forward as, at present, there is no provision for its maintenance. However, in the future there is an expectation
that the website will generate funds for its maintenance via the use of part of the revenue generated by online
bookings to PCA sites. A notable intervention to develop sustainable capacity in the marine environment sector
is the OCPP scholarships which interviewees noted would have a lasting impact. However, it was also noted that
sustainability of their expertise in terms of improved management of the marine environment was dependent on
their retention in the sector and this could not be guaranteed. In Sri Lanka, there was an expectation that circa
half of the scholars would remain in Sri Lanka working on the marine environment. It is also worth noting that
there are a number of additional activities planned for OCPP scholars including a capacity strengthening pro-
gramme for all scholars and a limited number of fellowships.

Table 3.6 Findings — OCPP Sustainability Scorecard

Scorecard Element Bilateral Delivery | Strategic Delivery | Strategic Deliv-

Partners: ALBs Partner: FOA ery Partner:
GOAP

1. Clear ownership
2. Capacity in place

3. Resources available for im-
plementation

4. Financial sustainability
5. Scholars remain in sector N/A

6. Backed by law/policy

7. Consumables to run equip N/A FOA does not N/A GOAP does
provide equipment not provide
equipment
8. Equipment can be maintained N/A FOA does not N/A GOAP does
provide equipment not provide
equipment
Legend In some cases In the majority of
cases

GOAP is paying active consideration to sustainability. GOAP plans to establish Indonesia as a global exemplar
country in terms of integrating national ocean accounting into national policy and decision making. GOAP plans
to use a sustainable approach to the development of “south-south” technical collaboration capacity including
pilot collaborations and creating a regional network that will build long-term capacity and reduced reliance on
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ODA support. The ambition is to enable Indonesian partners to assist other countries develop their own ocean
accounts.

As noted in the section 3.5.1 under impact, FOA projects have also been successful in accessing continuation
funding for interventions which Defra has ceased to fund®. SFLW has been completed as the Namibian Ocean
Cluster has been successful as an independent body and can continue operations without donor support which
illustrates confidence in likely sustainability. The sustainability of BFP after phase 3 funding cannot yet be assured
— a decision on future funding from Defra was pending at the time of the interim evaluation. However, the key
stakeholder for the BFP (the Chamber of Aquaculture - a key driving force for sustainable aquaculture in Ghana)
noted the risk of donor funding and have elicited the buy in and support from large scale businesses through the
integration of BFP components into their existing activities. An overview of findings concerning the likely sustain-
ability of ALB's work is set out in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7 Findings concerning sustainability of ALB’s work

Some examples of consideration of sustainability by ALBs

Some areas of improvement vis-a-
vis sustainability

Limited consideration of sustaina-
bility from the start of the design
of interventions.

e Creation of a sustainable financing workstream/ working group | °
by the delivery partners which looks at gaps in financing across
all themes and countries. Some delivery partners have noted that
the sustainable financing of MPAs was a particular challenge.
Supporting the countries in sustainable financing has recently | *
been picked up by the ALBs starting with the distribution of a
questionnaire to each country to understand their needs in sus-
tainable finance. Sustainable finance is a priority for Belize — Cefas
is about to go live on a tender on sustainable finance in Belize
looking at the activities supported by OCPP.

More consideration needed on the
implications of elections on sus-
tainability.

« Sufficiency of staff in partner agen-
cies an issue with likely sustainabil-
ity in some cases.

»  Commercial models for labs, training of trainers, some good ex-
amples of sustainable interventions in the case study countries.
The roll out of low cost analytical techniques for the large scale
mapping of microplastics®® is another approach taken to better
ensure the sustainability of equipment procured by the pro-
gramme

+ Significant resource constraints to
continue the work in some partner
countries.

*  Number of signed MoUs is low,
posing a risk to likely sustainability.
*  BPF implementation plans allows other BPF programmes to take

on OCCP work if required. Klls noted that there are lots of fund-
ing opportunities from the BPF which are now opening up e.g.

« Lack of clarity re roles and man-
dates can lead to challenges for

OCEAN Call for Proposals , COAST is active in some OCPP coun-
tries such as Mozambique. Lots of other donors in space bodes
well for future sustainability.

the sustainability of OCPP support
in some countries , e.g. SL, Fiji.

Measures are needed to better

safeguard retention of OCPP
scholars in the sector

%7 For example, the SCRT project will benefit from Global Fishing Wise and FishWise funding and BRH from WRO/OECD.
% Using NR (flouresence tagging of polymers with Nile red) — as reported in “Creation of an international Laboratory Network towards
global Microplastics Harmonisation”, Adil Bakir et al, 2024, www.nature.com/scientificreports
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3.6.2 Are exit/transition plans being implemented in practice?
Finding 25: Transition planning has not received sufficient attention, until recently.

Three of the four FOA projects which will no longer receive Defra funding were making forward plans and ar-
rangements at the time of the interim evaluation to ensure their continuation. Although the transition arrange-
ments were made late in the project cycle, the plans going forward appear viable and likely to secure the contin-
uation of the work initially funded by Defra. An exit or transition plan has not yet been developed for the BFP.

For the bilateral partnerships, there is a draft OCPP Exit and Transition Strategy which briefly presents options
concerning OCPP exits or transitions from partner countries, principles and responsibilities, communications, risks,
indicators and legacy. In terms of transition planning, an assessment of these processes for closed/closing part-
nerships in South Africa and India was commissioned by Defra recently — this study is designed to assess the
lessons from transition processes in order to strengthen these processes for other partnerships going forward.

The development of commercial models for laboratories procured
by OCPP in Sri Lanka is one of the plans designed to ensure their
sustainability after OCPP completion in country. It is critical that a
comprehensive asset register is developed to document all the
equipment procured by the programme and to support transition
planning as at present no such register exists which is a concern
given that the equipment and assets remain in the ownership of the
British Government until after the programme ceases delivery.

Four out of 20 survey respondents indi-
cated that there were plans for their
country to have a transition strategy in
the future. One respondent did not know.
The remaining 15 respondents said "No
we have not discussed transition strate-
gies yet".

-OCPP Interim Evaluation Survey of ALBs
GOAP’s model was built with transition planning in mind with the

intention that delivery would eventually be devolved to the current
countries supported.. FOA has already demonstrated ability to be able to transition work to other partners at
relatively short notice but not good practice. Transition planning for BFP needs to be initiated now.

4. Conclusions, lessons learnt and recommendations

4.1 Conclusions

The programme has had three full years of implementation and is now in its fourth year with 21 months until
closure. It is meeting the needs of stakeholders in partner countries and filling capability gaps, likely to be left
unfilled without it. The bilateral part of the programme is serving as a useful vehicle for harnessing UK's strong
expertise in marine science, management and regulation, supporting partner countries build capacity and capa-
bilities to address the challenges they face in managing the marine environment. FOA and GOAP have showcased
innovative approaches and potential to scale results and leverage resources. However, some of the shortcomings
of OCPP’s design that have been present right from the start, such as insufficient attention on poverty reduction
and consideration of GESI in intervention designs, and some inefficiencies in the bilateral partner delivery model,
continue to constrain OCPP's ability to deliver on the expectations set out in its Business Case.

It has taken until Year 4 of the programme for attempts to address these shortcomings in OCPP’s design to gain
traction and gather impetus among delivery partners and Defra. These issues have been highlighted in past An-
nual Reviews and by the NIRAS MEL supplier inception report (Dec 2023). The criticism by ICAl in its recent review
of the BPF (published in November 2023) of Defra’s insufficient attention to poverty reduction® and GESI is

8 |CAI noted that several business cases (including OCPP among others) did not provide sufficient evidence of links to poverty reduction.
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essentially what provided the much needed impetus to address these critical but long standing gaps - gaps which
cut across all components (bilateral as well as strategic partnerships). The ICAI Review of the BPF noted that the
OCPP Business Case (along with two other programmes) was cited as an example of a business case that did not
provide sufficient evidence of links to poverty reduction. The ICAI Review went on to note that this shortcoming
was identified multiple times in the business case quality assurance process, but only minor changes to the text
were made rather than a thorough review of the design of the programme.

Defra and delivery partners agree — the programme does need to do more in these areas. There is now a growing
appetite to address the issues with plans underway to address these gaps and some useful interventions such as
hiring GESI experts within delivery partners, although the pace of change to address these critical shortcomings
is a concern. It now seems likely that bilateral programming for FY 2024/25 will, like earlier years, continue to
remain defective in this regard, leaving only one year remaining for the programme to address these major flaws.

The complexity of the programme and the lack of development programming experience among delivery part-
ners continue to constrain the ability of the programme to “reset” and focus on these well recognised and essen-
tial gaps. The ALBs, in particular, as marine science, management and regulation institutions have struggled to
articulate a narrative that links what they are doing to improve the marine environment with poverty reduction
and GESI ambitions. The programme needs to become a development programme focused on the marine science
and regulation sectors, rather than essentially a marine science programme. This is a major challenge at this stage
in the lifecycle of the programme — complicated further by pressures to considerably ramp up spending in the
closing years to make up for underspends in the earlier years.

The absence of an ongoing in-country presence by the OCPP in bilateral partner countries is affecting efficiency
of delivery and in-country stakeholders are clear — they prefer in-country presence and programmes like OCPP
cannot be delivered effectively and efficiently remotely with in-country missions from time to time. An ongoing
in-country presence would serve as a platform for fostering close relationships with in-country stakeholders and
advocating and catalysing change to policies and practice concerning sustainable, inclusive and equitable man-
agement of the marine environment. In this closing phase of the programme, to consolidate and harvest the
results of earlier work and deliver on outcomes, such in-country presence could be instrumental and catalytic in
OCPP realising its outcome level potential.

To deliver systemic/transformational change in the management of the marine environment, policy influence is
a must. At present, the current bilateral programme model is somewhat defective in driving forward with partner
country stakeholder momentum behind key policy reforms/changes in practice. FOA and GOAP use different
delivery models more aligned to systemic change ambitions and driving scalability/paradigm shifts — for example
in mainstreaming use of ocean accounting. In the final phase of OCPP, it is important to take stock, consolidate
and reflect on where can the programme influence policies/practices, building on its earlier work. It will be im-
portant for the delivery teams to use the Theory of Change as a strategic planning tool to guide the progression
to outcomes and impact. It is clear from the effectiveness analysis in this interim evaluation, the programme can
potentially deliver benefits and significant changes to the management of the marine environment in supported
countries, but more work is needed to harvest these results; in more disabling reform environments change is
unlikely to happen organically but needs to be nurtured. The bilateral delivery partners cannot assume that policy
change will happen organically or that policy influence is out of scope. This would mean running the risk of
outcome level change and later impact level change falling short. GOAP does not see policy influencing as out of
scope but rather recognises the sensitivities around advocating for change and being viewed as a neutral partner.

There has been some positive moves to make the programme more coherent — including the appointment of
Cefas as a Tier One supplier for the bilateral component and greater engagement of GOAP in discussions with
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the bilateral delivery partners to join up work where possible, however it is noted that this is retrospective fitting
of two individual programmes and their respective Business Cases. These have been helpful, but nonetheless
internal coherence does need to be strengthened; the programme is very fragmented with a huge number of
activities in forward plans for the bilateral delivery partners; partner country stakeholders are not fully clear on
what is being done across the portfolio. With bilateral delivery teams using their own institutional branding in
many countries rather than OCPP, there is not always an awareness by in-country partners and stakeholders that
the different activities are under the umbrella of OCPP. Communications have been poor. There are however
some good examples of external coherence with the ALBs creating a microplastics laboratory network with the
University of East Anglia for example or working with IUCN in several countries, as well as FOA and ALBs working
together in Ghana. More needs to be done to ensure the bilateral delivery partners are up to date on what other
donors / development partners are doing in partner countries and sharing of knowledge products, scientific pa-
pers, guidance documents is hampered by the absence of a knowledge management system or a centralised
Sharepoint. It was challenging to form a judgement on VfM due to data gaps; going forward the delivery partners
need to agree a set of KPIs for VfM monitoring. Timeliness in decision-making has been an issue due in part to
staff turnover and lack of staff capacity in Defra, particularly at the SRO level and that role's engagement in
decision making in the programme.

It is likely that OCPP will make useful contributions to outcomes in the partner countries supported by the bilateral
partnerships. There are already a number of key results, from both bilateral and strategic partnership work, which
show potential to mature into outcome level change, which bodes well in terms of the programme making a
difference to managing the marine environment. GOAP, in particular, shows good potential to deliver strong
impacts. MEL systems need considerably more investment and capacity to engage MEL from delivery partners.
While the NIRAS MEL supplier have supported all delivery partners to develop and implement the MEL framework
over the past year, the programme runs the risk of “missing” key results in its reporting because of the insufficient
attention and no dedicated resources for MEL in the bilateral delivery partners. To piece together the story on
what OCPP is doing in each country selected for case studies was a big challenge for the evaluation team as there
was no systematic monitoring of outputs or results available from the ALBs. The monitoring and reporting pro-
cesses in place by FOA and GOAP are much more fit for purpose, although there are constraints in GOAP's re-
porting on use of ocean accounts which limits reporting on outcomes and impact.

While sustainability of FOA and GOAP’s work is assessed as good, likely sustainability is considered weak at this
point for the ALBs work due to insufficient attention thus far, with the prevailing view that sustainability is some-
thing that should be considered at the end of a programme. For the OCPP Scholarships to make a lasting differ-
ence to the pool of expertise and capacity in partner countries the scholars will need to remain working in the
sector in their own countries; this cannot be guaranteed, even in OCPP countries like Sri Lanka where the expec-
tation is that around half the scholars will remain engaged in marine pollution.

Overall, OCPP is a useful and valued programme with potential to deliver some significant results, with strong
potential in evidence already in the case of GOAP. But the programme has suffered from starting delivery without
being appropriately set up (particularly the bilateral partnerships) and from major design flaws in terms of its
consideration of poverty and GESI as an ODA programme. These issues need addressing without delay, alongside
an injection of appropriate development and GESI expertise and strong leadership commitment, and a drive to
make big changes.
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4.2 Lessons learnt

One of the objectives of MEL for OCPP is to learn about what
works and what doesn’t to inform governance and programmatic
decisions. There is evidence that the programme is learning ori-
ented — not least the documentation of lessons from OCPP (CLiP,
and MyMip) on the harmonisation of global microplastics moni-
toring in a paper, the creation of a common online platform be-
tween microplastic laboratories and the organisation of stocktake
days including all OCPP delivery partners are some examples of
the programme sharing lessons from its work. Annual Reviews also
document lessons learnt. However, opportunities have been
missed for the bilateral delivery partners to learn from FOA and
GOAP who show greater potential to deliver transformational
change.

GOAP has particularly strong learning platforms with the creation Figure 4.1 Levels of learning - OCPP

of regional Communities of Practice for countries interested in de-

veloping and learning about ocean accounting — such as the Asia-Pacific Community of Practice and the new
Latin-America and the Caribbean Community of Practice (which is just getting started following the Global Dia-
logue on Sustainable Ocean Development, July 2024).

The interim evaluation has identified lessons learnt by the programme thus far looking at a number of different
levels as set out in Table 4.1 below. These lessons can be applied not only to the OCPP, but also considered by
the wider Blue Planet Fund as a whole. Country case studies also include lessons learned from OCPP delivery in
the case study countries.

Table 4.1 Key lessons from OCPP relevant to other programmes

Num- Lessons Applicable to:

ber

GESI analysis is critical to the design of all interventions. The International De-  External, BPF
velopment (Gender Equality) Act of 2014 requires that development assistance

must be delivered in a way that is likely to contribute to reducing inequality

between persons of different gender. OCPP paid limited attention to GESI con-

siderations in its design and delivery due to little GESI awareness. The lesson for

other programmes is that if a delivery partner does not understand the implica-

tions of their intervention on gender and inclusion, then they should commis-

sion research to better understand it to ensure GESI considerations are inte-

grated to programme design and delivery, and that programme results are

achieved equitably.

Annual planning and funding cycles can inhibit delivery of long-term system External, BPF, Coun-
change. OCPP's bilateral partnerships demonstrated limited strategic focus in try level

their engagement with partner countries and were activity rather than outcome

focused, in part due to the absence of a robust MEL framework and multi-year

planning. To ensure programmes contribute to outcomes and impact, pro-

gramme teams should use the theory of change as it sets out the pathways to
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Num-
ber

Lessons

the desired change the programme is expected to achieve and should also in-
vest in MEL systems to enable the tracking of progress.

