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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1.1       Background 
The ‘Tackling Poverty in Pakistan’s Coastal communities  through Sustainable 
livelihoods Project’  is scheduled to run from March 2003 to  Feb 2007 (4 years), 
financed by the European Union and WWF-UK and implemented by WWF-Pakistan.  
This document is the external mid-term review of the project, conducted at the end of 
the third year, which unfortunately leaves little time for the implementation of some 
of the recommendations.  However it is clear that programmes to tackle poverty and 
natural resource management will continue in coastal areas, some with the 
involvement of WWF-P, and that the findings and recommendations from this report 
will be useful in informing this future work. 
 
The Overall Objective is – ‘Coastal communities with improved livelihood through 
sustainable natural resource use’ .  This is to be achieved through two Specific 
Objectives: 
1. Mangroves and fisheries of four communities, comprising 29,000 people, being 

managed sustainably, while providing natural resources, income and food to all 
wealth classes of the community. 

2. Coastal communities better able to advocate against threats to their livelihoods 
and for better services, through increased organisation and improved links to 
District Government, Micro-finance Institutions (MFIs) and advocacy platforms. 

 
1.2 Results 
 
Result 1 - Local communities, in collaboration with Fisher ies Depar tments, 
enforcing community agreed sustainable fishing practices. 
This is a critical area - unsustainable and illegal fishing practices are spreading and 
undermining coastal livelihoods. The project has achieved an estimated 30% of this 
result by the end of year 3 and 50% is possible by EOP (End of Project).  Progress is 
being made in agreeing sustainable rules in Sandspit and some in Sonmiani, although 
here the situation is more difficult with many ‘outsider’  fishermen and vested interests 
involved.  Traditional systems are reported to be working relatively well in Kalmat.  
The situation remains critical and unsustainable in Keti Bunder and the wider Indus 
Delta – both due to external issues such as lack of freshwater and lack of community 
involvement in setting and enforcing rules.  In all four areas the involvement of the 
Fisheries Department has so far been weak.  Fish catch and size monitoring has begun 
with some community participation, but has not yet been analysed and so far there is 
little community ownership of the results. 
 
Result 2 - Value added to the catch of 3,000 poor  fisher -folk by reduced reliance 
on informal extor tionate finance and marketing channels. 
A study on catch value added has been completed and an MFI was given exposure in 
Sandspit.  Some road improvements have improved marketing (and undermined 
original ideas about a coldstore) - but this is not due to the project.  In practical terms 
the project has not yet achieved any significant outcomes in this results area.  The 
market chain and indebtedness situation is a complex issue.  MFI’s have limited 
interest in working in areas of high transaction cost, high risk and low turnover – 
although conditions may be favourable in Sonmiani, which should be tested.  The 
value added/market chain/indebtedness studies undertaken to date by the project were 
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completed late and are not of sufficient depth to develop clear strategies for 
intervening in this very difficult area – time is now running out.  It is recommended 
that the project concentrate in the final year on building a solid understanding of the 
socio-economic constraints faced by poor fisher-folk and in identifying practical 
strategies for addressing these in future interventions in coastal areas.   
 
Result 3 - 8,000 ha of mangroves under  sustainable management including 200ha 
replanted and 400ha of previously threatened mangroves showing evidence of 
recovery. 
This is expected to be 75% achieved by the EOP with community management plans 
under development in three sites.  A study completed by the project, but covering the 
period before the project began, shows mangrove cover increasing in three sites, but 
decreasing in the Indus Delta; there is no remote sensing data yet for the project 
period, but local monitoring suggests continuing stable or improving situation in three 
sites and a more mixed situation at Keti Bunder.  Of the 200 Ha likely to be planted 
about 100 has been successfully established, and the area showing signs of recovery is 
likely to be over 400 ha.  Although mangrove planting is not generally cost effective 
compared to sustainable management, especially in areas where mangroves are 
already increasing or stable, it is considered useful as a way of raising community 
awareness.  Spontaneous spread of fuel-efficient stoves has been very limited. 
 
Result 4 - Policies adopted and implemented at a Federation, Provincial and 
Distr ict level that are more favourable to the sustainable livelihoods of coastal 
mangrove dependent communities. 
Advocacy has been in collaboration with other organisations, including the Pakistan 
Fisher-folk Forum.  The project has facilitated the involvement of community 
members in a number of consultations on policy by government, with some success, 
and has started to establish consultation as a recognised practice.  There has been 
some analysis of fisheries ‘ legislation’ , there has been little analysis of ‘practice’  (e.g. 
lack of enforcement of fishing regulation). A clear set of advocacy priorities and 
strategy has not yet been produced and as a result advocacy by the project has tended 
to be reactive.  
 
