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Executive Summary 
In light of the 2015 United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, multiple non-

governmental organizations (“NGOs”) and development agencies are seeking to re-evaluate the 
ways in which they engage with small-scale fisheries (“SSFs”) around the globe. As groups seek 
to engage with and fund projects in SSFs, it is increasingly necessary to look at what successful 
outcomes of SSFs management interventions might look like. I sought to explore how and why 
fisheries development projects delivering external financial or technical support to SSFs might 
facilitate successful outcomes by looking through past studies from the published scientific 
literature. Learning how past SSFs projects have evaluated success might provide insight into 
trends for monitoring projects as well as future direction of project evaluations. Studies looking 
into these questions have not been done for SSFs. I worked with partners at the Nicholas Institute 
for Environmental Policy Solutions at Duke University to contribute towards identifying 
pathways to effectively increase technical and financial support to SSFs at a large spatial scale as 
a basis for a new global strategy. Specifically, I explored the following research questions: (1) 
how the literature describes and documents large-scale SSFs development projects (2) how and 
why large-scale fisheries development projects might facilitate successful outcomes, and (3) how 
impact of these large-scale fisheries projects is measured in the literature.   

In 2016 the Basurto Lab at Duke University compiled a library of the published literature 
on SSFs from 1920s to 2016. Each peer-review study was evaluated through systematic 
searching for descriptions and details about projects delivering support to SSFs and fishing 
communities. The scientific literature can provide a baseline for the type of projects undertaken 
to support SSFs, the level of entry for these projects, and the geographic scope of projects. Using 
the typology of interventions outlined in the report, Strengthening the Governance of Small-scale 
Fisheries: An Initial Assessment of the Theory and Practice (Basurto et al. 2017), I categorized 
the intervention types and partnering organization types of large-scale SSF development projects 
documented in the literature from the 1950s to 2016.  

In this review, I found 30 large-scale SSF projects ranging from 1984 to 2011. The 
average length of time for these projects was approximately seven years. Findings suggest that 
the geographic scope of past aid projects described in the literature follows the wider trends of 
the SSFs literature in general, with an emphasis on East Asia and the Pacific and Latin America. 
The high number of studies in East Asia and the Pacific was skewed by several high-profile 
projects in the Philippines and Indonesia. The most common types of interventions supported 
include science and research, capacity building, and funding for alternative livelihoods. The top 
implementing and partnering organizations found in this study were civil society organizations, 
government aid agencies and intergovernmental organizations.  

Large-scale, regional interventions are often supported by intergovernmental 
organizations, such as Food and Agriculture Organization, the Asian Development Bank, or the 
Global Environmental Facility. Additionally, most outcomes measured were social outcomes, as 
opposed to ecological or biological outcomes. The lack of common evaluation metrics 
throughout these studies hinders direct cross-project comparisons. I suspect that allocations for 
evaluations are dictated by organizational priorities and funding capacity. More robust project 
evaluations could be possible within SSFs development projects if there were appropriate 
incentives to utilize similar techniques across organizations. However, future work is needed to 
determine how this might be operationalized among the many different organizations and NGOs 
involved with SSFs development projects.  
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Introduction 

Global Context and Significance 

There has been a recent push towards incorporating small-scale fisheries (“SSFs”) into a 

global coordinated agenda to meet the ambitious targets of the UN Sustainable Development 

Goals (“SDGs”) to eradicate poverty and hunger by 2030 (United Nations 2015). Within the 

context of oceans, fisheries management is a major target for improving management of marine 

resources. Although estimates vary, SSFs contribute up 46% of combined inland and marine 

fisheries landings and roughly 38% of marine fisheries landings globally (Pauly 2018). 

Additionally, over 90% of global fisheries-related employment occurs in the SSFs sector (FAO 

and Word Fish Center 2008). SSFs have an important, albeit, complicated relationship with food 

security and poverty alleviation (Béné 2006). Some developing countries rely heavily on SSF for 

food security; in some Pacific Island countries, SSFs provide up to 50% of protein in local diets 

(Bell et al. 2009; Hanich et al. 2018).  

SSFs are defined by relatively small vessel sizes, simple gear technologies, and limited 

onboard storage capacities (FAO 2008). SSFs operate primarily, although not exclusively, in 

nearshore waters or include shore-based harvesting activities (FAO 2008). While most national 

governments define SSFs differently, SSFs are generally understood to operate for subsistence or 

small-scale commercial purposes. Due to the vast and complex nature of SSFs around the globe, 

defining SSFs is not always possible and scholars debate the merits of having such a distinction 

(Chuenpagdee et al. 2006). They often operate in small geographic ranges targeting multi-species 

inshore fisheries, although not exclusively. Other terms used to describe SSFs include artisanal 

fisheries or coastal fisheries. The pro-poor functions of SSFs has been established in the 

literature; they are able to provide employment for large numbers of workers, both directly in 

extractive fishing activities and further along the value chain (Kolding et al. 2014). Therefore, 

many development and environmental organizations are interested in how SSFs can be targets 

for management interventions to satisfy sustainable global development objectives.   

Despite this renewed interest, Andrew et al. (2007) acknowledges a, “… broad consensus 

that fisheries in the developing world are failing to fulfil their potential as engines of social and 

economic development” (Kolding, Béné, and Bavinck 2014). This potential; however, fails in 

light of external vulnerabilities and a litany of other complexities, external market pressures, 

climate change, and demographic changes, making management of SSFs particularly difficult 
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(Béné 2006). Furthermore, despite the global impact of SSFs, in 2015, only roughly 14% of all 

ocean-related funding from regional development banks and other forms of foreign aid was 

targeted towards SSFs. Aid spending from these multi-lateral, bi-lateral or government aid 

agencies is usually deployed in the form of projects. For the purposes of this paper, these types 

of external support projects are termed “development projects.”  

In light of the recent SDGs, multiple non-governmental organizations and development 

agencies are seeking to re-evaluate the ways in which they engage with SSF around the globe. 

Efforts to align international development SDGs with effective management of fisheries are 

significant (Basurto et al. 2017). As groups seek to engage with and fund projects in SSFs, 

critical evaluations of past project success might be important. Fisheries development projects as 

a whole are inherently risky; older scholarship cites poor performance of fisheries projects 

implemented by the World Bank (Bailey and Jentoft 1990). As aid effectiveness is being called 

into question worldwide, groups are held to new accountability measures and they are seeking to 

re-evaluate the effectiveness of long-held dogmas in SSFs development. It is increasingly 

important to look at what outcomes of SSFs management interventions might look like. If 

organizations, such as environmental non-governmental organizations, want to engage more with 

SSFs around the world, what could a successful project outcome look like? What characteristics 

might these projects have? With this background and context in mind, I sought to explore how 

and why fisheries development projects might facilitate successful outcomes by looking through 

past studies from the published scientific literature.  