OCPP’s ALB delivery partners did not pay sufficient attention to sustainability in
the design of many of their interventions, missing opportunities to use sustain-
able approaches to capacity development, for example training of trainers, etc.
To better ensure the sustainability of programme support, programme
teams should consider sustainability from the start of design of the interven-
tions and not just at the end. Failing to do so is likely to lead to inefficient re-
source usage and insufficient retrofitted sustainability plans, ultimately limiting
the achievement of long-term sustainable results.

OCPP stakeholders noted that they were pushed to start delivery of the pro-
gramme right away and that the necessary systems and processes were not in
place at the outset to effectively and efficiently manage the programme, for ex-
ample a MEL framework. The lesson from this, for other programmes, is that
"building a plane while flying it" is not a good approach to ensuring a pro-
gramme’s systems and processes are in place and fit for purpose to effectively
and efficiently monitor and manage the programme.

Many of the countries within the OCPP’s current portfolio are legacy countries
from the previous UK Government programmes, such as CLiP from 2018-2020
and CME from 2016-2022. Evidence from case study countries indicates that the
OCPP has been able to capitalise on established relationships and priority areas
of activity already established from predecessor programmes. This demon-
strates that building on legacy programmes can create entry points and foun-
dations for a new successor programme to take advantage of and facilitate a
smooth transition to the new programme’s delivery.

To deliver systemic/transformational change in the management of the marine
environment, policy influence is a must. The findings concerning ALBs work in-
dicates that their approach, at present, is somewhat defective in driving for-
ward, with partner country stakeholders, momentum behind key policy re-
forms/changes in practice. Delivery partners cannot assume that these changes
will happen organically or that policy influence is out of scope. FOA and GOAP
use different delivery models more aligned to systemic change ambitions and
driving scalability/paradigm shifts._ Future programmes can learn from this that
to achieve systemic and long-term change or policy reforms, scientific or tech-
nical solutions must be complemented by advocacy, engagement and owner-
ship building capabilities.

One factor behind the slower-than-expected progress of the OCPP was that the
ALBs are scientific and marine management and regulation institutions, rather
than international development focused institutions. This could help explain
some of the gaps in in-house expertise in areas such as international develop-
ment, capacity to deliver project management,, GESI and MEL and has invariably
impacted on the extent to which the ALBs’ work has considered poverty ambi-
tions and GESI considerations. To avoid these issues, programmes should set
out, from the outset, the different skill sets needed to run their programmes,

Applicable to:

BPF, External

BPF, External

BPF, External

BPF, External

BPF, External, Coun-
try-level
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Num- Lessons Applicable to:
ber

recognising that development expertise, project management, MEL and GESI
analysis are essential competencies alongside technical /scientific expertise for
design and delivery programmes like OCPP.

The level of understanding of in-country stakeholders is limited on what has BPF, External, Coun-
been delivered or achieved in the past by OCPP’'s ALBs and on who is doing try-level

what and working where. In-country stakeholders have requested improved

communications and coordination on what OCPP’s ALBs are delivering and the

results being achieved. It was felt that the absence of an ongoing in-country

presence in most bilateral partnership countries was in part to blame for this

issue. The lesson distilled from this experience is that to ensure In order to

have traction in-country and efficient, effective delivery, programmes should

have need some form of local and ongoing in-country presence.

Joint scoping missions and joined up planning processes can generate efficien- BPF, External, Coun-
cies and synergies, as shown by OCPP’s ALBs. However, the ALBs experience of try-level

scoping also shows that for scoping and design activities, remote working is less

effective than in-country missions.

GOAP is paying active consideration to sustainability and plans to establish In-  BPF, External, Coun-
donesia as a global exemplar country in terms of integrating national ocean ac-  try-level

counting into national policy and decision making. GOAP plans to use a sustain-

able approach to the development of “south-south” technical collaboration ca-

pacity including pilot collaborations and creating a regional network that will

build long-term capacity and reduced reliance on ODA support. The ambition is

to enable Indonesian partners to assist other countries develop their own ocean

accounts. Other Programmes should consider the appropriateness of South-

South exchanges and delivery models for sustainability reasons.

GOAP has been effective in leveraging funding from other donors and develop- BPF, External
ment partners. FOA has also engaged successfully with other donors and devel-

opment partners to take forward the work initiated under OCPP. It is important

for other programmes to actively engage with other development programmes

and partners to expand funding opportunities to support improvements to the

marine environment.

OCPP’s ALBs have successfully collaborated with UEA to support the develop- BPF, External
ment of a global microplastics laboratory network. Other programmes should

consider cooperating with other institutions or development partners to amplify

their global impact.
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4.3 Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on the evidence and analysis undertaken for this evaluation. There may be other factors or considerations this evaluation team
are unaware of that Defra and the delivery partners are required to take on board. These recommendations are grouped into two categories: recommendations to deliver
impact (Table 4.2) and recommendations to improve the process of delivery (Table 4.3). Impact-related recommendations are essential to address within the two years
left in the programme and focus on ensuring compliance with ODA requirements. The process-related recommendations seek to ensure efficient delivery and VM. All
recommendations are vital for the programme to review and consider.

Table 4.2 Key recommendations to deliver impact

Prioritisation (im-
pact)

Recommendations to deliver impact, per evaluation findings Relevant Finding Targeted to Timeframe

1) GESI considerations must be mainstreamed in pro- All delivery part-

R 5 From now onwards High

gramme design. ners

2) Pov.erty alleviation must b.e better integrated to achieve 222112 All delivery part- Erom now onwards High
the intended programme impact. ners

3) Defra and OCPP programme leadership should carefully Defra and OCPP
consider country and activity prioritisation in the re- 16, 3 programme From now onwards High
maining years of the programme. leadership

4) External communications need to be enhanced and am- All delivery part- .

. g . R 7,10 From now onwards Medium

plified to ensure impact and sustainability. ners

5) OCPP’s strategic planning processes need to better inte- 4 ALBs From now onwards High
grate the programme and country-level ToCs.

6) For OCPP to achieve long-term impact, it will require in- 19, 23 ALBs From now onwards High

terventions oriented towards policy change and reform.
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Prioritisation (im-

Recommendations to deliver impact, per evaluation findings Relevant Finding Targeted to Timeframe pact)
7) S.u?tamablll.ty needs to be integrated with all OCPP ac- ’5 ALBs From now onwards High
tivity planning.
8) Transition plans need to be developed for all OCPP bi- 55 ALBs, FOA By March 2025 High
lateral components.
9) OCPP should find opportunities to better promote in- 24 ACU By March 2025 Medium

country opportunities to ensure expertise retention.

Table 4.3 Recommendations to improve process

Recommendations to improve process, Prioritisation (im-

Relevant Finding Targeted to Timeframe

per evaluation findings pact)
10) Ifnowledge sharing should Pe prornoted and stream- 24, 25 All delivery part- By December 2024 High
lined to enable more effective delivery. ners
11) P includi ision-maki -
) Programme govern.ance including decmori making, ap 10 Defra/ALBs From now onwards High
provals and escalation need to be streamlined.
12) VfM monitoring needs to be embedded and strength- 15 Defra/ All deliv- S B e 2024 Medium
ened. ery partners
13) "I\'/:E-OCPP delivery partners should invest in resourcing 418 ﬁ!rzlellvery part- From now onwards High
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Recommendations to improve process, L
Relevant Finding

per evaluation findings

14) Management processes must be consolidated and

11
strengthened. /3
15) Engagement with in-country stakeholders and donors
should be strengthened to ensure effective coordina- 2,6,19

tion.

Targeted to

ALBs

ALBs

Timeframe

After the close of Annual Re-
view Year 3 reporting period.

From now onwards

Prioritisation (im-

pact)

Medium

Medium
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1) GESI considerations must be mainstreamed in programme design. OCPP has been assessed by
Defra’s ODA Hub and labelled GESI unaware. The programme teams are aware of this critical gap and
have adopted on an incremental approach to addressing this issue for example by starting with training
and guidance on safeguarding. However, the pace and momentum behind addressing this critical com-
ponent of an international development programme is evident: there has to be direct actions to address
GESI and safeguarding beyond characterisation and training. These actions should be responsive to the
OCPP's Theory of Change. Some urgent action needs to be taken as soon as possible to raise the level
of GESI sensitivity in programme design and delivery. One option would be to hire in-country consult-
ants to undertake a GESI review and analysis of OCPP’s delivery and activities in each partner country
as soon as possible, to develop an action plan and embed this into the country’s workplan and thus
into bilateral programme’s design. Delays on this will mean that GESI will be absent from programme
delivery in FY 2024/25 which would be a missed opportunity. Table 4.4 provides examples of GESI-
related activities OCPP delivery partners should consider.

Table 4.4 Illustrative examples of types of GESI-related activities OCPP delivery partners should consider

Scoping e Conduct a comprehensive socioeconomic and demographic characterisation of the area.
This will include a GESI analysis to identify gender differentiated needs, priorities, interests
and social norms that influence gender roles, responsibilities, and rights in relation to utili-
sation and management of marine resources. Report provides types of data disaggregation
beyond sex (male/ female).

o Examine interactions between gender, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and other
contextually defined social markers.

O ldentify issues related to inclusion and safeguarding and how these are experienced
by local population.

e Consult with women's groups to assess their needs and explore possible interventions that
are relevant to the goals of OCPP to address their needs.

e Undertake a gap analysis in participating institutions to identify (i) gender imbalances in
staffing and their impact on delivery of services, (2) women and minority groups participa-
tion in training and capacity building activities including degree courses, and (3) support to
marine social sciences and GESI related studies.

e Conduct stakeholder analysis to identify stakeholders most knowledgeable about and have
the experience dealing with gender, social inclusion, and safeguarding in the project area.

e Conduct an impact assessment of OCPP interventions in terms of extent to which they sup-
port women empowerment.

e |dentify preliminary gender transformative indicators for the work being delivered.

Marine ¢ Design and conduct a participatory, inclusive, and transparent process to identify social,

Spatial economic, and environmental priorities and develop plan to create jobs, economic oppor-

Planning tunities, and environmentally sustainable actions for coastal communities including women,
youth and vulnerable groups.

e Explore opportunities to engage women in planning processes, identifying gendered and
indigenous knowledge systems.

e Seek to engage vulnerable groups in decision making fora concerning the sustainable de-
velopment of ocean resources.

Capacity Gender responsive and inclusive needs and gap analysis to inform the design of training
Building and capacity building interventions. (see first row)
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2)

3)

4)

5)

Poverty alleviation must be better integrated to achieve the intended programme impact. The
geographical footprint of the programme is not well aligned with its poverty reduction ambitions and
the skills profile of the delivery partners has been a constraint on integrating poverty reduction. To
better embed poverty into programme design and delivery, ALBs need to recruit a development spe-
cialist onto their team - each of the ALBs should do this but, at a minimum, Cefas as the Tier One partner
should. GOAP and FOA also need to better articulate their causal chains to poverty impact.

Defra and OCPP programme leadership should carefully consider country and activity prioritisa-
tion in the remaining years of the programme. Defra and OCPP programme leadership should define
a list of criteria to be applied which considers exiting from bilateral partnership countries. These criteria
could include use of newly available evaluation data and upcoming monitoring evidence on results to
inform decision-making about where OCPP can deliver most impact and potential to impact on poverty
reduction. Defra and OCPP programme leadership should then consider withdrawing from bilateral
partnerships with countries where output results are below expectations and/or where traction and
engagement is difficult to deliver outputs, to engender more focus and less fragmentation and maxim-
ise the impact of ALBs' work.

External communications need to be enhanced and amplified to ensure impact and sustainability.

Reporting and communication on OCPP was cited by many stakeholders as the biggest weakness that

needs to be addressed and which is currently compromising external coherence of the programme.

Branding of programme activity is inconsistent across the case study countries: in-country stakeholders

are confused by the different ALB badges that are used when teams go in country to deliver technical

assistance. It is not possible to track use of all knowledge products, guidance and tools in all cases. To
improve this issue, the bilateral programme needs to:

a) Develop a communications plan spanning all components of the programme, create standardised
templates and communication toolkits that feature singular OCPP branding, in order that stake-
holders in partner countries have a clear holistic picture of what OCPP is delivering in-country;

b) Have ALB delivery teams working under the OCPP badge, not their government body badge; and

¢) Ensure a use and dissemination plan is prepared for each product. Monitoring processes should
track use of these products.

OCPP’s strategic planning processes need to better integrate the programme and country-level

ToCs. The bilateral partnerships demonstrate limited strategic focus in their engagement with partner

countries over what the programme delivers, at both a country and portfolio level. The first years of

programme delivery were done without a robust MEL framework and multi-year planning. Planning
processes from the beginning of the programme have been focused on planning at the activity-level
with limited understanding of how activities are aligned to larger outcomes.

a) To strengthen effectiveness and encourage programme teams to aim towards the delivery of long-
term change (including on poverty reduction) and a more strategic focus of their work, programme
teams need to start actively using the theory of change in their programme planning and delivery.

b) To ensure a more strategic engagement at country level, ALBs should use the country level ToCs
(which are aligned to the OCPP programme level ToC) in their country planning and delivery.
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6)

7)

8)

9)

For OCPP to achieve long-term impact, it will require interventions oriented towards policy
change and reform. To deliver systemic/transformational change in the management of the marine
environment, policy influence is a must. At present, the current ALB model is somewhat defective in
driving forward with partner country stakeholder momentum behind key policy reforms/changes in
practice. Many partner countries have elections planned for 2024, which may affect the appetite for
policy reform. To best manage this, the following recommendations are made:

a) ALBs need to plan what actions they need to take to promote the adoption and use of the pol-
icy/guidance, recommendations etc. with partner governments. ALBs need to sustain the pressure
to ensure policy commitments are implemented. They need to invest in policy influencing activities
to deliver policy change.

b) With elections planned in many partner countries in 2024, it is important that OCPP refresh/develop
Political Economy Analyses to assess the likelihood that the planned work will make a contribution
to impact or whether planned programme of work should be changed.

Sustainability needs to be integrated with all OCPP activity planning. GOAP and FOA are assessed
as having the greatest potential sustainability at this point and have given greater consideration to
sustainability; the ALBs less so. Sustainability needs to be considered from the start of the design of
interventions throughout the delivery of OCPP at activity level; for example in designing training activ-
ities consideration should be given to trainer of training approaches, etc.

Transition plans need to be developed for all OCPP bilateral components. For the bilateral part-
nerships, an assessment of transition planning for closed/closing partnerships in South Africa and India
was commissioned by Defra recently — this study is designed to assess the lessons from transition pro-
cesses in order to strengthen these processes for other partnerships going forward. Following the
assessment on transition planning in South Africa and India, OCPP should develop transition plans for
all programmes.

OCPP should find opportunities to better promote in-country opportunities to ensure expertise

retention. A notable intervention designed to develop sustainable capacity in the marine environment

sector is the ACU scholarships; however the retention of scholars in the sector cannot be guaranteed.

To mitigate this challenge, OCPP could consider:

a) An OCPP Alumni Network should be established to provide OCPP scholars with networking oppor-
tunities going forward.

b) A careers day should be arranged as part of the Masters/MSc courses to allow OCPP scholars to
explore work and internship opportunities in the marine sector in their own country.

10) Internal knowledge sharing should be promoted and streamlined to enable more effective deliv-

ery. The ALBs, FOA and GOAP have developed an impressive number of knowledge products, including
scientific papers/reports, databases, etc. Of the five delivery partners, GOAP in particular strives to de-
liver global impact through knowledge products for example by co-creation of knowledge products
that support the development of globally accepted and standardised ocean accounting practices.. In
terms of knowledge products, it was not possible to track which products were most impactful in terms
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of downloads. There is not one single repository for these OCPP knowledge products which therefore

limits their sharing potential.

a) OCPP should develop a repository of all knowledge products, scientific papers, guidance docu-
ments developed by each delivery partner (ALBs and Strategic Partners), to ensure better access
and more efficient sharing of these products by the delivery partners and more widely.

b) Greater effort needs to be made to ensure transfer of lessons from FOA and GOAP to the ALBs and
vice versa. FOA and GOAP can transfer lessons and good practice on scaling interventions, lever-
aging other resources and also different models such as South-South delivery models.