Result 5 - Four  communities with strong organisational capacity, involving men 
and women, young and old and different wealth groups.  Community 
organisations taking action to suppor t livelihood development, encourages 
service development and manages the mangroves and fisher ies on which their  
livelihoods are based. 
The achievement of the indicators for this result currently range from 50-80% and are 
likely to reach 75-90% by the end of the project.  Vibrant CBOs have been supported 
in Sandspit and Sonmiani, with leaders involved in planning, advocacy and with 
increased understanding of NRM; but less progress has been made in Keti Bunder and 
Kalmat, which are newer areas of WWF-P intervention.  Village development 
planning is underway - it is important that it is owned by the whole community and 
there are opportunities for linking it more clearly into local government 
decentralisation in order to access sustainable funding and build wider ownership.  
The projects has ensured that women are included in the activities and tried to employ 
both women and men fieldworkers. 
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Result 6 - Lessons learnt from the project analysed, documented and 
communicated widely. 
This result area is likely to be largely completed by the EOP.  Good links have been 
made with other organisations working along the coast, the Project Advisory 
Committee has created links with some of the key players and the project has been 
used by interns and researchers.  There has been considerable media coverage of the 
issues the project is dealing with.  So far international linkages have been weak.  
Perhaps the most important constraint is however, that lack of progress in some of the 
other results areas, particularly 1 &  2, means that the key lessons are not yet available 
to be analysed, documented and communicated – however progress can be made on 
this in the final year of the project. 
 
 
1.3 Key Issues 
 
The project design was clearly ambitious.  A major problem has been that some of the 
key background research was not conducted to a satisfactory standard right at the start 
of the project – this has left the project without clear strategies of how to achieve the 
results expected.  This highlights the need to use the logframe and project timetable as 
an active management tool. 
 
The project was clearly letdown by some of its consultants – WWF-P need to improve 
its capacity to commission and monitor consultancy contracts. 
 
WWF-P has made more progress in the areas it was already familiar with – such as 
raising awareness about natural resources, planting mangroves and forming CBOs to 
partner in small-scale, yet important, community initiatives.  The newer issues for 
WWF-P, such as improving fisheries income, addressing market injustices and 
intervening in indebtedness issues have proved more intractable.  WWF-P needs to 
consider how it tackles these type of issues in future, and to consider working in 
partnership with organisations experienced in this sector. 
 
While vibrant CBOs do now exist, and many activities of the project have been 
carried out in a participatory manner, there is still a need for greater ‘ownership’  at 
both community level and within local government.  The original concept of local 
forest and fisheries departments being full and active partners in the project has not 
yet been achieved. 
 
Overall the objectives of the project will only partly be achieved in the remaining 
year.  However if real progress is made in completing the knowledge base, the project 
will bequeath a lasting legacy to future programming in Pakistan’s coastal areas.  This 
will require considerable rigour in insisting on timely outputs of sufficient quality. 
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1.4 Recommendations 
 

 Recommendations Resp1. Time 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE PROJECT TEAM 
6.1a Specific Objective – the two specific objectives should be united into a 

single specific objective concentrating on improvements in NR 
management and increased capacity and knowledge to improve 
livelihood, services and policy in future. 

PM/EU  April  
2006 

6.2b Result 2 – this should be reformulated to concentrate on developing 
strategies to improve livelihoods, which is more realistic than expecting 
measurable livelihood change in the remaining year of the project. 

PM/EU  April  
2006 

6.2c Result, Indicator and Activity Revision- small changes should be made 
in the results, indicators and activity definitions to reflect project 
experience and what is possible by the end of the project. 

PM/EU  April  
2006 

6.2a Household survey – complete a statistically rigorous household survey 
covering livelihood characteristics, income, debt and resource use  

PM August   
2006 

6.2b Debt, middlemen and market chain study – this needs to cover both 
social and economic aspects and can build on the value added report and 
household survey data.  It should be specific to different sites and 
differentiate between different wealth groups (e.g. fish labourers, small 
boat owners, large boat owners, multiple boat owners).  It should also 
include the situation of ‘outsiders’  such as Bengali fisherfolk. The 
economic analysis should include an analysis of risk and transaction 
costs of the middlemen in determining whether profit levels are 
reasonable or extortionate.  The social side should look at any non-
commercial benefits received by borrowers and also the political and 
patronage relations. 

PM June  
2006 

6.2c Strategies for fishing income intervention – Use the ‘debt, middlemen 
and market chain’  study to develop some practical strategies for 
intervening to improve fishing livelihoods for the poorer fishing 
households.  This should include a literature search of strategies tried 
elsewhere. If appropriate some limited pilot testing of strategies could be 
undertaken. 

PM June  
2006 

6.2d Alternative incomes – conduct simple business analysis of a few 
promising alternative livelihoods to fishing, including the numbers of 
potential beneficiaries, market potential, return to investment etc. 

PM June  
2006 

6.2e Updated mangrove cover  – Repeat the mangrove study using 2006 
satellite imagery to assess change during the life of the project.  Use field 
experience, including the results of community based monitoring and 
community opinions to interpret the reason for any changes and the 
consequences of this for future programming. 

PM Dec  
2006 

6.2f Stove Technology – with other promoters of improved stoves, undertake 
a thorough review of the degree of spontaneous adoption, including 
participation of adopters and non-adopters. Come to a conclusion of the 
likelihood of spontaneous spread of the technologies and make 
recommendations for future action. 