Fisheries Development Projects 

A project can include a variety of mechanisms for delivering external support, either 

technical or financial, to SSFs or communities that are dependent on SSFs. Evaluating the 

outcomes of such projects and any factors that might have influenced success of these projects is 

an important step in determining project success. Within the context of this work, I was 

interested in looking at ways success was described or defined in SSFs projects. The most basic 

cycle of any project includes three phases: preparation, implementation and evaluation. The 

evaluation stage includes evaluating outcomes of project interventions and then utilizing these 

outcomes into the next cycle of projects (Andrew et al. 2007b).  

With a wealth of information available in the scientific literature, I hope to elucidate how 

projects define and discuss successful outcomes. These findings can have implications for 



 7 

organizations seeking to engage with SSFs projects. Broadly speaking, best practices aim to 

ensure impacts of projects are positive and robust. Organizations are in the process of 

development robust evaluation metrics for fisheries projects, for example, the World Bank’s 

Fisheries Performance Indicators are an attempt to make fisheries projects comparable 

(Anderson et al. 2015). Measuring outcomes in the form of indicators, whether they are 

biological, social or economic, is the scrutiny of recent work and beyond the scope of this study; 

however, there is a wealth of information available in the published literature and gray literature 

for fisheries projects (Blythe et al. 2017). Evaluating these resources is an important step in 

understanding project successes. For fisheries projects, some common indicators of an project’s 

success can include biomass yields in a fishery, increases in landings, or improvements in value 

(Selig et al. 2017). Scholars argue that these evaluation methods are often too narrow, advocating 

instead for more complex methods of evaluating well-being and participation in project 

evaluation (Coulthard, Johnson, and McGregor 2011; Blythe et al. 2017). Furthermore, the push 

for incorporating human rights into conservation objects is apparent in the SSFs sector as well, 

with the emergence of the Volunteer Guidelines for Securing Sustainable SSFs in the Context of 

Food Security and Poverty Eradication (FAO 2015; Roe et al. 2010). These Guidelines mean 

that exploring non-convention understandings of what project success might be, beyond just 

biological or ecological improvements, will be extremely important for any SSFs project.  

Several key variables might influence project success. In other types of environmentally-

focused aid projects, such as forestry biodiversity protection projects, research has identified 

some attributes that might explain project success (Buntaine and Parks 2013). Relevant to SSFs, 

I identified several variables that might influence project success. Firstly, I looked at the type of 

interventions supported by these projects. There has been some exploratory inquiry into the types 

of interventions supported in SSFs project (Basurto et al. 2017), but little systematic research has 

been done to date. The types of activities supporting SSFs can be varied, ranging from buying 

boats to supporting alternative livelihood projects (Basurto et al. 2017). Understanding the types 

of interventions and combinations of different types of interventions around the globe might be 

important for SSFs projects. The second variable of interested I identified was the type of 

organization involved. Studies looking into these questions have not been done for SSFs. To 

summarize, I sought to explore both the type of interventions and the type of organization 
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involved in SSFs development projects across time and geographic space through the scientific 

literature. 

Scaling Up Traditional Interventions 
Traditionally, support for SSFs occurs at the community-level. The depth and breadth of 

research on community-based fisheries management is vast. While these types of projects are 

important, some organizations are interested in the potential to move beyond this community-by-

community, ad-hoc approach towards a strategy that scales up support at larger spatial scales. 

Figure 1 shows a stylized example of how this might work with one area. An important part of 

this study involves looking at large spatial scale projects. That is, looking specifically for 

projects that delivered support to SSFs beyond just the community level. 

 
Figure 1. A stylized schematic from the World Resources Institute for scaling up community-
based fisheries management interventions (World Resources Institute 2008). 

Scaling up community-based management is a contested topic open to criticism. While 

the concept of scaling-up management might be simple, as Figure 1 illustrates, some research has 

criticized this simplistic assumption, instead advocating for more nuanced understandings of the 

complex “cross-scale linkages” involved in community-based management (Berkes, Colding, 

and Folke 2000). I recognize these critiques of scaling-up strategies and advocate that this review 

of the literature might still inform understanding of past efforts. The primary motivation for this 

Master’s Project is to contribute towards understandings of SSFs development projects in an 

effort to help organizations that are currently reformulating their SSFs strategies. As part of a 

larger project working with the Nicholas Institute for Environmental Policy Solution and the 

World Wildlife Fund, I sought to contribute towards identifying pathways to effectively increase 

technical and financial support to SSFs at a large spatial scale as a basis for a new global 

strategy. Specifically, I sought to explore the following research questions: (1) how the literature 

describes and documents large-scale SSFs development projects (2) how and why large-scale 
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fisheries development projects might facilitate successful outcomes, and (3) how impact of these 

large-scale fisheries projects is measured in the literature.   

Methods for Meta-Analysis  
In 2016 the Basurto Lab at Duke University compiled a library of published literature on 

SSFs using search queries on ISI Web of Knowledge and other social science databases. This 

EndNote X7 library has articles relevant to the social-ecological dimensions of SSFs and 

includes 2,721 studies dating from the 1920s to 2016. More information about the SSF Library 

can be found in the report, Strengthening the Governance of Small-scale Fisheries: An Initial 

Assessment of the Theory and Practice (Basurto et al. 2017). I evaluated the published scientific 

literature to identify instances where external groups delivered technical or financial support to 

small-scale fishing communities. The scientific literature can provide a baseline for the type of 

projects undertaken to support SSFs, the level of entry for these projects, and the geographic 

scope of projects. This review attempts to elucidate results, outcomes, and lessons learned from 

external support projects across a variety of geographies with a particular emphasis on projects 

that facilitate positive social or environmental outcomes. It is important to acknowledge that this 

method presents some limitations as many projects are never published about in the literature, 

details on projects might be intentionally excluded from peer-reviewed studies and studies may 

be biased towards English language journals. 