11) Programme governance including decision-making, approvals and escalation need to be stream-
lined. Timeliness in decision-making has been an issue due staff resourcing constraints. There is still
some confusion on what Defra needs to sign off, despite a delegated authority table. Some stakeholders
perceive that Cefas, as a Tier One delivery partner, should play a greater coordination role at country
level and convey key developments up to Defra and likewise key messages from Defra to country level
teams, instead of having Defra team members join numerous cross theme meetings. Specific recom-
mendations include:

a) Defra programme management should seek to respond in a more timely manner to delivery partner
queries and apply faster decision-making on programmatic requests from partners. This would help
speed up the spending performance. Other UK international development programmes use a two
week response time for decisions/requests.

b) Cefas as the Tier One Delivery Paper should make sure there are appropriate escalation routes of
issues identified in country level cross theme meetings to Defra’s policy team (in order minimise
need for Defra staff to attend these meetings).

c) Tier One Cefas needs to make sure messages from Defra cascade down to the delivery teams so
that they know who has the authority to make decisions.

12) VfM monitoring needs to be embedded and strengthened. It was challenging to form a judgement
on VfM due to data gaps. Delivery partners need to operationalise VfM reporting in their progress
reporting. Delivery partners should report on a menu of aligned KPIs for VfM monitoring in their pro-
gress reporting to Defra. VM case studies should be prepared to demonstrate benefit to cost compar-
isons, etc.) in consultation with the NIRAS MEL Team.

13) The OCPP delivery partners should invest in resourcing MEL. Shortcomings in OCPP delivery partner
MEL systems has somewhat hampered the reporting of results and the assessment of effectiveness. The
programme was delivered during its first years without a robust MEL framework in place. Technical
teams have repeatedly mentioned they do not have enough time to do MEL and that when they do, it
takes time away from delivery of technical work. To demonstrate effectiveness of their work delivery
partners, particularly the ALBs, need to invest in MEL.

a) There is a need for a dedicated MEL specialist in each ALB (may not be a new hire, could also be
the assignment of this role to existing team members).

b) Programme leadership needs to inform delivery teams that MEL is foundational to the delivery of
the work and it is not supplemental.

¢) The monitoring and reporting processes in place by FOA are much more fit for purpose. There are
constraints in GOAP's reporting on use of ocean accounts which limits reporting against the revised
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logframe outputs, outcomes and impact. As such GOAP needs to explore ways of demonstrating
evidence of use of ocean accounts in evidence-based policy making.

14) Management processes must be consolidated and strengthened. The first years of programme de-
livery were done without a robust MEL framework and multi-year planning. Planning processes used by
ALBs from the beginning of the programme have been focused on planning at the activity-level with
limited understanding of how activities are aligned to larger outcomes, The fragmented filing of docu-
ments continues to be a challenge, for example there is a need for one SharePoint for the three ALBs.
Staff members expressed frustration with the inaccessibility of key information to enable learning from
other projects. More harmonisation is needed between milestone reports and the actual budget track-
ers. The ALBs are anticipating that the roll out of the finalised POM will provide guidance on reporting
and budget tracking. To achieve this harmonisation, OCPP should consider the following:

a) Conducta review and consolidation of ALB annual planning documents at the portfolio and coun-
try levels needs to be undertaken, in consultation with the OCPP MEL team;

b) Tier One programme management should establish a centralised Sharepoint to act as the central
hub/intranet for the ALBs to ensure each of the ALBs follow same processes and protocols to the
extent possible; and

c) Bilateral component of the programme needs to continue to improve delivery partner coordination
through the roll out of the POM and establishing a central document depository. For example, Defra
should ensure sign-off of key outputs and documents are timely to prevent delays to programme
activities.

15) Engagement with in-country stakeholders and donors should be strengthened to ensure effec-
tive coordination. For OCPP to deliver impact and respond effectively in dynamic and complex con-
texts, it needs to better understand and engage more effectively with in-country stakeholders. There
are some positive indications of internal coherence from instances of joined up working across delivery
partners or ALBs, and the creation of regional and international linkages within the portfolio. In addition,
in-country stakeholders have requested that communications and coordination on what OCPP is deliv-
ering and the results being achieved in country needs to improve. ALBs noted that it takes a long time
to understand and map/capture what all stakeholders involved in the marine environment space in
supported countries are doing. This includes:

a) OCPP should consider the recruitment of in-country coordinators for all bilateral countries to im-
prove stakeholder understanding of OCPP, increase stakeholder coordination and provide continu-
ity in implementation of activities in the absence of ALBs.

b) Increase efforts to identify and capitalise on regional linkages and joined up work.

c) ALB delivery teams need to keep on top of the donor landscape and what is happening in country
through systematic processes (stakeholder mapping log/reporting) in order to minimise overlap
and take advantage of synergies/leverage funding opportunities.
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Sub-questions

1.1 To what extent is the OCPP focus
and approach relevant to the needs of
key stakeholders including addressing
partner country priorities and meeting
the needs of local communities?

1.2 To what extent were the countries
prioritised the most relevant and ap-
propriate for OCPP support ?

1.3 Does OCPP have a strategic focus
in its engagements with partner coun-
tries?

Lines of Inquiry

How well has the bilateral
component managed to
blend demand-led and
propositional approaches?

Is OCPP geographical foot-
print aligned with HMG pri-
orities?

Does OCPP have a line of
sight in terms of what its

ambitions are in terms of
country level results?

Main source of evi-
dence

EQ 1: Relevance: Is the programme relevant to partner countries’ priorities and needs and is its design appropriate?

Document Review in-
cluding Scoping Stud-
ies, workplans

Key Informant Inter-
views (Klls), with key
stakeholders in-coun-
try, FGDs with commu-
nity members

Klls Defra, FCDO, DPs

Document review in-
cluding HMG strate-
gies and plans

Document review in-
cluding MoUs, work-
plans, country level
and project ToCs

Klls Defra, DPs, in-
country partners

Annex 1 - EVALUATION MATRIX

Data Analysis Pro- Im-
cess pact

Evalu- Evalu-

ation  ation

Political economy analy-
sis, '\/

.\/

Analysis of needs,
Triangulation

Evidence Synthesis

Analysis of selection cri-
teria, policy and priority '\/
alignment analysis

Analysis of strategic en-
gagement with partner '\/ '\/

countries
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1.4 How well is OCPP adapting to con-
textual changes/evolving and chang-
ing in response to lessons learnt?

1.5 How well were GESI considerations
embedded in the design of OCPP?

2.1 To what extent is the OCPP inter-
nally coherent?

To what extent are lesson
learning and MEL evidence
informing programme deci-
sion-making and adapta-
tion?

Is OCPP compliant with
HMG requirements includ-
ing the 2014 International
Development (Gender
Equality) Act and the priori-
ties of HMG women and
girls' strategy 20227

How appropriate is the
structure of the portfolio in
terms of numbers of activi-
ties being supported versus
depth of focus on several
critical activities?

Are scoping activities joined
up between the ALBs and
strategic in terms of ambi-
tions and comprehensive
(for example in terms of
coverage of GESI considera-
tions)?

To what extent are OCPP
delivery partners coordinat-
ing and learning from each

Document review in- Contextual analysis, PEAs
cluding workplans, '\/ '\/
stocktake PPTs, Klls

Defra, DPs, in-country

partners,

Document review in- GESI Analysis
cluding workplans, '\/
stocktake PPTs, Klls

Defra, DPs, in-country

partners,

EQ 2: Coherence — how coherent is the programme internally and externally with other actor/donor initiatives in the same space?

Klls Defra, DPs, BPF Re-  Qualitative analysis

gional Coordinators '\/
Portfolio analysis

Document review in-

cluding workplans, Process Checklist

Stocktake PPTs
GESI analysis
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other (avoiding silos) within
countries, regions and as a
whole?

2.2 To what extent is OCPP externally  [blelsINOI€L Vo]l HelVIE Klls Defra, DPs, other Qualitative analysis
coherent with other actors/initiatives lap/duplication of support relevant programmes, '\/
o T R Lo TR ERCET 1 RS S ELEN (G T T [T e with other programmes in-  BPF Regional Coordi-

with other Blue Planet Fund pro- cluding BPF? nators, Partner Country

grammes), as well as partner country Stakeholders

I I UL LB R e ni o rl  Does OCPP complement or

build on the work or amplify Documentation on

the results of other other relevant pro-
BPF/other programmes? grammes include BPF
programmes
Is OCPP coherent with part-
ner country policies?
Are OCPP interventions co-
herent with binding and
non-binding international
agreements e.g. CBD,
CEDAW,, ILO.
2.3 Does the branding of OCPP in- Do BPF wide country imple-  Klls Defra, DPs, other Qualitative analysis
(LT QAT T g S TG ETRED G RS ETEIRE. mentation plans support or  relevant programmes, '\/
coherence? not support coherence BPF Regional Coordi-
across BPF programmes? nators, Partner Country
Stakeholders

EQ 3: Efficiency : How well are resources being used (timely and economic delivery)?

3.1: To what extent are planned out- Is OCPP being delivered ef-  Klls Defra, DPs, Partner  Delivery Model Analysis
puts being delivered in a timely and ficiently (in terms of use of ~ Country Stakeholders, '\/
economically efficient manner? ALBs, multilateral partners)? Efficiency analysis
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3.2 What are the factors that sup-
port/hinder efficient delivery?

3.3 To what extent are the governance
arrangements fit for purpose for all
partners?

Is the appointment of BPF
regional coordinators (e.g.,
Ghana, Moz, Equator and
Fiji) supporting efficency in
programme delivery?

Does annual workplanning
processes support/hinder a
results-based rather than
project-based approach?

Are there any gaps in skills
and expertise to manage
and deliver the programme,
including in mainstreaming
GESI in design and delivery,
safeguarding, etc?

Are governance arrange-
ments clear and inclusive of
all DPs and have clear effec-
tive internal structures and
processes been established
to deliver partnership goals?

To what extent are account-
ability mechanisms (e.g.

BPF Regional Coordi-
nators

Analysis of workplans
and delivery plans, Ac-
tivity Tracker, Monitor-
ing data

Klls Defra, DPs, Partner
Country Stakeholders,
BPF Regional Coordi-
nators

Klls Defra, DPs, BPF Re-
gional Coordinators

Documentation review
including Terms of Ref-
erence for Governance
structures, Minutes of
DP meetings etc.

Efficiency analysis

Analysis of governance
arrangements

.\/
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3.4 To what extent are delivery part-
ners engaging/ working with local
communities, in-country organisations

and local delivery partners, local and
national governments?

3.8 Does OCPP represent VIM?

4.1 To what extent is OCPP likely to
achieve its objectives, planned outputs

and outcomes?

MoUs) established and used
to help maintain accounta-
bility?

To what extent are deci-
sions/activities based on the
best available evidence?

To what extent are local
partners used to support
the delivery of OCPP?

To what extent have the bi-
lateral partnerships estab-
lished the right enabling en-
vironment for effective part-
nership working?

What are drivers of VM on
OCPP?

What are the implications of
different delivery modalities
for VfM?

Does the evidence indicate
that change is happening as
envisaged in the ToC ?

Klls Defra, DPs, in-
country partners, other
BPF programmes,

FGDs (Case study
countries) local com-
munities

Analysis of monitoring
data, Klls with Defra,
DPs, other BPF stake-
holders

EQ 4: Effectiveness: Is the programme achieving or expecting to achieve its objectives?

Klls Defra, DPs, in-
country partners, BPF

and other complemen-

tary programmes in
the same space,

Analysis of engagement
with partners and com-
munities in countries
supported, analysis of
procurements including
local partners

VM Analysis

Contribution analysis

Contribution Tracing

NIRAS

v v

R

v
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4.2 What internal factors are/have

been influencing effectiveness?

4.3 What external factors are/have
been influencing effectiveness?

unintended)?

Are the ToC assumptions
holding in practice?

To what extent can ob-
served outcomes be at-
tributed to OCPP?

What has been the added
value of mainstreaming
GESI?

What innovations were in-
troduced to achieve tar-
geted change?

Has the delivery model
worked as anticipated and
facilitated the achievement
of objectives?

Have risks to likely effective-
ness been identified and are
risk reducing measures put
in place and effective in
practice?

How have external factors
including contextual factors
affected effectiveness?

monitoring/perfor-
mance data

Monitoring and perfor-
mance data, Ad hoc
evaluations

Klls Defra, DPs, in-
country partners, other
BPF programmes

Qualitative analysis

Ad hoc evaluations

Klls Defra, DPs, in-

country partners, other
BPF programmes

Qualitative analysis
Contextual analysis

Ad hoc evaluations

v v

R

EQ 5: Impact: What difference does the programme make (higher/ long term/transformative effects — positive, negative, intended,
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5.1 To what extent the OCPP is /likely
to achieve its intended impact?

5.2 How have FOA and GOAP added
value to OCPP?

5.3 What is the nature and extent of
the OCPP’s impact on the UK and
global marine science sectors?

Have there been any unin-
tended impacts from OCPP
support?

Have FoA and GOAP man-
aged to deliver global im-
pacts beyond what was de-
livered in the countries they
have directly engaged with?

How have FoA and GOAP
contributed to transfor-
mation of marine resources
(including gender/social
transformative action)?

What lessons have FOA and
GOAP generated including
insights on transformative
ocean improvement prac-
tices that could be tested in
other contexts?

What is the likely impact of
OCPP Scholarships on the
capability and expertise of
partner countries?

What is the extent of take-
up/use of scientific research

Klls Defra, DPs, in-
country partners, other
BPF programmes,
monitoring and perfor-
mance data, Ad Hoc
Evaluations

Klls Defra, DPs, in-
country partners, Ad
Hoc Evaluations,

Klls UK marine science
sector stakeholders,
DPs, fisheries compa-
nies, global stakehold-
ers (e.g., WorldFish).

System analysis
Contribution analysis

Contribution Tracing

Qualitative analysis, con-
sideration of the coun-
terfactual - would the
results generated have
happened without
FoA/GOAP?

Quantitative analysis

Qualitative analysis
Contribution analysis

Contribution Tracing

NIRAS

vV
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and papers generated by
OCPP?

How has the research been
used to influence policy at a
country level and in OCPP
programming?

To what extent has marine
social science been inte-
grated into the marine

agenda?
AL ETANECR G RO CEEL E M EVOTERG @ How has OCPP impacted on  Klls Defra, DPs, in- Qualitative analysis
OCPP’s socio-economic impacts for the livelihoods and well be-  country partners, FOA
example on women, other marginal- ing of women and poor and  Ad Hoc Evaluations, Contribution analysis
ised groups and communities? vulnerable people? FGDs with communi-

ties, including women Contribution Tracing
What kind of innovative and marginalised
strategies have been devel-  groups GESI analysis

oped to ensure inclusive
and transformative marine
resource management?

Analysis of monitoring
data

EQ 6: Sustainability: Will the benefits last (extent to which the benefits will continue or are likely to continue)?

6.1 Likelihood of OCPP related bene- What are the factors likely Klls DPs, in-country Qualitative analyses
fits (including those for women and to support/hinder sustaina-  partners

other marginalised groups) continuing RJIiVA4 Quantitative analysis
once the programme has finished?

What good practices intro- Sustainability analysis
duced by OCPP are being

institutionalised at a country

level?

NIRAS
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6.2 Are exit/transition plans being im-

plemented in practice?

What are local communities,
including women and mar-
ginalised groups, percep-
tions regarding sustainabil-
ity of interventions?

Are benefits inter-genera-
tional?

Have budget provision be-
ing made to support imple-
mentation of the enhace-
ments to marine manage-
ment after exit of OCPP?

How are communities and
country level decision-mak-
ers involved in the prepara-
tion of exit or sustainability
strategy plans?

Klls In-country part-
ners

Qualitative analysis

Sustainability analysis

NIRAS
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Sampling Criteria for OCPP evaluations

Case Study Country Other Sampling Considera-Financial Spend Intervention Themes and Modalities

Income profile and phase of thetions

partnership

Mozambique (low income) A joined up BPF integratedFY 22/23: £96K All 3 OCPP themes covered. Governance & Regulation,
Scoping, MoU not signed, Rela-country implementation frame-Projected FY 23/24:Capacity building and TA and VC and market access
tively new partnership work has been developed for£246K covered.

Delivery Partners: Mozambique?®'. ALB work: MPAs (JNCC), IUU/fisheries compliance
Cefas, JNCC, MMO BPF  Regional  Coordinator (MMO), acquaculture, fisheries, marine pollution
GOAP based in Mozambique. (Cefas).

GOAP pilot to create ecosystem accounts focused on
the Bazaruto Archipelago, Bazaruto Bay, Cabo Sebas-
tiao Peninsula and the delta of the Save River.

Sri Lanka (lower middle income) Recruiting an in-country OCPPFY 22/23: £1.172m All three themes covered.

Delivery, MoU not Signed, LongPM. Projected FY 23/24;MPAs (JNCC), IUU (MMO), Emergency Response
standing partnership Includes Emergency Responsef£1.16m (Cefas), Marine Spatial Planning (MMO), Habitat map-
Delivery Partners: Training and educational packs ping, marine pollution, acquaculture, climate change
Cefas, JNCC, MMO for primary school children. En- education videas (Cefas). OCPP scholarships expected
gagement on the Common- to start in Sri Lanka in January 2024.
wealth Litter Programme (CLiP)
Belize Previous engagement on CLIPFY 22/23: £1m All three themes; all 4 causal pathways in ToC.
(upper middle income) (since 2019). Also engaged inProjected FY 23/24:Marine pollution , Al drone work, acquatic animal
Delivery, MoU signed, Long stand-Commonwealth Marine Econo-£1.5m health, data, finfish acquaculture, fisheries, deep sea
ing partnership mies. camera system (Cefas), MPAs (JNCC), IUU /fisheries
Delivery Partners: compliance and managed access (MMO).
Cefas, JNCC, MMO, GOAP GOAP new pilot project in Belize (2023/24 FY).
Ghana (lower middle income) BPF regional coordinator ap-FY 22/23: £125K Marine Pollution, Sustainable Seafood themes covered.
Delivery phase, MoU not signed, rel-pointed for Ghana. Projected FY 23/24:Governance and regulation, capacity building and TA,
atively new partnership £745K value chain and market access.
Delivery Partners: Marine pollution and fisheries education (Cefas), MSP
Cefas, MMO, JNCC, FOA, GOAP and IUU/fisheries compliance (MMO), MPAs (JNCCQ).
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Fiji (upper middle income)

BPF Regional Coordinator lo-FY22/23: £557,042

Delivery phase, MoU not signed, rel-cated in Fiji.

atively new partnership.
Delivery Partners:
FoA, GOAP

Previous engagement on CLIP.

FOA pilot of global aquaculture roadmap (Blue Food
Partnership), 2023/24 GOAP pilot in Ghana, OCPP
Scholarships expected to start in Ghana in 2023/24
(Sept).

Africa wide capacity building potential via the micro-
plastic facility to be hosted in a new ACECOR World
Bank funded building to become a regional hub (cov-
ering Senegal, Sierra Leone, Mozambique, Madagas-
car).

Marine Biodiversity.

FOA — Blue Recovery Hubs.

2022/23 — GOAP pilot in Fiji.

Governance and regulation, capacity building and TA,
value chain and market access.
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OCPP portfolio-level stakeholders interviewed

Institution Role of Interviewees
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Belize case study list of stakeholders consulted

Institution Role of interview
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Ghana case study stakeholders interviewed

Institution Role of Interviewee(s)
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Maldives case study stakeholders interviewed

Institution Role of Interviewee(s)
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Mozambique case study stakeholders interviewed

Institution Role of Interviewee(s)
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Sri Lanka case study stakeholders interviewed

Institution Role of Interviewees
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The Interim Evaluation included a survey for OCPP delivery partners (only ALBs) in order to obtain their feedback on relevance, efficiency, effective-
ness, and sustainability of OCPP support in partner countries. Forty four individuals across the ALBs received the survey via email. In all 20 re-

sponses were received from ALBs (17 female and 3 male respondents). This section summarizes the responses. Unless indicated differently the data
presented is from all the respondents (N = 20).

Q = Question asked

Relevance

Addressing the needs
Q: In your opinion, is OCPP doing the right kinds of activities in your country?
The figure below summarizes the data from survey questions on the kind of activities being implemented, and OCPP’s adaptation to coun-

try context. Almost all of the respondents agree or strongly agree that the right kind of activities are being delivered (90%) and that the
program had to adapt to a changing context (85%).

Right kind of activities 20% 1% 10%

Activities had to adapt to changing context 15%

H Strongly agree ® Agree Neutral

Q: In your view, is the programme delivering an appropriate amount of activities in your country?

97/164



’
NIRWANS

Most (70%) of the respondents, are of the opinion that an appropriate amount of activities are being delivered, with the remaining 30%
responding ‘Maybe'.

Demand-led vs Propositional approach
Q: Please rate on the scale of 0-10 the level of demand-led and/or propositional approaches experienced by your country.?

In the scale a 0 represents a completely demand-led intervention, while 10 a country program that is be fully propositional, meaning pro-
gramme components coming from the OCPP delivery partners.

The average of the respondents is 4.65, and the median 4.5, or an overall programme that is near to an equal mix of demand-led and
propositional interventions. There is however disagreement between respondents that are engaged with the same country, with a differ-
ence in response of up to 6 points.

Q: Does OCPP learning inform programme adaptation?’

The question was posed as an open text response. Half (50%) of the respondents (see the figure below) provided answers describing the
occurrence of adaptation, but not always, and not structurally across the programme. Reflection and learning are often at the country- or
technical-level and oftentimes not reaching the broader OCPP implementing community. Even the respondents that categorically an-
swered ‘Yes' to this question described activities being country-level and noted that it was unclear how these adaptations feed into OCPP
learning and adaptation. Examples of activities supporting learning include bi-annual meetings of country coordinators, and the adaption
of lessons learned methodology adopted by one of the ALBs.

A few respondents highlighted the absence of a standardized process to identify and disseminate learnings as challenging programme
wide learning. It was also noted that the identification of lessons can depend upon who is present, and while identified, changes are im-
plemented too slowly.
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= Yes = Somewhat/sometimes Unsure No response

Opportunities for sharing across OCPP and BPF

The survey respondents were asked to indicate to what extent they thought OCPP offers opportunities to share learning within the OCPP, and
across the wider BPF portfolio. The inquiry used two statements, and a 5-point Likert scale.

The statements:
e There are opportunities to share learning within the OCPP

e There are opportunities to share learning across the wider BPF portfolio

The chart below shows there were more opportunities to share learning within the OCCP, with 40% stating that there are many opportuni-
ties, and 45% a moderate amount of activities. This contrary to the wider BPF portfolio where a majority of 65% of the respondents felt
there were ‘'no opportunities’ through to ‘occasional opportunities’ only.
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Learning within OCPP 40% 45% 10% 5%
Learning across wider BPF portfolio 20% 15% 25% 35% m
B Many opportunities = A moderate amount of opportunities
Occasional opportunities Very few opportunities

® No opportunities for learning

Q: What kind of learning spaces or events would be most useful to your role?

The graph below summaries the suggestions made by the survey respondents on what learning spaces they would prefer. The question
allowed for open text responses from which the common categories as presented in the chart.

The data demonstrates a wide range of learning events, mostly meeting related. The majority of the respondents would like to have shar-
ing meetings at a regional, multi country or team level (35%), while 20% suggests sharing at the country level. A number of the respond-
ents (20%) would like to see thematic gatherings, and 15% beyond OCPP at a BPF level.

Outside of meetings as learning events, some respondents noted that they would like to see resource inventories, and shared locations
where information can be stored and accessed (15%).

Two suggestions were made for thematic sessions, with GESI at 25% of the respondents being most common. The second was on cultural
aspects and how it can affect the delivery of activities.
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Regional/multiple country/team sharing meetings

Country sharing meetings

Thematic sharing sessions

BPF wide scheduling/ awarenes

Country profiles and resource inventories

Joint delivery partner (ALBs) country visits

Women, youth and marginalized groups.
Q: Women, youth and/or marginalised groups have been considered in the planning and delivery of OCPP's work in my country

Respondents overwhelmingly, 80%, felt they were considering women, youth and / or marginalised group in their planning and delivery,
however the results of the work presented in other parts of the report do not reveal particular GESI consideration (nor articulation) in terms
of delivery or impact.
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Yes
= To some degree

= No

Efficiency

The survey explored among the respondents which stakeholders were involved in work planning activities. The question included seven stake-

holder group, which the respondent could drag in an order from most involved to the least involved. The position of the stakeholders were con-
verted to numbers, with 7 the highest, and 1 the lowest score.

Q: Please rank (by clicking and dragging each box) the level of involvement of different stakeholders in your country workplanning, with the most
involved at the top and least involved at the bottom.

The chart below presents the average of the scores allocated to each of the stakeholder groups. The OCPP country team were seen

as the biggest contributor by most respondents, resulting in a score of 6.8, almost the maximum score of 7. In-country government

partners score 5.5 follow by Programme Directors with 4.4. The local communities and beneficiaries of the activities scored lowest
with 2.3.
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OCPP country team (CC/PM/technical staff)

In-country government partners

Programme Director(s)

In-country non-government partners

Defra

BPF Regional Coordinator

Local communities/beneficiaries of the activities

Under the Efficiency criterion the survey sought the views of ALB staff to what extent governance and management arrangement support efficient
programme delivery. The survey included three statements with a 5-point Likert scale of agreement.

The statements are:

e | find the annual workplanning process efficient to help deliver the work in-country

e | find the country-level Theory of Change useful to help plan and strategically direct what is being delivered

e The governance arrangements within the OCPP and the BPF are efficient and allow teams to deliver the established objectives with in-
country partners
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The respondents are divided on the workplanning process being helpful to the delivery of the programme. One forth of the respondents is neutral,
and almost equally divides the respondents that find it useful (35%) and the do not find it useful (40%). The respondents are more positive about
the ToC, 60% agreeing that it is helps planning and providing strategic direction. Only 15% disagree with the statement. The statement on govern-
ance arrangements results in the most negative response. Just over half of the respondents, 55% out of whom 20% strongly disagree, disagree that
the governance arrangements are efficient. A further 25% is neutral, and only 20% reflect positively that the arrangements allow teams to deliver
the in-country objectives.

Finding the annual workplanning process efficient to help deliver the
work in-country

Finding the Country-level ToC useful to help plan and strategically 255 15%
direct what is being delivered
G lance arrang within the OCPP and the BPF are efficient
and allow teams to deliver the established objectives with in-country 25% 35% n
partners

H Strongly agree B Agree Neutral Disagree ® Strongly disagree

Q: Please rate on the scale of 0-10 the level of work being delivered by in-country partners and/or sub-contractors, with 0 representing all work
delivered by ALB teams and 10 representing all work by in country partners.

The average and median of the responses are both 5 (N=20), indicating that overall OCPP is close to an equal mix of the delivery partners
and in-country partners or service providers implementing progamme activities. The responses also show Technical specialists are more of
the opinion that delivery is more by the ALB teams, while country coordinators are on or near the middle of the scale. This is also the case
if they are both engaged with the same country.
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Effectiveness

The BPF is making steps towards better coordination and collaboration between the different BPF programmes in a country.
Q: My country has a BPF Country Implementation Plan

The chart below summarizes responses of 19 survey participants. The 20th participant did not oversee a particular country. The findings
indicate that a significant portion, 40%, had not heard of this initiative yet, and only two respondents worked in countries that did have
such a plan. Other respondents indicated that the country had an alternative plan in place, like a work plan, or in development (25%).

I've never heard of a BPF coordination plan 40%
Yes

No, but it does have a work plan

Not yet, but it will

No, and workplan is in draft

Country Activity Plan

I'm not sure

105/
164



’
NIRWANS

The survey explored among the respondents how useful the plans are. The table below presents the opinion of the respondents that indicated that
their country has a BPF country implementation plan, or another plan how useful it was (N = 6). The helpfulness of the plans was assessed through
three statements with a 5-point Likert scale: Agree, Somewhat Agree, Neither agree nor disagree, Somewhat disagree, Disagree.

The statements are:
The BFP implementation plan:

e . .helps align activities within the OCPP to ensure minimal duplication and maximise complimentary

e ..helps align activities across the BPF portfolio to ensure minimal duplication and maximise complimentary

e _.helps align activities with other donor-funded programmes in the same country/region to minimise duplication and maximise compli-
mentary

The data is very limited and does not allow for making conclusions, but from these responses a country activity plan or a BPF Country Im-
plementation Plan can be helpful in aligning activities across OCPP or the BPF portfolio. To align with other donor-funded programmes the
Country Activity Plan seems to be a better tool than the BPF Country Implementation Plan.

Type of plan

...helps align activities
within the OCPP to en-

sure minimal duplication

and maximise compli-
mentary

...helps align activities
across the BPF portfo-
lio to ensure minimal
duplication and max-

imise complimentary

...helps align activities
with other donor-
funded programmes in
the same country/re-
gion to minimise dupli-
cation and maximise
complimentary

Country Activity Plan Agree Agree Somewhat agree
Workplan Agree Somewhat disagree Somewhat disagree
Workplan Somewhat agree Somewhat agree Somewhat agree
Workplan Somewhat agree Somewhat agree Somewhat agree
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Type of plan

tation Plan

BPF Country Implemen-

...helps align activities
within the OCPP to en-
sure minimal duplication
and maximise compli-

mentary

Agree

...helps align activities
across the BPF portfo-
lio to ensure minimal
duplication and max-
imise complimentary

Agree

...helps align activities
with other donor-
funded programmes in
the same country/re-
gion to minimise dupli-
cation and maximise
complimentary

Disagree

BPF Country Implemen-
tation Plan

Somewhat agree

Somewhat agree

Neither agree nor disa-
gree

’
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The survey collected the respondent’s perceptions on whether what is being delivered is contributing to achieving the outcomes for the country.

This was assessed through two statements and a 5-point Likert scale.

The statements are:

e What we are delivering in my country will contribute to achieving our OCPP outcomes for the country.
e The OCPP work delivered in my country has contributed to positive changes in the marine environment

The chart below shows an overwhelmingly positive about the delivery of activities that contribute to the OCPP objective. AImost all, 85%,
agree with the statement, and 15% somewhat agree. The respondents are somewhat less positive about contributing to positive changes
in the marine environment, yet, at 67% it is a majority of the respondents. Another 28% is neutral and only 6% disagrees, ie the program is
not making positive changes.
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What we are delivering in my country will contribute to
achieving our OCPP outcomes for the country (N = 20)

The OCPP work delivered in my country has contributed
to positive changes in the marine environment (N = 18)

61% 6% 28% 6%

mAgree = Only somewhat agree Neutral Somewhat disagree

Q: What do you think enabled those positive results to occur?

The question is exploring the underlying reasons for the changes in the previous chart. The question solicited open text responses which
have been categorized and presented in the chart below. The strong in-country relationships is mentioned by 50% by the respondents. The con-
duct of needs assessments and responsive programmes, and the hard work and competency of delivery partner staff are both with 20% coming at

a far second position.
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Need assessments/ responsiveness

Hard work/staff competency/technical experts
Communication with stakeholders

In-country presence and engagement

Build on prior work (CLiP) or country experience
Work closely with stakeholders and sub contractors

Relationships within and among ALBs

Culturally sensitivity

Q: What challenges have you encountered that have been the most significant for the OCPP in your country?

The table below summarizes responses from this ‘free text’ question. The consultants categorized the responses, and further grouped them
as internal or external to the programme. The most important group of factors is internal (44%): unclear Defra processes and the discon-
nect of OCPP with FCDO. The lack of buy/stakeholder engagement was the biggest external factor, with 28% of all the shared challenges.

In addition to what is presented in the chart, the following challenges were identified only once (6% of the respondents): inflation, unavail-
able consumables and staff changes among the delivery partners.
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Unclear Defra processes/ Disconnect with FCDO
E Lack of resources/short-term funding
v
)
= Communication difficulties/language
€
L =
£ UK legislation restricting paying partner staff m
Difficult collaboration between ALBs m
g Lack of buy-in/stakeholder engagement
7]
&
- Limited government partner capacity m
g
5 Changing government partners/ political change m

Q: If you could change something about the programme and/or project you are involved in to make it work more effectively, what would you
change and why?

The survey provided a broad range of responses, with most focusing on the change only. The raised points were however usually self-
explanatory. A number of responses were grouped in a category of similar points.

All but one response relates to the management of OCPP. Effective management, with the suggestion to centralize management, was
mentioned most commonly, by 30% of the respondents. A fifth of the respondents would seek a more focused and consistent program-
ming with less activities, and 15% would like the programme to have more resources. Higher budgets were not explicitly mentioned but
are required for the suggested increased staff and time to allocate to OCPP.