Literature Search 

To begin, I queried the SSFs library using the following words or phrases: “foreign aid,” 

“donor support,” “aid,” “external support,” “foreign donor,” “non-governmental organization,” 

“NGO,” “donor,” “project,” “development project.” Using these search terms on the Basurto 

Lab’s library found over 1400 studies dating from 1923 to 2016; this represents over half of all 

studies in the SSFs library. A critical reading of study abstracts and, when necessary, the text 

body determined if the study was about a project in support of SSFs. Studies are excluded from 

analysis for the following reasons: no project specified, not an external support project, review 

article, basic descriptive research or the article was not relevant to fisheries. From the original 

1,400 studies, 48 described external projects supporting SSFs were used for further analysis in 

this review. A list of the 48 studies is included in Appendix B.  
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From the 48 studies, I collected information on the study, including the title of study, 

journal name, authors, year published, Then I recorded information on the specific project 

described, including the country or countries, global region, as defined by the World Bank, the 

level of intervention, the approximate number of communities that were supported by the 

projects, and the name of the project, if available (Table 1) (World Bank 2017). The level of 

project intervention is categorized into one of the following seven categories: village, 

community, sub-state, national, regional, multi-regional or global. The sub-state category 

included groups of communities, municipalities or recognized sub-units with a national 

government. Regional level refers to studies over more than one country within one of the World 

Bank regions of the world (Bank, 2017). Multi-regional studies include countries in several 

different World Bank regions.   

 
Table 1. Description of the basic information extracted from all of the studies in this meta-
analysis. 

Variable Description 
Basic Article Information  Study Title, Year Published, Authors, & Journal Title 

Country/countries Country or countries where project was implemented  
Region By World Bank Region: Africa, East Asia and Pacific, Europe and Central 

Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean, Middle East and North Africa, 
South Asia 

Level of Intervention The scale of the project and the intended targets of the project: village, 
community, sub-state, national, regional, global 

Name of Project Name of project 
Number of Communities 
Supported 

Community as defined by article, included either village, town, 
communities 

 
Identifying support at a larger spatial scale 

Studies that describe projects covering more than 20 communities were subset from the 

originals, resulting in 33 studies describing projects covering a spatial scale larger than 20 

communities. Communities was defined by either the study itself, or my best interpretation of the 

term. From these 33 studies, I identified additional information on the type of organization 

providing the external support, the type of intervention, project outcomes, and lessons learned. 

Overlapping projects (i.e. studies describing the same project) were combined in this analysis. 

When possible, further research was conducted via Google searches to identify additional project 

details, such as estimate total project costs and length of time.  
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Typology of Organizations 

Studies generally cite more than one external organization; therefore, I recorded both the 

primary and secondary external organization proving the external support. Following the 

typology presented in the Basurto et al. (2017) report, types of organization include academic, 

civil society organization, philanthropy, government aid agency and intergovernmental 

organization. Additionally, I recognized that these studies might not always included all 

organizations involved so the list included in non-exhaustive.  

Typology of Support 

Organizations support SSFs in a variety of ways, Basurto et al (2017) lays out a rough 

framework for the types of support delivered to SSFs: science and research, capacity building, 

bridging support, policy development, policy delivery, alternative livelihoods/compensation for 

reduced fishing, and technology innovations (Basurto et al. 2017, 37). A brief description of each 

intervention type is outlined in Table 2. Projects are often complex undertakings that involve 

more than one type of intervention. Therefore, I recorded both the primary and secondary 

intervention types if the project had more than one.  

 
Table 2. Descriptions and examples of the types of interventions used to support SSFs. 

Type of Support Description 
Technology 
Innovations 

Improving technical aspects of fishery, through commercialization, 
gear, marketing. Or improving technology to monitor the fishery 

Alternative 
Livelihoods 

Economic incentives to move fishers to non-fishing activities 

Policy Delivery Support to management agencies to implement policies 
Policy Development Drafting, designing or otherwise aiding in creating laws, regulations, 

and management plans for fisheries, habitats, or industry standards  
Bridging Support Facilitating information exchange 
Capacity Building Training leadership, ability to produce information, organization, and 

financial sustainability of fishers 
Science and 
Research 

Providing biological and social data information for local 
management purposes. 

 
Evaluation Metrics 

Within each study, I attempted to record how the authors evaluated project success. A 

variety of metrics might be used to evaluated project success, this could include interviews, 

household surveys or both fishery-dependent data, including fisheries landings, or fisheries 
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independent data, such as visual underwater censuses. When available, this information was 

recorded for each study. 

Project Outcomes and Enabling Conditions 

I recorded qualitative description about project outcomes and results, if such information 

was included. Authors were reticent to declare projects successful or unsuccessful but project 

results, outcomes and lessons learned are important aspects of project evaluations and usually 

described in the study. The following variables were recorded for large-scale projects: the type of 

outcome, biological, social or both, and the metrics used for evaluation, lessons learned and 

enabling conditions that might have facilitated project success. Table 2 highlights and describes 

the attributes collected for large-scale external support projects in this review.  

Table 3. Information extracted from studies covering more than 20 communities.  
Variable Description 
Type of external 
organization  

List primary and secondary organization type (academic, civil society 
organization, philanthropy, government aid agency, intergovernmental 
organization) 

Type of interventions  List primary and secondary intervention type (science and research, capacity 
building, bridging support, policy development, policy delivery, alternative 
livelihoods/compensation for reduced fishing, technology innovations) 

Name of organization/s List of top organizations contributing to project 

Results of project Brief synthesis 

Evaluation metric Type of indicator or metrics used for evaluation 

Type of outcome (social, biological/ecological, both) 

Enabling conditions List enabling conditions cited by authors in the study 

Project life cycle phase Which part of the project does the study describe (pre-project, during project, 
post-project) 

Lessons learned Key lessons from the project 

Results 

Global Scan 

The initial scan of the literature for fisheries aid projects identified 48 studies describing 

aid funding for SSFs projects. These studies ranged from 1989 to 2016, which is the last year of 

the Basurto lab SSFs library. Studies prior to 1992 either did not contain relevant information 

about an aid project or were excluded for one of the five reasons cited above. While additional 

studies were detected over time, there is no clear trend of the number of studies published over 

time. 
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Figure 2. The number of studies describing SSF support projects over time. The 
earliest study was published in 1989 and the most recent in 2016 (the conclusion of this 
study). There is no significant difference in the number of studies over time (linear 
regression, p=0.15). 

 
Figure 3. The distribution of 48 studies describing projects supporting SSFs at all scales by 
country and location.  
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Figure 4. The number of studies by region and scale of project. Projects supporting more than 20 
communities are in dark teal. 