A different stream concerned changes in management to unify and make clear guidelines for fund management, as well as clearer roles
and responsibilities within country teams. While these only made up 5 - 15% each of the respondents, together they make a significant
case that there is a demand for streamlining activities.
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Centralize; More effective management

Focus/specialize on less activities; consistency

More resources, time/staff for OCPP

Clearer and joint guidelines for funding and accountability

Clearer roles and responsbilities wihtin country teams

Joint guidelines and accountablity

Better MEL and GESI guidance %

Sustainability - Transition strategies

On the question ‘My country has a transition strategy, or will have a transition strategy, when the in-country partnerships end’, four (20%) out of
the 20 respondents indicated they will have a transition strategy in the future. One respondent does not know, while the remaining 70% state that’
No we have not discussed transition strategies yet'.
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Author(s)
Defra

Cefas
Cefas
Defra

Defra
Defra

Defra

Defra

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP

GOAP Secretariat; Rup Sing, Jordan Gacutan, Kirti K. Lal
and Teerapong Praphotjanaporn
GOAP

Defra

Defra

JNCC

JNCC

MMO

MMO

GOAP;' Rup Singh, Jordan Gacutan, Michael Burnside and
Teerapong Praphotjanaporn
Defra

Defra

Defra

Defra

ACU
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ACU
Defra
GOAP
ALBs
ICAI
Defra

NIRAS

HMG

Defra/ALBs
ALBs
ALBs
ALBs
ALBs
ALBs
ALBs
Defra
Defra
Defra
Defra
ALBs
ALBs
Defra
NIRAS
Defra
Defra
Defra
Defra
ITAD
ITAD
Defra
Defra
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https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/BPF%20Portfolio%20Chart.pbix
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/Country%20level%20ToC.url
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/GOAP%20Country%20Matrix.xlsx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/GOAP%20Country%20Matrix.xlsx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/Government%20response%20to%20the%20Independent%20Commission%20for%20Aid%20Impact’s%20review%20of%20the%20Blue%20Planet%20Fund,%20November%202023%20-%20GOV.UK.pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/Government%20response%20to%20the%20Independent%20Commission%20for%20Aid%20Impact’s%20review%20of%20the%20Blue%20Planet%20Fund,%20November%202023%20-%20GOV.UK.pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/ICAI%20Review%20and%20Response.url
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/MASTER_OCPP%20Activity%20Tracker%20FY24.25%20(6)_.xlsx.url
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/Madagascar_Workplan_Draft_v5%20(1).docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/OCPP%20briefing%20pack%20Madagascar%20March24.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/OCPP%20MEL%20Y1%20questionnaire.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/OCPP%20MEL%20Y2%20questionnaire.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/OCPP%20Risk%20and%20Issues%20Register%20-%20Live%20Version.xlsx.url
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/OCPP%20Y1%20Annual%20review%20–%20log%20frame%20questionnaire(1-14).xlsx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/OCPP%20Y2%20Milestones%20-%20calculations%20spreadsheet.xlsx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Task%203%20Evaluations/Interim%20evaluation/PORTFOLIO/Year%202%20annual%20review%20programme%20logframe%20narrative.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=/sites%2FCVPT017397EX%2FShared%20Documents%2FDefra%20shared%20documents%2FOct%202022%20Stocktake&View=%7B67B207DE%2D9A52%2D4E18%2D9019%2D4FCB59200FDB%7D
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=/sites%2FCVPT017397EX%2FShared%20Documents%2FDefra%20shared%20documents%2FProgramme%20Operating%20Manual&View=%7B67B207DE%2D9A52%2D4E18%2D9019%2D4FCB59200FDB%7D
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx?RootFolder=/sites%2FCVPT017397EX%2FShared%20Documents%2FDefra%20shared%20documents%2FSigned%20MoU&View=%7B67B207DE%2D9A52%2D4E18%2D9019%2D4FCB59200FDB%7D
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/MEL/20220523_OCPP_TOC_Final.pptx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/MEL/20220801_BPF-Draft-Fund-Indicators.pptx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Delivery%20partner%20grant%20agreements/2023.06.27_FOA_New_Grant_Agreement_Final_V2_(1).pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/MEL/20230628_BPF-Draft-Revised-ToC_July-JMB.pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/VFM/20230711%20OCPP%20VfM%20MEL%20Framework%20from%20SR.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/VFM/CEFAS%20Clip%20VFM%20docs/CLiP%201_1%20Results%20Framework%20v1%20130421.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/VFM/CEFAS%20Clip%20VFM%20docs/CLiP%20Case%20Study%201_IPE%20TL.pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Signed%20MoU/CPA-363%20Defra%20%20Govt%20of%20Maldives%20OCPP%20MOU%20(Final%20-%20fully%20signed).pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/VFM/DRAFT%20VfM%20Approach%20for%20OCPP%2013.10.23.docx
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https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Business%20Case/FOA%20FBC%20FINAL%20clean-L321436.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Business%20Case/GOAP%20Yr%202-4%20Business%20Case%20annexes%20ODA.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Business%20Case/GOAP%20Yr%202-4%20Business%20Case%20Final%20Version%20ODA.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/VFM/CEFAS%20Clip%20VFM%20docs/Itad%20CLiP%20VfM%20Report%2031March%202021.pdf
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Programme%20Operating%20Manual/OCPP%20Activity%20Tracker%20FY23.24%20(4).xlsx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Programme%20Operating%20Manual/OCPP%20Partnership%20Scoping%20Framework_draft_0.3.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Programme%20Operating%20Manual/OCPP%20Programme%20Operating%20Manual%20v0.4.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/OCPP_SMB_ToR%20November%202023.docx
https://niras.sharepoint.com/sites/CVPT017397EX/Shared%20Documents/Defra%20shared%20documents/Organogram%20.msg
https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/Belize-Blue-Bonds-2023-Impact-Report.pdf
https://www.nature.org/content/dam/tnc/nature/en/documents/Belize-Blue-Bonds-2023-Impact-Report.pdf
https://www.nationalassembly.gov.bz/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Act-No-28-of-2021-Blue-Bonds-Loan.pdf
https://www.nationalassembly.gov.bz/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/Act-No-28-of-2021-Blue-Bonds-Loan.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/news/202211/expert-assessment-group-green-list-eagl-established-lao-pdr-iucn-green-list
https://www.iucn.org/news/202211/expert-assessment-group-green-list-eagl-established-lao-pdr-iucn-green-list
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https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Isaac-Okyere-6/publication/344320111_Assessment_of_the_State_of_Fisheries_Governance_in_Ghana/links/5f6747bd458515b7cf419e53/Assessment-of-the-State-of-Fisheries-Governance-in-Ghana.pdf
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Description of OCPP
The Ocean Country Partnership Programme

The OCPP is one of 12 programmes under the UK government's flagship £500m BPF. The BPF works through
a portfolio of bilateral and multilateral programmes across four integrated themes — marine biodiversity,
climate change, marine pollution and sustainable seafood — supporting eligible countries to protect and
manage their marine environment sustainably and reduce poverty.

The OCPP is a five-year programme (2021 — 2026) led by Defra as a primary technical assistance pro-
gramme with an original budget of £65m (equivalent to around 13 percent of the total BPF allocation). It is
mostly operationalized through government to government bilateral partnerships with Official Develop-
ment Assistance (ODA)-eligible countries (£55m), with £10m reserved for working through strategic part-
nerships. As of June 2024, at the time of writing, OCPP allocation is proposed at £71.9m and a Business Case
addendum is being prepared for a ten percent uplift.”®

The support through bilateral partnerships is delivered by three UK government ALBs: Cefas, JNCC, and
MMO. Through these bilateral arrangements the programme works to build local and regional marine
science capabilities to improve policymaking and address multiple marine environment challenges by:

e Strengthening marine science expertise;
e Developing science-based policy and management tools;
e Creating educational resources for coastal communities.

The OCPP ALB work is intended to be demand-led, driven by scoping exercises to discuss needs with partner
country stakeholders. Activities delivered by ALBs predominantly focus on capacity-building for partner
governments, local universities, regional organisations, and civil society organisations to improve the deliv-
ery of applied scientific solutions. Partner country needs are identified according to one or more of three
of the BPF's themes — marine biodiversity, sustainable seafood or marine pollution.”

The support provided under the two strategic partnerships is intended to strengthen the business case for
sustainable ocean management. These partnerships were initially funded as separate initiatives, however in
2022, Defra integrated them into the OCPP, in order to broaden the support the programme can offer
partner countries and reduce management costs.”?

[.  The Friends of Ocean Action (FOA) — is a platform hosted by the WEF, in collaboration with the
WRI. FOA delivers on two priority areas for the BPF and OCPP: (1) improving the sustainability of
blue food production, and (2) supporting developing countries to build sustainable ocean econo-
mies. There have been four distinct FOA projects receiving funding to date.

70 Uplift consideration as outlined in a June 2024 OCPP Senior Management Board presentation.

" The Marine Pollution theme builds on Defra’'s Commonwealth Litter Programme (CLiP), which was implemented from 2018-2021
across seven countries by Cefas. Sustainable seafood was previously referred to as ‘One Health Aquaculture’.

2 DEFRA Annual report year 1
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e Blue Food Partnership (BFP) — creating a global roadmap for sustainable aquaculture and im-
plementing a pilot initiative in Ghana.

e Blue Recovery Hubs (BRH) — undertaking post COVID-19 situational analysis appraisals and
accelerating sustainable blue economy strategies for Fiji, and Samoa, with regional buy-in.

e Sea Food Loss and Waste (SFLW) — convening a working group to eliminate fish industry waste
and develop guidelines from a Namibia pilot to be applied globally.

e Supply Chain Risk Tool (SCRT) project — developing a Global Fishing Watch (GFW) platform as
a fishing risk data solution to tackle Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) fishing, linking
Stanford University to ODA countries to engage companies to test and roll out the data solution
with regional government buy-in.

[l.  The Global Ocean Accounts Partnership (GOAP) — is a membership-driven partnership hosted
by the University of New South Wales (UNSW), bringing together governments, international or-
ganisations, and research institutions to build a global community of practice for ocean natural
capital accounting. Within OCPP, the GOAP programme supports countries to develop ocean ac-
counting systems to inform decision-making on the sustainable and equitable use of marine re-
sources, including overseeing a global expert panel to advance knowledge production and imple-
menting ocean accounting in pilot countries. To date, across the programme, a total of 19 countries
have received support (bilaterally, or through the strategic partnerships).

OCPP also supports ad-hoc initiatives on a needs-only basis in several non-OCPP countries, including an
emergency response programme (in Peru), as well as an emergency response and technical assistance ini-
tiative in the Eastern Tropical Pacific Marine Corridor (CMAR) (in Colombia, Ecuador, Panama, and Costa
Rica).

Delivery against the Theory of Change and thematic areas of OCPP
The OCPP Theory of Change (Annex 6) seeks to address a central problem:

“The ocean is negatively impacted by human activities, endangering fragile environments and the live-
lihoods and wellbeing of vulnerable communities that rely on them. Increased capacity to generate and
use scientific knowledge in policy-making and implement actions to address ocean pollution, biodiver-
sity loss, access to sustainable seafood and the impacts of climate change are required.”

The programme recognises the ocean supports the global population’s economic, social, and environmental
needs, with over three billion people depending on marine and coastal biodiversity for their livelihoods.”
Careful management of the ocean is therefore a key feature of a sustainable future and ocean science is
crucial to understand and monitor the ocean, predict its health status and support sustainable and equitable
marine decision-making.’

In order to respond to these challenges, the ToC identifies four causal pathways, through which support is
channelled to partner countries to address identified problems:

3 United Nations: Sustainable Development Goal 14: Life Below Water, n.d.
74 Global ocean science report: the current status of ocean science around the world; executive summary - UNESCO Digital Library

125/
164


https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000249373

’
NIRWANS

1. Capacity Building and Technical Assistance: Training and TA support of partner country stake-holders
in sustainable marine ecosystem science, and training in country stakeholders in monitoring of their
marine environment, (including the provision of and training in the use of scientific equipment, infra-
structure, data, and best practice guidance).

2. Governance and Regulation: Improving policies and regulatory frameworks, developing strategies and
plans; developing integrated models and approaches for sustainable ecosystem management, including
natural capital accounting, models for inclusive local marine ecosystem governance and spatial plan-
ning, national and local planning and budgeting.

3. Science, Education and Knowledge Exchange: Develops partnerships and engagements that enable
science, education and knowledge exchange across multiple levels of stakeholders. The OCPP estab-
lishes, and/or strengthens ocean science-related networks between individuals, organisations (including
universities), and ministries within partner countries, and between partner countries.

4. Value Chain and Market Access: Engaging market actors to develop market linkages for ‘sustainable
seafood’ and to better underline the important linkage (to the private sector) between marine biodiver-
sity and marine pollution.

Through these pathways the programme supports organisations to achieve tangible programme outputs,
including training, guidelines or policy recommendations, knowledge products and datasets, sharing plat-
forms, task forces and market relationships. When stakeholders adopt these outputs, this results in inter-
mediate-level outcomes whereby partner country governments have “improved policies or regulations and
practices established for sustainable marine environment management and emergency response, with en-
hanced awareness, capabilities and inclusive governance in place to implement and enforce them.”

To achieve the final outcome, partner countries implement the outputs and will be able to demonstrate
they are taking “action to effectively and sustainably manage and protect their marine environments.” They
will effectively enforce inclusive regulations that protect and conserve the marine environment; and there
will be a strengthening of stewardship and sustainability through support from public-private partnerships,
community engagement and ownership, and appropriate resourcing for policies, regulations and practices.

The OCPP ToC (Annex 5) illustrates the OCPP's vision for impact that by strengthening capacity, policy,
monitoring systems and ocean finance in the long term will enable partner countries to “..address the chal-
lenges to their marine environments and biodiversity, enhance marine dependent livelihoods, and the wellbe-
ing of those that depend on them, sustainably, equitably and inclusively.”

OCPP delivery to date (portfolio assessment)

This section provides an overview of OCPP’s bilateral and strategic partnerships implementation to date
(May 2024). Information is drawn from the OCPP Annual Reviews (AR) FY 21/22 and FY 22/23 (in draft), the
OCPP activity tracker for ALBs, GOAP quarterly milestone reporting and the FOA 2023 evaluation report. A
number of constraints /challenges to this portfolio assessment are set out below:

e At the time of the assessment, OCPP’s monitoring system was being redeveloped and therefore moni-
toring data was not available for FY 23/24 from the ALBs. Therefore, the ALBs provided activity data per
the new activity tracker (designed to
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monitor progress against the planned activities) for FY 23/24. The progress monitoring of ALB activities
in FY 23/24 was completed retrospectively and some activities may be missing from the tracking tool
or were completed in an earlier financial year.

e The strategic partners — FOA and GOAP - follow a different reporting format to that of the ALBs.

e The OCPP Annual Review reports cover the period from July to June, while financial reporting covers
the period from April to March. At the time of assessment, the OCPP Annual Review report for 22/23
was still in draft form.

e FOA did not provide Defra with the outputs achieved during the first annual reporting period, rendering
the reporting for the overall portfolio incomplete.

Geographical footprint of OCPP

The number of bilateral partnerships under the OCPP have increased over time since the programmes’
inception. In the first year of operations, the programme had seven active partnerships, increasing to ten
by the end of year two (FY 22/23). By year three (FY 23/24), OCPP's partnerships grew to eleven active
bilateral partnerships, meeting the 10-15 target set out in the Business Case (see Figure 0.1). These eleven
active partnerships include the India programme (which is in the process of closing) and one country still in
the scoping phase (Madagascar). Under the strategic partnerships with GOAP and FOA, a total of 13 coun-
tries have been supported, eleven of which continue to have an active programme.

Overall, a total of 19 countries have received support through OCPP to date, with 18 countries active as of
May 2024. A full listing of countries and information on status can be found in annex 6.

Figure 0.1: OCPP bilateral partnership status. CC-BY-SA4.0. (Source: OCPP activity tracker)
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OCPP progress and achievements

Activities being implemented under OCPP are wide-ranging across the three thematic areas — marine bio-
diversity, sustainable seafood and marine pollution. For the first two years of OCPP delivery, progress and
achievements were recorded through annual review reporting and associated submissions to Defra only. At
the start of year three a centralized "activity tracker database’ was launched to capture progress and achieve-
ments at the activity-level. In addition, following the refresh of the programme ToC and revision of the
logframe for the programme in late 2023, a new monitoring system was developed and was being rolled
out with support from the NIRAS MEL team from January — June 2024.

Years 1 and 2 — overall portfolio performance
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Overall, from July 2021 to June 2023, OCPP had mixed results in terms of progress and achievements. Under
the programme's indicators for increasing marine scientific and/or technical capacity in partner countries all
of the milestones were achieved or exceeded. This meant that more than 300 individuals received training
(32 percent female trainees) across 57 institutions, and 45 scientific reports and papers were developed and
published by partner countries, with 54 percent of the authors being women (100 percent of authors were
women under GOAP). These excellent results are offset by the remaining indicators showing mixed results,
from being partially accomplished to non-achievement of none of the indicator milestones (as shown in
Figure 0.2).

Figure 0.2 Traffic light status of achievements against indicators, years 1 and 2. (Sources: OCPP Annual Reviews,
2021/22 and 2022/23 - unpublished)

Output Indicator categories Achievements (Yr 1-2)
Increased marine scientific and/or technical capacity in partner countries All indicator milestones
achieved.

Enhanced education and exchange of knowledge in relation to marine management in
partner countries Some indicator mile-
Productive partnerships between the UK and priority coastal developing countries stones achieved, others
Global public goods contributing to or enabling sustainable management of the marine | falling behind.
environment in coastal developing countries

Improved regulation and/or governance of the marine environment in partner countries

None of the indicator
milestones achieved.

Year 3 — Bilateral partnership performance through ALBs

Following the development of the central activity tracker database in FY 23/24, it was possible for year 3 to
see a more complete overview of progress and achievements for the bilateral partnerships, managed
through the ALBs.

The results show that ALBs reported a total of 310 activities across the twelve countries. The latest activity
tracker from FY 23/24 shows the implementation status of the reported activities’>, demonstrating that 42
percent of the activities are completed, and a further 20 percent are in progress or initiated. Nearly a quarter
(24 percent) of planned activities were terminated. Reasons for terminations were predominantly related to
the absorption of activities by another ALB, or postponement due to delays / absence of a signed MoU with

the partner government. ) o o
Figure 0.3 Distribution of activities and budget across the causal pathways

75 Several activities have incomplete data points, for example missing costs of activities. Activities with blank entries for a data point
were excluded from the analysis.
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Assessing the distribution of
ALB-led activities and budgets

across the programme ToC o _ siceine 47%
causal pathways reveals that the '
ALBs are concentrating more
than half of their activities on the
delivery of science, 47 percent on

% budget 51%

conducting research to generate
evidence, and eight percent on
science/education (Figure 0.3).
The allocation of budget to path- m Education/Outreach m Policy/Governance
ways is commensurate with and
aligned with the number of activ-
ities in each pathway.”®

Science/Education Science/Evidence

In terms of the portion of the portfolio activities and budget dedicated to each of the thematic areas, most
activities (39 percent) fall within the pollution theme, compared to the biodiversity or sustainable seafood
themes. The allocation of 51 percent of the budget for the pollution theme activities is much higher than
the 36 percent anticipated in the Business Case. The biodiversity portfolio makes up 35 percent of reported
activities, but accounts for only 21 percent of the budget expenditure.

The implementation status of ALBs' activities, at end of year 3, varies widely across supported countries, as
shown in Figure 0.4. This chart presents the delivery status of activities in all twelve countries with active
partnerships during year 3 of the programme. Newer partnerships in Madagascar, Senegal, and Sierra Le-
one, as well as the closing partnership in India, reported the lowest number of activities, while Belize and
the Maldives reported the most completed activities. The Solomon Islands and Sierra Leone, respectively
reported, 67 percent and 58 percent of planned activities terminated.

Figure 0.4 Activity implementation status across bilateral partnership countries (Source: OCPP activity tracker

76 The proportion of activities under the ‘value chain and market access' is missing from this distribution because it is missing from
the activity tracker. This causal pathway is the main area of focus of FOA work, though ALB delivery does feature value chain im-
provement activities.
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Also in year 3, the OCPP commenced a pilot initiative awarding academic scholarships through the Associ-
ation of Commonwealth Universities (ACU). By March 2024, a total of 124 scholarships have been awarded,
with an estimated cost of £2,265,181 (of which > 27 percent of funds has already been disbursed to date)
(see Table 0.1). All but two of these scholarships are funding Master level degrees. Most of the participating
students are enrolled at universities in their home country, with the exception of scholars from the Maldives
and the Pacific (Fiji, Solomon Islands and Vanuatu) who are studying at the University of the South Pacific
(USP) in Fiji. From the 124 scholarship recipients, 52 percent are female.

The 43 listed degree titles include a wide variety of courses, with many relevant to all three of OCPP’s
thematic areas; for example, climate change, marine environmental science, integrated coastal zone man-
agement and geospatial science. A small proportion of the degrees cover themes which are more at the
periphery of OCPP’s scope, for example degrees in agriculture and inland water resource management.

Table 0.1 Number of ACU scholarships awarded by home country. (Source: OCPP Scholarships MEL reporting, 2024)

Scholar’'s Home country Number of | % female | OCPP theme
scholar- scholars Biodiversity Seafood Pollution Cross-
ships cutting
awarded
Bangladesh 16 56% v
Belize 10 40% v v v v
Fiji 1 n/a* v
Ghana 13 46% v v v v
India 18 61% v v v v
Maldives 5 60% v v v
Mozambique 18 44% v
Senegal 10 30% v v
Solomon Islands and Vanuatu | 17 60%** v v v
Sri Lanka 16 63% v v v
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Scholar’s Home country

Totals

Number of

scholar-
ships
awarded
124

% female | OCPP theme

scholars Pollution

52%

* Gender unspecified ** Calculated out of 15 with available gender information

Year 3 — Strategic partnership performance

Cross-

Biodiversity Seafood

cutting

The four FOA projects (outlined in Table 0.2) were developed through an annual planning and proposal
process, resulting in a set of quarterly and annual deliverables. Defra committed OCPP funding up to FOA
up to end of FY23/24. Key achievements across the four projects, and their alignment with OCPP themes
and causal pathways is set out in table 4. Of the four projects, WEF requested further support from OCPP
for the Blue Food Partnership only. The Sea Food Loss and Waste project is considered completed, but WEF
aims to link the stakeholders with other ongoing initiatives under the Blue Planet Fund. WEF also decided
to continue the Blue Recovery Hubs, and the Supply Chain Risk Tool projects with funding from other

sources.

Table 0.2 Key achievements of FOA projects. (Source: FOA evaluation)

OCPP Causal Project | Key achievements Status
Theme Pathway | Site(s)
OCPP Theme: Sustainable Seafood
Blue Food | Value Global / | ¢ Global Sustainable Aquaculture Roadmap Further
Partnership | Chain and | Ghana e Ghana Aquaculture Action Plan funds re-
Market Ac- e Organized private sector quested
cess e One Health training with Cefas from De-
e Strong engagement of Ghanian Chamber of Commerce fra.
e Promotion of safe food through food festival
Sea Food | Value Namibia | ¢ Namibian Ocean Cluster established with secretariat Completed
Loss and | Chain and e Completed research on utilization and processing of Hake | and oper-
Waste Market ac- waste production ating inde-
cess pendently
of donor
support.
Supply Policy/ Global e Vessel viewer platform established Continuing
Chain Risk | Governance e Private sector engagement in company risk assessments with fund-
Tool e Engagement with APEC and governments on policy devel- | ing  from
opment re data transparency and combatting IUU fishing other do-
nor
sources.
OCPP Theme: Cross cutting
Blue  Re- | Policy/ Fiji, Sa- | ¢ Appraisal report on post Covid-19 recovery and Sustainable | Continuing
covery Governance | moa, Investment Pathways for Fiji and with fund-
Hubs Pacific e Partnership development for regionalization of the BRH in- | ing  from
Region tervention, for example with the Pacific Islands Forum. other do-
nor
sources.

GOAP received its first BPF allocation (Phase 1 funding) of £1m in FY2021/22, prior to a £200,000 cost

extension, and Defra’s

three-year
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commitment of £6m under OCPP (Phase 2 funding, ongoing to FY2024/25). Towards the end of 2023, GOAP
was awarded an additional £7m (Phase 3) which runs parallel to phase 2 and is beyond the scope of this
evaluation. Total GOAP allocation will be £14.2m by the end of OCPP. Under OCPP, GOAP activities in ocean
accounting fall within the 'Science, Education and Knowledge Exchange’ pathway, with the intention to
influence policy development. Activities are focused on the creation of ocean accounts to contribute to-
wards three OCPP thematic areas:

e Marine biodiversity — to provide the foundational data to support and leverage financing for the
design, development and effective management of MPAs and Other Effective Area-Based Conservation
Measures (OECMs) and preservation of critical marine habitats.

e Sustainable seafood — to provide data and evidence on the impact of aquaculture on the marine
environment and evidence-based arguments for advancing sustainable practices and low-carbon ap-
proaches.

¢ Marine pollution — to monitor pollutant levels and impact on marine biota, to guide and inform policy
development and decision-making.

GOAP has delivered effectively and consistently across all thematic areas and is on track to achieve all de-
liverables. Their quarterly reporting of milestones provides extensive data on progress made, with links to
relevant documents, evidence, and accounts, prepared by GOAP, pilot countries or regional community
practitioners engaged in programme delivery.

Financial allocations and spending to date

As of June 2024, the OCPP total expenditure was £35.6m. This is 55 percent of the overall programme
budget (£65m) that runs from 2021 to 2026. Further, the total allocated amount for OCPP is proposed to
increase to £71.9m.

Figure 0.5: Total OCPP expenditure over first three years by delivery partner (Source: SMB data,).

Bilateral partnerships — the

OCPP Business Case forecast that
Cefas |, :17.509,407 the ALBs would spend £30,360,000
by Year 3. At the end of FY 23/24,
the total expenditure by ALBs to
date was £22.7m77, 75 percent their
total forecast.

Jnee [ £3.040,764

Bilateral
partnerships

vvo [ £1.854,564

ic
ips

Strategi
partnersﬁ'l
Ir.-._k_-.‘I

coar | :7.200,000
Strategic partnerships — GOAP's

ror [ :-.526.705 expenditure trajectory is at 51 per-
cent, with one year of Phase 2 im-
plementation remaining and an

" As per SMB latest figures released in June 2024 — covering the period up to end of FY 2023/24.
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additional year for Phase 3.78 The FOA projects have been completed and reported an underspend of less

Figure 0.6 provides data on ALBs spend across different country income classifications and wider pro-
gramme categories. Least Developed Countries (LDCs) account for 14 percent of the spend, while lower-

middle income countries have enjoyed a greater proportion of funds (29 percent).

Figure 0.6 Distribution of OCPP funds according to country income classifications and programme categories

= Least Developed Countries
= Lower Middle-Income Countries
Upper Middle- Income Countries

= CMAR (and other small programmes)

25%
1%
1% _.w'/ ACU Scholarships
Y 4
Y 4
'2_5.7 = Emergency Response
2% 17%

Other (Scoping, Leadership, Project

Management, MEL etc.)

OCPP Countries & status of programmes (June 2024)

Bilateral partnership

GOAP

Country FOA status
status status
1 Madagascar Scoping Active
East Africa 2 Mozambigue Active Active
3 Kenya Active
4 South Africa Closed Active
5 Ghana Active Active Proposal un-
. der review
West Africa . .
6 Senegal Active (with MoU)
7 Sierra Leone Scoping
Southwest Africa 8 Namibia Completed
9 Samoa Transi-
tioned**
. 10 | Solomon Islands | Active
Pacific SIDs .
11 | Vanuatu Active
12 | Fiji Active Transi-
tioned**
Latin America & Caribbean SIDs 13 | Belize Active (with MoU) Active

8 As per SMB latest figures released in June 2024.
9 FOA Phase-3 Check-in — Update January 2024
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South & Southeast Asia

14 | Bangladesh Active

15 | India Closing*

16 | Maldives Active (with MoU) Active
17 | Vietnam Active
18 | Sri Lanka Active (with MoU) Active
19 | Indonesia Active

* The sustainable seafood theme is ongoing

** FOA initiatives in these countries are transitioning to be financed by other programmes from April 2024 onwards

134/
164



Annex 6

OCPP Theory of Change and assumptions review



NIRAS

Figure 0.7 OCPP Theory of Change

Impact
Consequences of Partner countries better address the challenges to their marine environments and biodiversity, enhance marine dependent
improved marine livelihoods, and the wellbeing of those that depend on them, sustainably, equitably and inclusively.
management
o e Partner country stakeholders take action to effectively and sustainably ge and protect their marine
environments
Demonstrates
implementation of Policies and practices are effectively implemented by . Inclusive requlations that protect and conserve: Commimnity ownership; support from public-
outputs paritner couniries, with strengthened preparedpess to marine environment effectively enforced by partner privirte partnerships ond resourcing for policies,
respand to emergencies countries regulations and practices
Intermediate - . - = o g
A, Improved policies or regulations and practices established for sustainable marine environment management and emergency response with enhanced awareness,
capabilities and inclusive governance in place to implement and enforce them
Demonstrates X 3
3 Partner countries have strengthened impact
upm'ki_? and Partner country governments have the capaobilities to P!_zr_'mer mum‘lty R R R R monitaring systems, data, ocean accounts and
adoption of : ; = ] palicies, regulation frameworks, ond approoches
it implement improved policies, regulations, and approaches knowledge
Outputs
: Evidence & Innovative solutions for Market actor
Partner country stakeholders Recommendations & : = Knowledge networks & 2 B RS
Development of trained & supported euidelines developed knowledge products St Amrchins pealia sustainable & equmfble oCean relationships
it aee developed management piloted established
the...
Causal PR Gove i Science, education & Value chain & market
&T ermance & regulation : S AL AR
il Capacity building & TA €g knowledge exchange access
c:\.\ Intervention design adequately considers gender, equity and secial inclusien (including of marginalised groups) and safeguarding i,
r’" A "'ﬁ\
Inputs ODA funding Knowledge & participation Global & regional Research & Technical Partner country Bilateral Assets & UK leadership
of local communities dalivery evidence  expertise gow. leadership partnerships equipment
Constraints Funding for research Capacity levels Knowlzdge exchange Policy implementation limitations Competing priorities
Problem The ocean is negatively impacted by human activities, endangering fragile environments and the livelihcods and wellbeing of vulnerable communities that rely on them.
statement Increased capacity 10 generate and use scientific knowledge in policy-making and implement actions to address ocean pollution, biodiversity loss, access to sustainable

seafood and the impacts of climate change are required.

The table below presents the ToC assumptions and their current rating when applied to the delivery part-
ner. A ‘green’ status signifies the assumption is currently holding. ‘Amber’ warrants a review and consider-
ation. A ‘Red’ rating means that the assumption does not hold true and must be addressed by delivery
partners. For example, the evaluation team found the ALBs have struggled to deliver activities that are ef-
fectively tailored to local contexts. Because of this, the evaluation team have rated this assumption as ‘am-
ber’ and therefore is in need of consideration by the OCPP ALB delivery teams in their strategic planning.

OCPP Theory of Change assumption Delivery partner status rating

Delivery of pathways and activities are effectively
tailored to local contexts.

ALBs

Capacity, capability and evidence generated
through the programme effectively translate into
policy and management change ALBs
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Programme delivery adheres to Do No Harm prin-
ciples, Safeguarding Principles and signed Frame-
works

HMG funding and priorities continue to support
improvements in the marine environment and
ocean economies

All OCPP interventions are coherent with UK and
partner country international agreements (e.g.
CBD, ILO, CEDAW) to which all parties are signato-
ries policies

Public-private funding and innovations in financing
are available to support implementation of im-
proved policy, regulatory framework, and improve-
ment in the sustainable ocean economies in part-
ner countries

ALBs

NIRAS

Interventions are targeting marginalised groups,
including the poorest, and women and girls

All delivery partners
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Key identified results and emerging changes to management of the marine environment

Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change

ALBs - Belize

Key Change: High

STHELE]JER The OCPP s strengthening animal 1,4 shrimp and tilapia industries are vital to
X e eelidn sysicin e egln el Belize, with the ability to bring in foreign mar-
training and knowledge exchange
to stakeholders on data and mon-
itoring in biosecurity measures

and risk mitigation on tilapia
hatchery farms; and training in port earnings. In 2016 a bacterial infection in-
histology techniques, field sam- curred a $40 million loss to the industry and

kets, employment opportunities, and en-
hanced food security. In 2015, the country’'s
export of shrimp contributed 14.8% of its ex-

pling techniques, basic fish farm shut down a number of farms and livelihoods.

level diagnostics, disease recogni- gejize has a limited number of small-scale ag-
tion, anaesthesia, and antibiotic

mixing protocols.

uaculture farms, including for exotic tilapia. All

the fish produced by the small number of
farms, including those run by the Ministry of
Agriculture, are sold at local markets and used
for family consumption within communities.
Many laboratories and farms utilise poor
practices that do not effectively profile and
screen for diseases that can affect both tilapia
and shrimp farms. There is limited capacity to
manage, monitor and regulate the marine en-
vironment efficiently and holistically.

Contribution
change

High

This work increased the capacity
and capability of BAHA and
Minis-try of Agriculture techni-
cians to conduct laboratory
analyses and respond to biose-
curity threats through training
on biosecurity measures plans,
highlighting practical ways to
risk assess and miti-gate on an
individual farm basis. Training
and knowledge exchange for
Aquatic Animal Health staff (in-
cluding  Technical Directors,
technicians and Border Inspec-
tion Officers) was also delivered.