Of the 48 studies identified in this review, 24 are located in East Asia and the Pacific, 11 

in Latin America and the Caribbean, 8 in Africa, 3 in South Asia and 2 covered projects on a 

global scale (Figures 3 & 4). No studies are located in North America or Europe. These results 

indicate that studies about external support projects follow the general geographic trends found 

in the small-scale fishery literature (Basurto et al. 2017). Three multi-regional level studies 

(labeled “Multiple” in Figure 1) are East Asia and the Pacific and Africa (Armada 2014), two in 

Africa (Allison and Horemans 2006; Geheb et al. 2007) and one in Latin American and the 

Caribbean (Andraka et al. 2013). One global research project, “Implementing an ecosystem 

approach to fisheries management in small-scale tropical fisheries” covers four countries in Asia 

and Africa (Eriksson et al. 2016). Additionally, a FAO, WorldFish and World Bank-sponsored 

project, “Big Numbers,” provides support via science and research for the global coverage of 

SSFs (de Graaf et al. 2011). 

 
Figure 5. The number of studies by level of intervention across all studies found. 

Projects providing support for SSFs are most commonly implemented at the community 

level (Figure 5). Community-level projects include projects delivering various types of support 

within villages, towns or communities. This is different than village-level projects, which were 

primarily aimed at delivering support to only one village. Of the studies reviewed, sub-state-level 

interventions are the second most common level of project and they covered a wide range of 

scales from multiple towns to provinces or state-level projects. It is important to note that 

financial support provided by each project did not necessarily dictate the spatial scale of support. 
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Some projects cover a large geographic scope but not extensively, such as the People of the 

Tides project in Rio Grande do Norte, Brazil which covered four Brazilian States (Rocha and 

Pinkerton 2015), while other projects work within a handful of communities more extensively, 

such as the Marine Conservation Project for San Salvador Islands in the Philippines (Christie, 

White, and Buhat 1994). 

Large-scale Projects 
Of the 48 studies found in this review, 33 described projects that delivered support to 

more than 20 communities (Figure 3). There were several overlapping projects described in 4 

studies, therefore, there were 30 unique aid projects total (Table 4). The earliest project started in 

1984, was The Philippines Worldwide Collaborative Research Project on Fisheries Co-

management  project (Maliao, Pomeroy, and Turingan 2009). The most recent project was 

initiated in 2011, which was a review “Implementing an ecosystem approach to fisheries (EAF) 

in small-scale tropical marine fisheries” conducted by a joint partnership between the European 

Union, FAO, the Philippine-Australia Community Assistance Program, the World Bank, USAid, 

and WorldFish Organization (Eriksson et al. 2016).  Of the 30 studies, 15 have readily available, 

via Google Web searches for information regarding the approximate length of time for the 

project.  The average length of time for the projects was 6.8 years for those projects with such 

data available (Table 4).  

Estimates on project cost were difficult to track. Few studies cited project cost and 

preliminary research found rough information on costs for 9 out of the 30 projects (Table 4). 

These estimates ranged from US $4 million allocated for the Cambodia Peam Krasaop Wildlife 

Sanctuary Project (Marschke, Lykhim, and Kim 2014) to US $34 Million West Africa 

Sustainable Fisheries Livelihood Program (Allison and Horemans 2006).   
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Table 4. Projects delivering support to SSF at a large spatial scale identified from this review. Projects covered multiple regions 
around the globe at a variety of scales. 

Cod
e 

Project Name Country/Regi
on 

Cost Estimates Start 
Year 

End 
Year 

Time 
(y) 

References 

M1 West Africa Sustainable Fisheries Livelihood Program West Africa US $34 million1 1999 2006 7 (Allison & Horemans, 
2006) 

M1 FAO BigNumbers Project Multiple Unknown 2004 Onward NA (de Graaf et al., 2011) 
B1 Ashurar Beel CBFM Program Bangladesh Unknown 1996 2002 6 (Alam & Begum, 2005) 
B1 Bangladesh CBFM Bangladesh Unknown 1994 2006 12 (Islam et al., 2014), 

(Khan et al., 2012) 
BA1 Barbados Sea Urchin Roe Co-management Project Barbados Unknown Unknow

n 
NA NA (Mahon et al., 2003) 

BR1 Brazil Forum of Patos Lagoon Brazil Unknown 1996 Unkno
wn 

NA (Kalikoski & Satterfield, 
2004) 

BR1 Brazil Mamiraua Sustainable Development Institute Brazil Unknown 1996 Onward NA (Castello et al., 2009) 
BR1 Brazil People of the Tides Project Brazil Unknown 2008 2010 2 (Rocha & Pinkerton, 

2015) 
CA1 Cambodia Peam Krasaop Wildlife Sanctuary Cambodia US $ 4 million2 2000 2012 12 (Marschke et al., 2014)  
M3 UNEP/GEF South China Sea Project East Asia and 

Pacific 
US $ 15.9 million (US 
$ 19.3 million in-
kind) 

1996 2009 13 (Paterson et al., 2013) 

C1 Chilean Government Subsidies Chile US $ 22.55 million 1996 2007 11 (Mondaca-
Schachermayer et al., 
2011) 

I1 India Chilika Lagoon Integrated Management India US $ 12.92 million 2000 NA NA (Ghosh et al., 2006) 
ID1 Indonesia Post-tsunami Community-based Bathymetric 

Survey Project 
Indonesia Unknown 2008 NA NA (Wilson & Linkie, 2012) 

IN2 Indonesia Department for Fisheries and Oceans Livelihood 
Programs 

Indonesia US $ 713,914 2005 2009 4 (Stanford et al., 2014) 

M4 Implementing an ecosystem approach to fisheries (EAF) in 
small-scale tropical marine fisheries 

Multiple 
Regions 

Unknown 2011 2015 4 (Eriksson et al., 2016) 

                                                
1  (Béné and Neiland 2003) 
2 (Chanrith et al. 2015) 
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L1 Laos Environmental Protection and Community 
Development in Siphandone Wetland Project 

Lao PDR Unknown 1993 1999 6 (I. G. Baird & Flaherty, 
2005), (Ian G. Baird, 
2003) 

M5 Coral Triangle Initiative East Asia and 
Pacific 

US $ 132 million + 
2.5 million AUD 

2009 Onward NA (Foale et al., 2013) 

MX1 Mexico Punta Coyote Corridor, Blue Swimming Crab FMP, 
Catch Shares in Corvina Fishery 

Mexico Unknown 2007 Onward NA (Espinosa-Romero et al., 
2014) 

MX2 Mexico (FIFOPESCA) Mexico 250-300 million 
pesos 

Unknow
n 

NA NA (Zalik, 2009) 