OCPP also delivered histology
equipment that strengthens
stake-holder capacity to use
their new training to test for vib-
rio isolation on shrimp. Accord-
ing to stakeholders, BAHA and
Ministry of Agriculture would not
have this capability without
OCPP support (figure 4.2). Their
work directly impacts value
chains (shrimp and tilapia) and
ensuring relevant staff are
trained, reduces production

of OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway

Capacity Building & TA
Evidence of intermediate
outcome level change: en-
hanced capacity in relation
to sustainably managing
their marine environment.
The stakeholders have the
equipment and training
needed to meet their gov-
ernment requirements for
bio-security measures.
Potential for outcome level

change to be followed up in
2026.
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NIRAS

Component Key / Potential Change

Significance of the Change

ALBs - Belize

R T g and litter, the OCPP is building ca- Athough identified as priority area by the
pacity and training in pollution, government, Belize has limited capacity to
specifically plastic pollution and manage, monitor and regulate the marine en-
water quality monitoring with the yironment efficiently and holistically. Water
Department of Environment and 3nd marine pollution monitoring faces partic-
University of Belize. It is support- yjar challenges such as lack of coordination,
ing the Government in Belize in g |ab certifications, limited lab space, lack of
the implementation of key actions training and skills in results interpretation,
from the Belize Marine Litter Ac- |ack of sustainable financing (public labs). The
tion Plan: Belize - Blue, Clean, Re- poE consider water quality and their ability to

silient and Strong, which Wwas tet their rivers one of the most pressing is-
adopted under CLiP.

Key Change: for marine plastics High

sues.

Contribution of OCPP to

change

losses, and promotes economic
growth through trade.

OCPP is advising on policy guid-
ance and supporting the devel-
opment of disease surveillance
plans for the shrimp industry in
response to pollution events and
investigations. At the time of the
evaluation, no outputs or policy
guidance or disease surveillance
plans were produced or yet
available.

High

The programme has enabled
Belize to implement its Na-
tional Marine Litter Action
Plan by providing equipment
and training that has increased
capacity and capability of
stakeholders to conduct labor-
atory analyses. Two new Mi-
croFTIR microscopes were in-
stalled: one at the DoE and the
other at the University of Belize
staff, with staff trained on their
use to further advance Belize's
scientific capacity to support mi-
croplastics and other pollutant

analysis. The University of

ToC Impact Pathway

Capacity Building & TA

This demonstrates Outcome
level change with the DoE
laboratory equipment and
training increasing Belizean
capacity to better monitor
rivers in the country, thereby
contributing to the outcome
- Belize is taking action to
effectively and sustainably
manage and protect their
marine environments. The
OCPP is helping the DoE im-
plement the 2020 Law of
Banning Single Use Plastic.
With the FTIR and training,
they can test commercial
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Component Significance of the Change

Key / Potential Change

LR L B Key Change: A maritime advisor High: Stakeholders, policies and activities in

has designed and de-livered a Na- the maritime sector were coordinated be-
tional Maritime Policy that consid-

ers Belize's current and future
and addresses
change and GESI considerations.
The OCPP has conducted a feasi- Belize is currently non-compliant with IMO
bility study to understand the po- ship generated waste requirements due to
for port facility and other infrastructural chal- Transport Policy Gazettal, which
port(s) infrastructure in Belize to |enges

Marine Pollution
tween agencies, making it difficult for DoE
and Belize Ports Authority to effectively and
sustainably manage maritime spaces.

International

Contribution of OCPP to

change

Belize's Hummingbird laboratory
is used by ten students, three of
which are ACU scholars. The lat-
est research indicates both la-
boratories supported by OCPP is
helping these institutions with
method development, baselin-
ing,
sources, pathways and transport,

understanding  impact,
and monitoring of pollutants. It
also affirms that these laborato-
ries are a part of a wider interna-
tional network set up under CLiP
and OCPP that are coordinating
and producing comparable data.
(Source: “Creation of an interna-
tional laboratory network to-
wards global microplastics mon-
itoring harmonisation.” Adil Ba-
kir (Cefas), et al. Unpublished.)

High

OCPP conducted a Port Recep-
tion Facilities Upgrade Feasibility
Study. From this, the programme
drafted a Revised Belize Na-

tional Maritime Transport Pol-
icy paper and also a Maritime

ToC Impact Pathway

products for biodegradabil-
ity. The government has a
timeline for companies to
phase out single use plastic:
by 2026 the OCPP impact
evaluation can assess the ex-
tent the DoE has been able
to enforce the law using the
equipment and training pro-
vided by OCPP.

For the University of Belize,
this demonstrates Interme-
diate Outcome level change
with their enhanced capacity
and ability to train scientists
and students, and conduct
research.

Governance & Regulation;
Science, Education and
Knowledge Exchange.

For the Revised Belize Na-
tional Maritime Transport
Policy paper, it will be Inter-
mediate  Outcome level
change if it is adopted, and

Outcome level change if it is
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Component Key / Potential Change

Significance of the Change

enable and accommodate MAR- Maritime Organisation exemption status.

POL-compliant waste manage- fowever, Belize's ports also face climate

ment activities/within Belize. change challenges such as increased fre-

quency of severe weather and rising sea-lev-
els.

As Belize grows and generates more waste,
the recycling sector will need to grow to ac-
commodate. However, the lack of a unified
platform for waste producers and recyclers is
hampering efforts for the sector to coordinate
limited resources and leverage investments to
develop the infrastructure and services re-
quired to meet growing demand.

ALBs - Ghana Potential Change: The OCPP is High

building MSP capacity through: Ghana is one of the most populous countries
addressing MSP evidence gaps; jn west Africa. Its 550 km coastline is home to
scoping additional technical MSP e quarter of the country's rapidly growing
capacity building needs and re- coastal population, which is outpacing the
quirements; advise and assist rest of the country. The Government in Ghana
LUSPA on producing a country- recognises the importance of the growing
specific MSP guidance document; maritime sector. Extractive industries are be-
holding MSP capacity building coming more predominant and active along
workshops and training; produc- the coastal zone (oil, gas, fishing), with the
ing guidance/materials for LUSPA. president Akufo-Addo saying that his govern-
Working with both LUSPA and the ment ‘is committed to intensifying efforts to-

Environmental Protection Agency \yards the discovery of oil and gas onshore in
(EPA), this work will culminate in thea Voltaian Basin'.

the preparation of Marine Spatial
Development  Framework fo

Biodiversity
theme

Even though Ghana is signatory to and has
1 . . .
ratified a number of international conventions

Contribution of OCPP to

change

aligns the relevant policies and
activities in sector.

MARPOL SIDS Committee
Representation: due to the
Ports work, Belize now has a po-
sition at the MARPOL interna-
tional committee representing
SIDS. Since Belize has managed
to get more Caribbean coun-
tries on board, it is now called
the Pacific-Caribbean coalition.
This coalition successfully nego-
tiated at the latest IMO working
group to meet their demands
on shipping emissions.

Medium

This work will generate new ma-
rine spatial planning evidence to
address priority evidence gaps
and identify evidence to inform
MSP  preparation processes.
Scoping of technical MSP capac-
ity-building needs and require-
ments will be done; and to de-
liver targeted in-country MSP ca-
pacity-building. The programme
will seek to produce a Marine
Spatial Development Framework
with government partners. If de-
veloped and approved it will
need to be allocated some

ToC Impact Pathway

These
changes will be followed up

implemented.

in the 2026 impact evalua-
tion of OCPP.

The government’s involve-
ment in MARPOL and the
formation of the Pacific-Car-
ibbean collation to negoti-
ate on climate change re-
lated maritime issues is an
unintended Outcome level
change that was catalysed
by the programme.

Capacity Building & TA;
Governance & Regulation
This output is the most likely
of all of Ghana's thematic
pathways to result in out-
come level change, if the
Framework is developed,
adopted and then imple-
mented, given the existence
and current delivery of the
Mami Wata Project and Sus-
tainable Ocean Plan that the
Framework could feed di-
rectly into.

Neither the Intermediate
Outcome nor Outcome
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https://www.mcst-rmiusp.org/index.php/news/breaking-stories/1305-imo-inches-closer-to-adopting-legally-binding-measures-to-phase-out-shipping-emissions-through-an-equitable-transition
https://www.mcst-rmiusp.org/index.php/news/breaking-stories/1305-imo-inches-closer-to-adopting-legally-binding-measures-to-phase-out-shipping-emissions-through-an-equitable-transition
https://www.offshore-energy.biz/mepc-81-lions-share-of-countries-throw-support-behind-global-ghg-price-for-shipping/
https://www.offshore-energy.biz/mepc-81-lions-share-of-countries-throw-support-behind-global-ghg-price-for-shipping/

Component

Key / Potential Change

Significance of the Change

Ghana's Western Region that co- and agreements relating to the marine and

vers all six districts within the coastal environment in general and biological

western region. resources in particular, the country has been
unable to translate many of them into na-
tional legislation for implementation pur-
poses. There is no current integrated marine
management plan, although there is a draft
plan through the Mami Wata project deliv-
ered through the IUCN.

ALBs - Ghana Potential Change: Improved ca- High

VBT (LT Pacity and capability in marine lit- \jarine litter is prominent across the coastal
ter management through training and marine environment of Ghana, impacting
and equipment. communities, ecosystems, and the blue econ-
The OCPP is building capacity and omy potential of the region.

training in pollution, specifically Fishing related litter can have significant im-
marine litter and ALDFG, through pacts of marine environments and therefore
the development of the first Ma- jmpacts communities reliant on these ecosys-
rine Litter short course focused on tem services. Also, some types of fishing gear

theme

Contribution of OCPP to

change

government funds; currently,
there is no indication yet if a MSP
Development Framework will be
given funds to implement.

If staff trained in MSP remain in
place and with the resources to
use their MSP training, and if the
MSP Framework is funded and
used, it will help the Government
of Ghana to sustainably use their
marine environment with MSP to
enable sustainable growth of
their maritime sector. The
Framework can also be used as a
mechanism for driving the deliv-
ery of other government plans
and strategies relevant to the
marine environment, specifically
the Mami Wata Project delivered
through IUCN and also the de-
velopment of a Sustainable
Ocean Plan.

High

The programme will provide in-
creased understanding of what
types of fishing related litter is
prevalent in Ghana, how it gets
into the environment and how
governments, private sector and
communities can avoid this
through increased capacity and

ToC Impact Pathway

level change will be
reached without the MoU
being signed.

Capacity Building & TA;
Governance & Regulation
This work is likely to lead to
IO level change: enhanced
capacity and capability, and
enhanced awareness, and
improved policies in relation
to responding to marine
pollution (plastics, ALDFG,

NIRAS
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Component Key / Potential Change

Significance of the Change

West Africa and through target are banned but are still being used and lost to
marine-litter training. It is sup- the environment.

porting  various organisations Ghanjan stakeholders report problems with
build their microplastic analysis metal pollution both inland and offshore,
capabilties. It will develop and \yhich is believed to be linked to illegal min-
draft a National Marine Litter jng Contaminants from mining and landfills
Monitoring Framework to guide represent serious threats to both aquatic en-
long-term harmonized monitor- \;ironments and humans who depend on

ing of marine litter with govern- thase environments for food/livelihoods.
ment partners.

ALBs - Ghana Potential Change: Compliance High

e e and enforce'ment t? ?ddress 'U.U~ Many fish stocks in the coastal zone are at risk
food theme Thf‘:‘ QCPP = pro.vldlng capa.aty of collapse, driven by the reliance of fish as a
building and training to the Fish- main source of protein and further pressure

eries Commission (FC) and the through lllegal, Unreported and Unregulated
Landing Beach Enforcement Com- (IUV) fishing.

mittee (LaBEC) to support the ex-
isting Fisheries Management Plan
of Ghana 2022-2026.

Sustainable Seafood: One Health
Aquaculture. The programme is
collaborating with the FC to sup-
port the Ghanaian Ministry of ~
Fisheries and Aquaculture Devel-

opment's national action plan for ~ fishing in closed areas or during closed
seasons and using prohibited fishing

gear, and

These illegal practices in Ghana include:

- fishing without a license or quota for cer-
tain species,

- failing to report catches or making false
reports,

keeping undersized fish or fish that are
otherwise protected by regulations,

aquaculture development.

Contribution of OCPP to

change

capability of CCM-UCC, CSIR
with the microplastics lab and
training of researchers and gov-
ernment.

OCPP will draft a National Ma-
rine Litter Monitoring Frame-
work to provide long-term and
harmonized monitoring which
looks at beach litter assessments,
use of drones to augment beach
litter data, and investigates the
suitability of landed fish species
to monitor microplastics in Gha-
nian waters.

High

Improved capability of the Fish-
eries Commission to manage,
monitor and regulate existing
fishing activities by ‘training the
trainer’

LaBEC work will provide en-
hanced awareness of community
members and volunteers, train-
ing fishers and observers, en-
hancing capacity of FC personnel
on fishing gears.

This workstream also delivered
the One Health Aquaculture
Workshop in Accra in February
2024, which used the One Health
framework to integrate key

ToC Impact Pathway

contaminants), if the Na-
tional Marine Litter Monitor-
ing Framework is developed
and adopted.

If the government were to
adopt the Framework and
implement it, this would be
an outcome level change.

For the Compliance and En-
forcement work: Capacity
Building & TA; Govern-
ance & Regulation Path-
ways.

This work demonstrates a
potential 10 level change,
improved practices estab-
lished for managing the ma-
rine environment, with en-
hanced awareness and capa-
bilities in place to implement
and enforce them.

For the One Health Aqua-
culture work: Science, edu-
cation and knowledge
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Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change

- the use of child labour and trafficking.

VR VEIL -0 Key Change: High

The Maldives has a strategic doc- If the authorities roll out the Framework, then
ument to guide the National management of PCAs will follow the same
Framework for Management of guiding principles, including sites established
Protected and Conserved Areas under the Fisheries Act and OECMs within

(2024 — 2029) tourist resort boundaries.

Biodiversity
theme

N EI G V7 Key Change: High

The government and other stake- If this framework is adopted and dissemi-
holders have a National MPA Re- nated, then the Environmental Protection
search and Monitoring Frame- Agency will have guiding principles on incor-
work to guide research activities porating research and monitoring activities
in MPAs. into management plans and activities. This is
vital to PCA management as neither the status
of marine resources within MPAs or the
threats to them are well understood. The
manual can also be used by other (local) gov-
ernments and private entities managing
MPA:s.

Biodiversity
theme

Contribution
change

issues in animal, environmental,
and human health. The Confer-
ence established Communities
of Practice between stakehold-
ers, including from the private

sector.

High

OCPP experts co-drafted the
policy and financially supported
consultations with the govern-

ment and other stakeholders.

High

OCPP experts co-drafted the
policy and financially supported
consultations with the govern-

ment and other stakeholders.

The policy was developed with

the EPA.

of OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway

exchange; Value Chain and
Market Access.

This work demonstrates po-
tential for Intermediate
Outcome level change, im-
proved practices established
for managing the marine en-
vironment.

Capacity Building & TA;
Governance & Regulation
10 level change. Once im-
plemented and enforced,
policies/regulations estab-
lished for sustainable envi-
ronmental management.

Capacity Building & TA;
Governance & Regulation
10 level Change. Once im-
plemented and enforced,
policies/regulations estab-
lished for sustainable envi-
ronmental management.
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Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change

N EI G 75 Key Change:

Medium

MPAs in the Maldives in English valuable resource.
and Dhivehi. In addition, the site portal to publish information and increase
allows the public to book licenses transparency around permit allocations and
to visit the MPAs. The website will financial transactions around their purchase.

be further developed in FY

2024/25

ALBs - Sri Lanka High

\ETST L [THTTE Ban on plastics in Sri Lanka. Sri Lanka is considered one of the five worst

theme A ban on manufacturing and sale offenders when it comes to plastic waste in-

of single-use plastics took effect PUts from land to the ocean, according to a

October 1, 2023. study published in Science Magazine in 2010.
Sri Lanka has become increasingly concerned
about the deaths of wildlife due to ingestion
of litter, in particular plastics. It is recognized
that plastic pollution poses a serious threat to
wildlife, including aquatic and terrestrial spe-
cies. Forbes reported around 80 percent of all
marine pollution is plastic waste. Fishing gear
makes up a major part of this.