M6 Eastern Pacific Regional Sea Turtle Bycatch Program Latin 
America 

Unknown 2004 Unkno
wn 

NA (Andraka et al., 2013) 

N1 Nigeria Micro-finance Schemes Nigeria Unknown Unknow
n 

NA NA (Eyo, 2006) 

P1 The Philippines Sagip Lingayen Gulf Project Philippines Unknown 2002 2007 5 (Cruz-Trinidad et al., 
2009) 

P2 The Philippines Project Seahorse Foundation for Marine 
Conservation 

Philippines Unknown Unknow
n 

NA NA (Samoilys et al., 2007) 

P3 The Philippines Worldwide Collaborative Research Project 
on Fisheries Co-management 

Philippines Unknown 1984 Onward NA (Maliao et al., 2009) 

P4 The Philippines Fisheries Improved for Sustainable Harvest 
(FISH) Project 

Philippines Unknown 2003 2010 7 (Armada, 2014) 

S1 Samoa Fisheries Extension and Training Project Samoa Unknown 1995 2001 6 (Zann, 1999) 
SI1 Solomon Islands Roviana and Vonavona Resource 

Management and Development Program 
Solomon 
Islands 

Unknown 2000 2004 4 (Lauer & Aswani, 2009) 

SK1 South Korea State revitalization project South Korea 206 billion SK won 1994 1997 3 (Cheong, 2003) 
M7 Lake Victoria Fisheries Research Project Tanzania; 

Kenya; 
Uganda 

Unknown 1989 Unkno
wn 

NA (Geheb et al., 2007) 

TH1 Thailand Community-based Fisheries Management in 
Phang-nga Bay 

Thailand Unknown 1995 Onward NA (Nickerson-Tietze, 2000) 
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Geographic Scope of Large-scale Projects 
 

 
Figure 6. Geographic distribution of projects supporting SSF on a large spatial scale. 

Projects delivering support at large spatial scales generally occurred throughout similar 

geographies relative to all projects identified (Figure 6). East Asia and the Pacific had a high 

concentration of studies, centered around Indonesia and the Philippines. Latin America and the 

Caribbean also had a few projects. Two projects were considered global in nature; the FAO 

BigNumbers Project and the Implementing an ecosystem approach to fisheries (EAF) in small-

scale tropical marine fisheries review (Eriksson et al. 2016; de Graaf et al. 2011).  

Typology of Organizations 

Combined, studies listed 56 different organizations that were somehow involved in 

project implementation or execution. Table 5 lists the organizations that are cited in more than 

one project. Of these top organizations, intergovernmental aid organizations and government aid 
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agencies were most common. Additionally, one intergovernmental research group, the 

WorldFish Center appeared a number of studies.  

 
Table 5. The top organizations supporting small-scale fisheries at a large spatial scale. This is a 
non-exhaustive list of partnering organizations that were common across multiple geographies. 
Many other smaller civil society organizations were involved in these projects. 

Organizations Number of Studies 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN (FAO) 7 
WorldFish 6 
USAid 4 
World Bank 4 
Global Environment Facility 3 
UK Department for International Development 3 
United Nations Development Programme 3 
Asian Development Bank 2 
Australia AID Program 2 
International Development Research Center (Canada) 2 
IUCN 2 
MacArthur Foundation 2  

 
Types of Interventions Supported 

 

Figure 7. The number of studies describing projects to support SSF by intervention type.  

Science and research is the most common primary intervention type (Figure 7). This 

finding could be due to the nature of this review, which analyzes peer-review literature only. 
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After science and research, alternative livelihoods, capacity building, and policy development are 

the next most common intervention types. Of the 30 projects, 17 projects also had a secondary 

intervention type, meaning the project had more than one perceived objective or purpose. The 

most common secondary intervention type was policy development, followed by capacity 

building (Figure 7).   

Science and Research 

All of the studies found in this analysis include a science and research component of 

projects. This is most likely an artifact of this analysis; the purpose of peer reviewed literature is 

to communicate research findings. Science and research was the primary focus for 12 of the 34 

studies in this review. Three studies include science and research as a secondary intervention 

type (Figure 7). Key research topics include geospatial habitat mapping (Ghosh, Pattnaik, and 

Ballatore 2006; Lauer and Aswani 2009; Wilson and Linkie 2012), socio-economic surveys 

(Khan, Alam, and Islam 2012), general ecosystem research (Ghosh, Pattnaik, and Ballatore 

2006; Saint-Paul 2006), marine protected areas (Lauer and Aswani 2009; Maliao, Pomeroy, and 

Turingan 2009; Samoilys et al. 2007), distribution of fisheries and fishing effort (de Graaf et al. 

2011; Zann 1999) and socio-cultural dynamics of fishing-dependent communities (Geheb et al. 

2007). Studies often make context specific management recommendations in the discussion 

section of the study. For example, a study looking at wide scale marine protected areas 

effectiveness in the Philippines found that monitoring should happen across multiple sites with 

the protected areas and improvements in fish biomass occur only when enforcement is effective 

(Samoilys et al. 2007). This study contrasts with another study that finds most protected area 

projects in the Philippines collapse at the end of project lifecycle when external partners leave 

highlighting the need to create long-enduring and self-sustaining management systems (Maliao, 

Pomeroy, and Turingan 2009) 

Capacity Building 

While capacity building is an underlying theme in most projects seven studies mobilize 

around capacity building as the primary intervention type and four studies describe capacity 

building as the secondary intervention type (Figure 7). Although one project compares capacity 

building efforts across multiple countries (Eriksson et al. 2016), most projects targeting capacity 

building at the community or sub-state level (Figure 5). Most of the community-level capacity 

building projects promote community-based fisheries management approaches through 
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stakeholder engagement and co-management. For example, see Kalikoski & Satterfiel 2004 and 

Mahon et al. 2003. The immediate outcomes of capacity building projects, as described in the 

studies, are typically consensus building workshops, peer-to-peer exchanges and other forms of 

stakeholder engagement. A few projects work with regional and national government agencies 

on training and skill development (Nickerson-Tietze 2000; Paterson et al. 2013). In some cases, 

addressing SSFs issues requires addressing other periphery issues, such as women’s 

representation, occupational health and safety (Rocha and Pinkerton 2015), institutional 

transparency (Espinosa-Romero et al. 2014), housing and income inequality (Khan, Alam, and 

Islam 2012), literacy and HIV/AIDS awareness (Allison and Horemans 2006).  

This review found that capacity building projects that work within existing governance 

frameworks are often cited as more successful (Nickerson-Tietze 2000) than those that did not 

(Kalikoski and Satterfield 2004). In their review of multiple projects, Eriksson et al. (2016) 

conclude that “Governance transitions to EAF (ecosystem approach to fisheries) or any other 

‘new’ management approach do not occur in an institutional vacuum,” making interventions 

within SSFs complex and multi-dimensional (Eriksson et al. 2016). One example from an FAO-

sponsored project in Phang-nga Bay, Thailand highlights how local fisheries management 

agencies use alternative livelihood strategies and compensation mechanisms to implement a 

push-net ban in the nearshore fishery (Nickerson-Tietze 2000). Due to the open-ended nature of 

this project, managers implemented additional strategies beyond alternative livelihoods such as 

habitat restoration and education to improve uptake of new conservation policies (Nickerson-

Tietze 2000). Inclusion of fishermen as stakeholders in community consultations and project 

workshops is important in facilitating successful project but doing so does not always guarantee 

success. In the Brazilian Patos Lagoon project fishermen attendance at meetings is actually very 

low as the transaction costs of traveling and attending meeting are too high for small-scale 

fishermen (Kalikoski and Satterfield 2004). Capacity building requires ongoing efforts over a 

long timescale that can often outlast project lifecycles. Therefore, peer-review studies can only 

provide a snapshot of capacity building successes and failures. Furthermore, efforts over large 

spatial scales require extensive goal harmonization between donors, advisors and local 

participants (Nickerson-Tietze 2000) and external institutions must be transparent about their 

goals, objectives, and finances or conflict can arise between competing expectations (Espinosa-

Romero et al. 2014). 
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Alternative Livelihoods 

Studies acknowledge that alternative livelihood projects should be tailored to both socio-

economic (Allison and Horemans 2006) and biophysical (Islam, Yew, and Viswanathan 2014) 

contexts of the project scope. Of alternative livelihood projects in this review, several are geared 

towards the national or regional level, although sub-state and community-level interventions did 

occur (Figure 5). These projects did not necessary target SSFs but instead encompassed other 

types of non-SSFs interventions, such as adult literacy or HIV/AIDS awareness (Allison and 

Horemans 2006). The outcomes of alternative livelihoods projects are mixed. In a South Korean 

government-sponsored project authors found that that funds delivered directly to fisheries 

cooperative were not efficiently used because cooperative leaders do not have the business skills 

necessary to run alternative income generating activities (Cheong 2003). Additionally, projects 

should have a realistic vision of the length of time necessary for alternative livelihood projects. 

Of the studies in this review, projects promoted aquaculture and tourism industries most 

frequently. The authors note however that developing new tourism markets can take 5 to 10 

years which is substantially longer than the typical time horizon of projects (Cheong 2003; Cruz-

Trinidad, Geronimo, and Alino 2009; Marschke, Lykhim, and Kim 2014; Zalik 2009). 

Significant barriers exist for fishermen wishing to leave fishing for other livelihoods (Cruz-

Trinidad, Geronimo, and Alino 2009). Some studies cite outright failures of government-

sponsored livelihood projects due to preexisting socioeconomic conditions. For example, a 

project to develop aquaculture for Mexican small-scale fishermen displaced by oil rigs in the 

Gulf of Mexico failed due to pressure from internal livelihood demands (Zalik 2009). This 

project, it should be noted, was actually the result of a structural adjustment program, another 

type of foreign direct power that might complicate the inclusion of this project into the same type 

of external support evaluated in this study. On the other hand, some alternative livelihood 

projects are successful, such as a project in Cambodia aimed at improving mangrove habitat that 

generated positive social outcomes due to successful efforts to promote eco-tourism and 

recreational fishing charters (Marschke, Lykhim, and Kim 2014). However, monitoring and 

enforcement of tourism and related activities is still a problem for this area. Alternative 

livelihood projects tend to succeed in instances with strong local leadership (Marschke, Lykhim, 

and Kim 2014) and when external organizations partner with a local non-governmental 

organization (Alam and Begum 2005). 
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Government subsidies in a few projects in Chile, Korea and Ghana have mixed results for 

the fishing communities engaged. Generally, subsidies are not delivered where most needed and 

tend to concentrate around urban centers. For example, subsidies in Chilean fisheries created 

competition between communities receiving aid (Cheong 2003; Mondaca-Schachermayer et al. 

2011). In the case of Ghana, subsidies negatively influenced the ability for government agencies 

to manage fisheries (Acquay 1992). In contrast, one author points to some successful aspects of 

subsidies. In Korean coastal towns subsidies facilitate significant investments in ports, docks and 

processing plants (Cheong 2003). In the Chilean example, authors find that the type of subsidy is 

important; those geared towards improving working conditions, as opposed to just buying 

capital, creating positive social outcomes for communities (Mondaca-Schachermayer et al. 

2011).   

Policy Development and Policy Delivery 

Policy development projects typically include drafting, revising or implementing 

management frameworks, fishery management plans, critical fish habitats plans, and labor/well-

being standards. Moreover, almost all projects found in this review involve some component of a 

policy issue. Therefore, projects are only labelled policy delivery projects if the primary purpose 

was drafting new plans. Table 3 highlights key activities that are common among projects that 

deal with policy delivery, including drafting management plans, implementing protected areas, 

gear restrictions and seasonal restrictions.  

Table 6. Common types of policy delivery activities found in projects. 

Activity References 
Drafting or amending fishery 
management plans 

(Alam & Begum, 2005; Ian G. Baird, 2003; Geheb, Medard, Kyangwa, & 
Lwenya, 2007; Paterson et al., 2013; Zann, 1999) 

Protected Areas (Armada, 2014; Ian G. Baird, 2003; I. G. Baird & Flaherty, 2005; Zann, 1999) 
Gear Restrictions (Alam & Begum, 2005; Ian G. Baird, 2003; Nickerson-Tietze, 2000; Zann, 

1999) 
Seasonal Restrictions (Armada, 2014; Ian G. Baird, 2003) 
Habitat restoration (Marschke, Lykhim, & Kim, 2014) 

Community consultation 
(committees, meetings, 
stakeholder engagement) 

(Alam & Begum, 2005; Ian G. Baird, 2003; I. G. Baird & Flaherty, 2005; 
Nickerson-Tietze, 2000) 

 
Projects involving external civil society organizations or international aid agencies 

require transparency (Espinosa-Romero et al. 2014), a recognition of larger political issues 

(Foale et al. 2013), a working relationship with preexisting institutions, such as a national NGO 
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(Alam and Begum 2005), and an understanding of the multi-level scales of governance 

conditions (Armada 2014). While this is true across all intervention types, it is particularly 

important for policy delivery. Additionally, continued donor support and strong local leadership 

make for a higher likelihood of success among large-scale projects (Marschke, Lykhim, and Kim 

2014). Several projects also utilize traditional ecological knowledge and the role that traditional 

ecological knowledge played in stakeholder engagement and drafting management plans (Ian G. 