Key Change:

Contribution
change

Medium

W\ ETIT WL T MPA website providing public ac- If the website remains operational and is fully The MoCCEE and other institu-
TN LA E - cess  to  information on all 93 utilized as intended, then it will prove a highly tions provided data for the web-
The website serves as a site. OCPP supported the devel-

opment cost of the website. The
website is operational, but will
undergo an update

Low
OCP

P supported the following.

The development of a Ma-
rine Litter Database (with
CLiP) now housed at the In-
dustrial Technology Insti-
tute (ITI).

The gathering of beach sur-
vey data and resourcing key
institutions with laborato-
ries and equipment to ana-
lyse marine litter. OCPP and
its predecessor CLiP gath-
ered an extensive body of
evidence demonstrating the
scale plastics featured in
marine pollution

The implementation of
multi-media campaigns to
raise public awareness of
marine litter issues and a

OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway

Science, Education
Knowledge Exchange

Potential 10 level change.
Improved practices estab-
lished for managing the ma-
rine environment.

Governance & Regulation;

Science, Education &
Knowledge Exchange

Outcome level change.
Policies/practices effectively
implement by partner coun-
tries.
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Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change

AL EERTE BT 'EM Key Change:

Medium

\ETTLEM LTl Increased capacity in Oiled Wild- If approved the Oiled Wildlife Response Plan
ol ) G EN GG life response, and production of will feed into the National Qil Spill Contin-
CLLOEERG N I an Oiled Wildlife Response Plan gency Plan. If the plan is approved, it will be
for the Department of Wildlife allocated some government funds; these are
Conservation (DWC) likely to be insufficient in view of the con-
strained fiscal environment in Sri Lanka.
Nonetheless the plan will provide the Ministry
with a tool it can use to go to donors to re-
guest assistance and funding to support im-
plementation.

AR T 'E Key Change: High

\ETTNEM LT Strengthened capabilities to im- Emergency response training was delivered to

S L TGN TSR prove the effectiveness and coor- over 70 delegates and 28 agencies in Novem-

L1 R M dination  of marine pollution ber 2023 by OCPP. Sri Lanka established a

emergency responses. Command Unit and has started taking steps
towards ratification of 10 conventions. By

OCPP’s training of trainers, the capacity of the

Contribution
change

focused campaign in 2024
on bans of seven specific
single use plastic items.

High

OCPP’s partner, the South Afri-
can Foundation for the Conser-
vation of Coastal Birds (SANC-
COB), delivered in February 2024
a three-day Oiled Wildlife Re-
sponse training to 30 frontline
responders across Sri Lanka in
collaboration with the Govern-
ment of Sri Lanka. This training
has in turn led to the develop-
ment of the Oiled Wildlife Re-
sponse Plan — currently in draft
form (still a work in progress dur-
ing the preparation of the case
study).

Medium
OCPP supported:

Emergency Response train-
ing® in November 2023

Report: Recommendations
for Better Readiness in

of OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway

Capacity Building & TA;
Governance & Regulation

Potential 10 level change.
Policies/regulations estab-
lished for sustainable envi-
ronmental management.

Capacity Building & TA
This is an Outcome level
change. Improved practices
established for marine envi-
ronment emergency
sponse.

re-

80 Workshop title was “Working towards proactive preparedness: showcasing science and strengthening collaboration in marine pollution environmental response”.
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Component Key / Potential Change

Significance of the Change

Contribution of OCPP to

change

ToC Impact Pathway

Sri Lankan authorities to deal with emergen-
cies has been strengthened.

If the responsible authorities in Sri Lanka took
forward and implemented the recommenda-
tions in the Better Readiness in Marine Pollu-
tion Emergency Response (2024), Sri Lanka
would be able to better protect its marine en-
vironment in the event of an emergency inci-
dent.

LR TE KT 'EM Key Change:

Three of the five MPA assess- Sri Lanka Coral Reef Initiative (SLCRI) will take
ments prepared by OCPP will be forward the issues raised in three MPA assess-
taken forward by the Sri Lanka ments, with the expectation that it will lead to
Coral Reef Initiative to act upon improvements in the management of these
the findings of the assessments. MPAs.

Medium

Biodiversity
theme

(o7, WEN | (1M 1 -8 Key Change: Low

covery Hub Appraisal and investment path- The documents are important and reportedly

Cross - theme ways documents in place for Fiji have informed government plans (unverified)

Marine Pollution Emergency
Response (2024).

The course training manual is re-
garded by MEPA as a resource
and tool for future use when
training is rolled out.

High
OCPP supported DWC in com-
pleting the METT-4 assess-

ments®! in five of its MPAs to
better understand the current
management effectiveness of
each site. Three MPAs have been
selected for inclusion in the Sri
Lanka Coral Reef Initiative
(SLCRI)®2, for which IUCN acts as
a convening agent, namely: Kal-
pitiya Bar Reef Marine Sanctuary,
Kayankerni Marine Sanctuary
and Pigeon Island Marine Na-
tional Park.

High
The studies and all associated
consultations were fully

81 First developed in 2002, the METT assessment is one of the first Protected Area Management Effectiveness (PAME) tools.
8 SLCRI is funded by the Global Fund for Coral Reef (GFCR) which is the first multi-partner trust fund for Sustainable Development Goal 14,

The better readiness report
is Potential 10 level
change. Policies/regulations
established for sustainable

environmental manage-
ment.
Capacity building & TA

10 level change. OCPP’s in-
itial assessment work will
feed into GFCR's desired
change to bridge the financ-
ing gap for the conservation
of MPAs and strengthen the
management of coral reefs.

Governance & Regulation;

Science, Education &

Knowledge Exchange
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Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change

economic sectors.

The appraisal studies and Invest- the Pathways.
ment pathways for Fiji (aquacul-

ture) and Samoa (resilient tourism

and marine transport) have drawn

interest from multiple donors to

support initiatives with a regional

scope through a regional body.

other stakeholders, and donors to implement

oW1 1. | Key Change: High

CERE LML ERIA There is strong company commit- The project successfully brought together
project ment from six companies as companies in the hake industry, and estab-
STH T B CEER founding members of the Namib- lished an independent body, the NOC, to
food theme ian Ocean Cluster (NOC) commit- push forward the interest of the industry to
ting to bring fish by-products on develop waste into commercial products.

shore and stop dumping at sea,
thereby reducing marine pollu-

tion The project has been completed and the pro-

ject's gains are continued by the NOC with

Market research for four hake by- contributions of the private founding mem-
products completed and one op- pgrs.

erational feasibility report availa-
ble to help the NOC continue
product development.

FOA -
Chain
ject

11:]:1\%4Key Change: Medium

food theme
solution has reportedly been used source of their products.

Contribution
change

in Fiji and Samoa.

High

OCPP provided all the funding
for the project.

Medium

of OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway

and Samoa to guide recovery and but will only become meaningful when there supported by OCPP, including Potential 10
sustainable development of keyis broad support within the government, one round table discussion each level. Improved data and

outcome

knowledge to inform poli-
cies, regulations, and prac-
tices.

Value chain and market ac-
cess; Science, Education &
Knowledge Exchange

Outcome level change, Im-
proved practices established
for managing the marine en-
vironment. The change is led
by the private sector.

Governance & Regulation;

LS Y The tools are in place for compa- It is estimated that at least 20 percent of OCPP started support in FY Value Chain & Market Ac-
nies to assess their risk of IUU fish- global catch involves I[UU. Companies are get- 2022/23, contributing to the de- cess

STOETHEIJEEER ing within their supply chain and ting more conscious, and more regulated, velopment of the online plat- gutcome level change.
take action accordingly. The data with proof increasingly required as to the form vessel viewer. Other donors
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Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change

by the enforcement agencies. A The SCRP helps companies to trace the origin
coalition of governments in the of their products, and advocates for transpar-
Asia Pacific Economic Coopera- ency in the fishing industry to make this pos-
tion region have publicly commit- sible.

ted to coordinate action against

IUU fishing including data trans-

parency to enable more robust

risk assessments.

FOA - Blue Food [GAe LTI [-K
Partnership

High
The BFP Ghana Initiative stake- Sub-Saharan Africa only makes up 4.1 percent
THELE Y ER holders have produced a BFP of global aquatic foods production — 92 per-
food theme Ghana Aquaculture Action Plan cent from capture fisheries and 8 percent
(GAAP) which is supported by from aquaculture — but has far more produc-
government, businesses, research tion potential according to FAO. Despite
bodies and NGOs. growing almost twice as fast as the rest of the
Global aquaculture stakeholders World, aquaculture production in Sub-Sa-
have helped produce a Global haran Africa still accounts for less than 1 per-
Sustainable Aquaculture cent of global production. The OCPP (through
Roadmap (GSAR) which 16 global FOA) is catalysing collaboration in regions
have Particularly affected by blue food challenges
to stimulate innovation and change in policies
and business practices related to blue food
value chains. The Blue Food Partnership Plat-
form was set up to support sustainable aqua-
culture and engage stakeholders both in
Ghana (44 members) and globally (69 mem-
bers) through national and international
events.

aquaculture stakeholders
endorsed with their logos.

(clo V.U ARN 1T [ -] Key Change: High

sia The establishment of an Indone- The SNI draft is seen as a landmark achieve-
sian National Standard (SNI) for ment. The standard '..is a testament to the

Contribution
change

also supported other compo-
nents of the platform.

In FY 2023/24 OCPP support
continued to be important but
shifted to research and advo-
cacy.

High

OCPP has provided all the sup-
port for the BFP project, includ-
ing all the consultation required
and development of the GSAR.

The Ghanian stakeholders were

OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway

Improved data an

knowledge.

Governments are utilizing
data generated by the plat-
forms.

Science, Education &
Knowledge Exchange;
Value Chain & Market Ac-
cess.

If the project implementa-
tion pipeline is developed

supported in the development of from the road maps, then

the GAAP and establishing the
Chamber of Aquaculture and
Task Forces to conduct assess-
ments.

High

there is a strong potential
for Intermediate Outcome
level change. Improved
practices established for
managing the marine envi-
ronment, through the up-
take of the Roadmaps.

Governance & Regulation;
Capacity Building & TA
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Component Significance of the Change

Key / Potential Change

(o LU 1) B Ocean  Accounting, ensuring the project’s success in bridging the gap between
valuation of marine ecosystems scientific research, policy-making, and practi-
and their services is embedded cal conservation efforts'.

with national economic planning (GoAP Milestone report 8).

and environmental governance,
reflecting a strong commitment
by the country to sustainable

ocean management.

Together with the other achievements in In-
donesia, this policy will be an example for the
Global community.

(clo). VBN L1111 [TH Key Change: Medium

ULERCINIERIEE GOAP Communities of Practice in Ocean accounting provides countries with
(CUUCEEERLCUER Africa and Asia through its en- data on changes in ocean wealth, trends in
(LR 1 I gagements  with governmental ocean-related income, welfare, and ocean-
and institutional partners is mak- based economic production. This knowledge
ing progress to nest ocean ac- helps countries to weigh different develop-
counting into the regional policy ment alternatives, for example inform Marine
discussion and sustainable ocean Spatial Planning.

planning.

Exposure at, for example, the Nairobi Conven-
tion is important because policy decisions can
be made at a collective level, for example the
embedding of the ocean accounting in re-
gional plans like the Western Indian Ocean
Action Plan.

GOAP - Asia Key Change: High

Cross-theme Systemic change in three Asian

countries towards the integration Ocean accounting provides countries with
of ocean accounting with national gata on changes in ocean wealth, trends in
accounting. ocean-related income, welfare, and ocean-
based economic production. This knowledge
helps countries to weigh different

Contribution of OCPP to

change

OCPP continues to provide sig-
nificant support to Indonesia, in-
cluding for this work.

High

The COPs and the leads do not
receive support from other
agencies or programmes for
these activities.

Medium

The BPF supported the first year
of GOAP catalysing the promo-
tion of ocean accounting. Crucial
to the change has been the will
of the respective governments to
adopt ocean accounting, and

ToC Impact Pathway

Intermediate outcome
change with potential of
outcome level change. Pol-
icies/regulations established
for sustainable environmen-
tal management.

Governance & Regulation;
Science, Education &
Knowledge Exchange; Ca-
pacity Building & TA
Potential 10 level change.
Improved data and
knowledge to inform poli-
cies, regulations, and prac-
tices

Governance & Regulation;
Science, Education &
Knowledge Exchange; Ca-
pacity Building & TA

Potential Intermediate
Outcome level change. Im-
proved data and knowledge
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Key / Potential Change Significance of the Change Contribution of OCPP to|ToC Impact Pathway
change

development alternatives, for example inform while OCPP continued funding to inform policies, regula-
Marine Spatial Planning. activities, the countries were on tions, and practices.

their own, or with support from

GOAP able to mobilize addi-

tional funds from other sources.

GOAP - Global

Biodiversity
theme

Key Change: High Medium Science, Education &

GOAP's partners have established The data is essential in the enabling of coun- GOAP catalysed the interest in Knowledge Exchange
ecosystem accounts covering 111 tries to measure and manage ocean sustaina- ocean accounting in the 11 pilot Potential Intermediate
Marine Protected Areas spanning ble development. countries from which the Figures Outcome level change. Im-

29 million hectares of ocean. The data will allow the monitoring of three are derived. proved data and knowledge

Pilot projects delivered predomi- critical trends®3: In a number of countries like In- to inform policies, regula-
nantly by in-country institutions _ Changes in ocean wealth, including pro- donesia, Maldives and Vietnam tions, and practices

have also mapped and measured duced assets (e.g., ports) and non-pro- OCPP is not the sole funder any-

11 different types of ecosystems duced assets (e.g., mangroves). more of ocean accounting.

including 92,000 ha of coral reefs, . GOAPs worked has attracted the
- Ocean-related income and welfare.

10.5m ha of mangroves, 31,000 ha
of seagrass meadows and 770,000
ha of kelp forest habitat.

Funds Leveraged by GOAP

- Ocean-based economic production.

Overall, knowing marine ecosystems and the
valuation of them helps policy formulation
and decision-making on the use of marine re-
sources.

83 https://www.oceanaccounts.org/why-are-ocean-accounts-important/

support of the Australian Gov-
ernment and the World Bank
among others.
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NORAD

Australia DCEEW

UNESCAP

UNDP-GEF

Unspecified Source

Total

NOK 4m

Usd 2,288, 106

Aud 1.5M*

USD 100K

USD 500K

USD 1.4m

USD 100-200K

EUR 1.5 m

289,918

1, 824, 456

774,963

79,736

398, 683

1,116, 311

79, 736-159, 473

1,281, 821

5,845, 624 -5, 925, 361

Support mobilised for ocean accounting in Indonesia.

Direct support to GOAP for work in Indonesia.

To the GOAP Secretariat to conduct training and en-
sure an ocean accounting lens to coastal ecosystem
restoration programmes in Indonesia (3) and PNG (1).
Collaboration with I[UCN.

Palau and Samoa — funds directly for GOAP.

Maldives — funds for ocean accounting work by
GOAP/UNSW under ENDhERI project.

Vietnam — funds for INSPONRE to expand GOAP work
supported by BPF/OCPP.

Maldives — unconfirmed.

Togo - funds for ocean accounting work adjacent to
the Ghana pilot project area.
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OCPP Countries & status of programmes (June 2024)
Country

Madagascar
Mozambique
Kenya

South Africa
Ghana

Senegal
Sierra Leone
Southwest Africa Namibia
Pacific SIDs Samoa
Solomon Islands
Vanuatu

Fiji

Latin America & Caribbean SIDs Belize
South & Southeast Asia Bangladesh
India
Maldives
Vietnam

Sri Lanka
Indonesia

* The sustainable seafood theme is ongoing

Bilateral partnership status

Scoping
Active

Closed
Active

Active (with MoU)
Scoping

Active
Active

Active (with MoU)
Active

Closing*

Active (with MoU)

Active (with MoU)

** FOA initiatives in these countries are transitioning to be financed by other programmes from April 2024 onwards

GOAP
tus

Active
Active
Active
Active
Active

Active
Active

Active
Active
Active
Active

sta-

FOA status

Proposal under re-
view

Completed
Transitioned**

Transitioned**
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Belize Case Study
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OCPP IE Case Study -
Belize.pdf
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Ghana Case Study
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OCPP IE Case Study -
Ghana.pdf
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Annex 10

Maldives Case Study
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OCPP IE Case Study -

[Text] Maldives (1).pdf
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Annex 11

Mozambique Case Study
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OCPP IE Case Study -
[Text] Mozambique.pdf
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Annex 17

Sri Lanka Case Study



NIRAS

[Text]

OCPP IE Case Study -
Sri Lanka.pdf
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