Baird 2003; I. G. Baird and Flaherty 2005). Two studies highlight the advantages of working 

within a homogenous, small community of resource users (Ian G. Baird 2003; Mahon et al. 

2003). Additionally, authors advise that effective policy solutions to small-scale fishery 

management problems require a complex mixture of solutions and not a one-size-fits-all 

management approach (Foale et al. 2013). Another study on community-based management in 

Lake Victoria’s fisheries found that management plans focusing too much on the biological 

aspects of fisheries management to the detriment of social aspects tend to fail as a result of low 

stakeholder buy-in (Geheb et al. 2007).  

Technology Innovations  

Several studies describe technology innovations in fisheries management but primarily at 

the research and development stage. For example, in one study researchers gave handheld global 

positioning units to small-scale fishing vessels for participatory mapping (Wilson and Linkie 

2012) another study looks at the deployment of new hook technology to reduce sea turtle bycatch 

in the Eastern Pacific longline fisheries (Andraka et al. 2013). A Review of the Department of 

Fisheries and Marine Resources in Indonesia finds that projects usually increase capacity of 

fisheries through increasing the physical capital of the fishery, although this does not lead to 

universally positive outcomes (Stanford et al. 2014). In general, the lack of studies looking at 

technology innovations suggests that projects improving technical aspects of fisheries are not 

reviewed in the scientific literature or not at a scale large enough to be included in this review.  

Bridging Support 

Bridging support does not emerge as a dominant theme from this analysis (Figure 5). 

Several studies did discuss secondary intervention activities that include bridging support. The 

Canadian International Development Agency conducts peer-to-peer exchanges over five 

protected areas in four Brazilian states (Rocha and Pinkerton 2015) and workshops on fisheries 

management in Phang-nga Bay, Thailand brings together multiple NGOs, the FAO, scientists 
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and fishermen as part of a larger project on community-based fisheries management (Nickerson-

Tietze 2000). Multiple other studies describe projects that bridge support between stakeholders; 

however, their primary focus is often capacity building or policy development. More research is 

needed to identify if bridging support is an important and emerging aspect of all SSF projects on 

a large scale.  

Evaluation Metrics 
Few studies specifically label projects as successful or unsuccessful, although one study 

does label a Mexican Secretary of Agriculture-sponsored project to fund the conversation of 

fishermen to aquaculture-based livelihoods as unsuccessful (Zalik 2009). Typically, authors 

highlight parts of complex projects that are successful or unsuccessful. Studies might also cite 

initial successes of projects but then call for longer term evaluation as projects age. This can be 

seen in the Samoa Fisheries Extension and Training Project funded by the Australian Aid Project 

which records several successes in drafting inshore fisheries management plans after years of 

extensive biological and economic research in Samoan fisheries (Zann 1999). Due to the 

complex nature of policy development and implementation, project goals and objectives might 

continue long after a peer-reviewed study; therefore, it is understandable that authors remain 

hesitant to declare outright successes and failures.  
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Figure 8.  The number of studies in evaluating projects by the type of outcome measured, social, 
biological or both and a list of the various types of methods used to evaluate projects.    

In general processes of developing policies, implementing strategies and delivering 

support to small scale fisheries utilize extensive community and stakeholder participation, 

scoping interviews, surveys, and policy analysis. Of the studies in this review, 10 include some 

form of interview, focus group, or perceptions data. Seven studies rely on qualitative descriptions 

of the policy process to detail project success. This could include qualitative descriptions of new 

fishery management plans or community consultations as well as the number of new gear 

restrictions or spatial closures. Figure 8 shows a review of the metrics authors use in the studies.  

Enabling Success 

Despite intense interest in the enabling conditions for successful project this data is 

somewhat difficult to obtain. Of the 34 studies about large scale projects only 15 include some 

information on potential enabling conditions. A summary of these can be found in Table 7. Six 

studies cite the importance of local ecological knowledge and fishing communities with a long 

history of local management as key for project success (Ian G. Baird 2003; I. G. Baird and 

Flaherty 2005; Castello et al. 2009; Stanford et al. 2014; Wilson and Linkie 2012; Zann 1999). 

Several studies also emphasize how partnering with NGOs already working in the region 

Method Number 
of 

Studies 
Interviews (expert, general, focus 
groups, snow ball) 

10 

Policy metrics (number of policies, 
policy formation process) 

7 

Socio-economic surveys/livelihoods 
analysis 

6 

Biological monitoring 5 
Qualitative project description 5 
Literature review 3 
Policy analysis 3 
Participant observation 2 
Catch perceptions 3 
Landings data 2 
Government reports 2 
Coral Reef Resilience Index 1 
Sustainable Livelihoods Framework 1 
Participatory Diagnostic Framework 1 
Performance indicators for MPAs 1 
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cultivates effective relationships and contributes to project success (Armada 2014; Espinosa-

Romero et al. 2014; Nickerson-Tietze 2000, 2000). Unsurprisingly, projects promoting co-

management that are located in areas with strong government support of fisheries management 

tend to be successful (Kalikoski and Satterfield 2004; Rocha and Pinkerton 2015). Overall, 

strong institutions, whether local communities or national governments create conditions 

favorable to external projects.  

Table 7.  Some enabling conditions recorded in studies across study regions and intervention 
types. 

Enabling conditions Primary 
Intervention 
Type 

Reference 

Working with existing initiatives in the region facilitates successful 
projects 

Policy 
development 

(Armada, 2014) 

Reform efforts supported by the federal fisheries agency Capacity 
building 

(Kalikoski & Satterfield, 
2004) 

Government has recognized that fisheries and natural and human 
systems; characteristics of the benthic resource aided in co-
management approach 

Capacity 
building 

(Rocha & Pinkerton, 
2015) 

Groups already working in the region have local knowledge of 
ecological conditions of the fishery 

Capacity 
building 

(Nickerson-Tietze, 
2000) 

Stakeholders heavily dependent on fisheries across all sites Capacity 
building 

(Eriksson et al., 2016) 

History of traditional management system and strong leadership 
within communities 

Science and 
Research 

(Wilson & Linkie, 2012) 

Large number of groups (NGOs, CSO, government agencies) 
involved in process 

Science and 
research 

(Ghosh, Pattnaik, & 
Ballatore, 2006) 

Local ecological knowledge helpful; the communities relatively 
homogeneous 

Policy 
development 

(Ian G. Baird, 2003) 

Long history of community conservation and land/sea 
management 

Science and 
Research 

(Zann, 1999) 

Long history of traditional ecological knowledge Policy 
development 

(I. G. Baird & Flaherty, 
2005) 

Existing management institutions in Chile is fairly effective Alternative 
livelihoods 

(Mondaca-
Schachermayer et al., 
2011) 

NGOs have a long history of working in these regions,  Policy 
development 

(Espinosa-Romero, 
Rodriguez, Hudson 
Weaver, Villanueva-
Aznar, & Torre, 2014) 

Institutional memory of previous attempts to establish new 
management; history of traditional ecological knowledge 

Capacity 
building 

(Castello, Viana, 
Watkins, Pinedo-
Vasquez, & Luzadis, 
2009) 

Small homogenous island and few participants in the fishery; 
widespread consensus about the causes and solutions for decline 
in fishery 

Capacity 
building 

(Mahon, Almerigi, 
McConney, Parker, & 
Brewster, 2003) 
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Some communities had stronger social cohesion; successful 
initiatives had leaders who were part of the communities; local 
history social cooperation  

Technology 
innovations 

(Stanford, Wiryawan, 
Bengen, 
Febriamansyah, & 
Haluan, 2014) 

Discussion 
Typology Synthesis 

 
Figure 9. A heat map of the number of studies describing projects supporting SSF by level of 
intervention and the type of organization. 

 
Figure 10. A heat map of studies by level of project intervention and type of intervention. 

 
The heat map in Figure 9 shows the level of intervention by organization type for each 

project analyzed. Civil society organizations delivered support most frequently at the 

community-level. This is consistent with conclusions from the Oak Report, Strengthening 

Governance of SSFs (Basurto et al. 2017). In contrast, government aid agencies most often 

deliver support at the sub-state level, covering multiple towns and jurisdiction or provinces 

within a national government (Figure 9). Examples of sub-state level interventions include the 

International Development Fund’s microfinance schemes across the Akwa Ibom State in Nigeria 

(Eyo 2006) or the Canadian International Development Agency’s People of the Tides Project in 

coastal Brazil (Rocha and Pinkerton 2015). Regional-level interventions are often supported by 

intergovernmental organizations, such as FAO (Allison and Horemans 2006),  the Asian 

Development Bank (Foale et al. 2013) or the Global Environmental Facility.  Several articles that 

are published in the literature discuss the same or similar projects in the South China Sea 

program funded by the Global Environmental Facility (Armada 2014; Paterson et al. 2013), 

potentially leading to overrepresentation of this project for this review.  However, no other direct 

cross-listing projects are identified. National-level interventions are evenly represented across 
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multiple types of organization and only one global project, the FAO Big Numbers Project, is 

found in this review (Figure 6).  

Addressing the Research Questions 

In this Master’s Project, I sought to explore the following research questions: (1) how the 

literature describes and documents large-scale SSFs development projects (2) how and why 

large-scale fisheries development projects might facilitate successful outcomes, and (3) how 

impact of these large-scale fisheries projects is measured in the literature. The geographic scope 

of past aid projects described in the literature follows the wider trends of the geographic scope of 

the SSFs literature in general, with an emphasis on East Asia and the Pacific and Latin America. 

The high number of studies in East Asia and the Pacific was skewed by several high-profile 

projects in the Philippines and Indonesia. Furthermore, despite large numbers of SSFs in Africa, 

few studies described projects in this region (FAO 2018), representing an opportunity for further 

research and analysis of projects in this region. For this study, little details on the quantity and 

scope of the financial value of these SSFs projects.  

Answering the second two research questions, on how and why fisheries development 

projects might facilitate successful outcomes and how these outcomes are measured, it becomes 

difficult to elucidate through just the scientific literature alone. However, one key observation 

does emerge from this analysis; social outcomes matter. Social outcomes are of interest in many 

of the projects found; 27 of the 30 projects sought to evaluate social outcomes. Evaluations 

varied across projects, with some emphasis on interviews and socio-economic surveys. Specific 

interview methods included key informant interviews, focus group discussions, household-level 

questionnaires. For a few household-level questionnaires, respondents were identified via a 

snowball method or government databases and sample sizes ranged from 48 households 

(Kalikoski and Satterfield 2004) to 1,632 households (Cruz-Trinidad, Geronimo, and Alino 

2009). Additionally, in a few studies, authors relied on key informant interviews with sample 

size from 16 (Stanford et al. 2014) to 20 individuals (Marschke, Lykhim, and Kim 2014).  

It is important to note that only three studies found in this review exclusively evaluated 

biological or ecological outcomes associated with SSFs development projects. The lack of 

common evaluation metrics throughout these studies hinders direct cross-project comparisons. I 

suspect that evaluations and allocations for evaluations are dictated by organizational priorities 

and funding capacity. More robust project evaluations could be possible within SSFs 
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development projects if there were appropriate incentives to utilize similar techniques. However, 

future work is needed to determine how this might be operationalized among the many different 

organizations and NGOs involved with SSFs development projects.  

Authors did not describe projects as successful or unsuccessful but instead rely on a suite 

of information about projects to describe trends and activities in the projects. Comparing success 

between projects is difficult because these projects involve a variety of implementing 

organizations. Some other environmental aid project evaluations have relied on standardized 

institution-based evaluations, such as the World Bank Independent Evaluation Group reports 

(Buntaine and Parks 2013). These types of institutional evaluations might be useful for SSF 

projects as well. Uniform metrics, such as the Fisheries Performance Indicators, might also 

helpful when comparing across projects from different organizations (Anderson et al. 2015; Chu 

et al. 2017). The metrics used for evaluation and the types of outcomes that are tested for will 

ultimately depend on the objectives of the implementing organization and; therefore, will vary 

organization by organization. Researchers are attempting to quantify social changes resulting 

from management interventions, particularly when biological and ecology changes are difficult 

or even impossible to detect. Furthermore, this study is also limited in scope as it only includes 

the scientific SSFs literature up to 2016. Since then the number of studies about SSFs has 

increased drastically. Further research can incorporate this vast, growing body of literature. 
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