PM/  Partners May  
2006 

6.3a Advocacy strategy –use the existing analysis on legislation, the new 
market chain study, experience of practice gained during the project and 
studies by other organisations to develop a clear prioritisation of the 
legislative, policy and practice changes needed for sustainable and 

PM July  
2006 

                                                
1 These column allocating a person responsible and a timetable for implementation of each 
recommendation (in line with recommendation 6.9) has been left for the project to fill-in 
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 Recommendations Resp1. Time 
improved poor fisher-folk livelihoods.  Develop a multi-stakeholder 
strategy for achieving these changes and ensure that communities get 
feedback on the results of their advocacy efforts. 

6.4a Decentralisation opportunities – link community organizations, CCBs 
and community planning more closely with decentralized local 
government structures and funding available through these for civil 
society initiatives. 

PM/ Project 
team 

October  
2006 

6.4b Community ownership of planning and monitor ing – ensure 
community ownership of local plans by greater use of local language and 
better integration into existing political/institutional structures.  Ensure 
community leadership, analysis and communication of fish-catch and 
mangrove monitoring. 

PM/ 
Project team 

Contin 
-uing till  
end of  
project 

6.4c Involvement of fishery and forestry officers – use advocacy and 
training to get greater involvement of local fishery and forestry officers 
in the NR planning and supporting the local community in enforcement 
of rules. 

PM / Project 
Team 

Contin- 
uing till  
end of  
project 

6.5a Sustainable fishing strategies – should concentrate on practical and 
achievable actions, learning from and documenting both successes and 
failures.  This is an area that requires maximum engagement in the final 
year of the project. 

PM/ Project 
Team 

Sept  
2006 

6.8 Microfinance – an existing specialist MFI should be encouraged to 
operate in Sonmiani.  the existing savings group should be supported and 
monitored in Sandspit.   

PM Contin 
-uing till  
end of  
project 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO WWF-P (INCLUDING THE PROJECT TEAM) 
6.2d Monitor ing indicators – WWF-P projects should follow a monitoring 

plan to ensure they are collecting the required data for monitoring 
logframe indicators. In the coastal project additional data needs to be 
collected and analysed before the final evaluation. 

CD/PM Contin- 
uing  

6.2g Best use of studies – studies should not be used as ends in themselves.  
Once a study draft is complete, project managers should assess whether 
the purpose of the study has been achieved (quality and content control), 
whether additional information is required and what the implications of 
the results are for the project and how the study will be used and 
publicised. 

CD/PM Cont- 
inuing 

6.3b Fishfarming - WWF-P should ensure it is well informed about the issues 
of fishfarming and the environment, particularly prawn culture, so as to 
be able to advocate effectively for environmentally friendly and 
sustainable practices. 

CEO/PM By Dec 06 

6.6a Better contracting  – WWF-P must be rigorous in defining the ToR, 
quality and timing standards for commissioned research and apply 
adequate sanctions when these are not met.  Consultancy contracts, 
particularly with untested consultants, should be commissioned 
transparently and in manageable chunks, so that underperformance can 
be identified early and remedial action taken.  Consultants should know 
that follow-on contracts will only be offered after successful completion 
of the first part. 

CEO/PM Cont- 
inuing  

6.6b Better timekeeping  – WWF-P should adhere to the timetable within the 
project design and recognise the need for adequate research and strategy 
completion in the early stages of a project in order to plan interventions 
on a clear knowledge base with clear priorities. There need to be clear 
systems for identifying those components which are behind schedule in 

CD/PM Cont- 
inuing  
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 Recommendations Resp1. Time 
internal and external reporting. The mid-term evaluation should not be 
delayed. 

6.6c Working with consultants – it may often be desirable for WWF staff 
members to work with an external consultant – as part of capacity 
building and to build relations with local communities.  It may also help 
to identify problems of quality at an early stage. 

PM Cont- 
inuing  

6.7 Building staff capacity – project start-up should include a training needs 
assessment of the new team and a plan to address these needs. It is 
important that male, as well as female staff, learn about gender  There are 
enormous opportunities for learning about the realities of local 
livelihoods by accompanying them during key activities, such as fishing 
trips and firewood collection.  There are also opportunities for learning 
from other WWF coastal and delta projects in other countries. 

HR/PM Cont- 
inuing  

6.9 An evaluation matr ix - should be used to ensure clear responsibility and 
follow-up for timely implementation of recommendations 

CD/PM Cont- 
inuing  

 
RECOMMENDATIONS TO WWF-UK 
6.10 WWF-UK support – WWF-UK should provide systematic support, 

including technical feedback on reports, monitoring outputs for 
timeliness and quality, and ensuring evaluations are commissioned on 
time. 

JM Until the 
end of the 
project 
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2. BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 Project Context 
Pakistan has about 1000km of coastline and there are over a million people living in 
coastal communities dependent on the marine and coastal natural resources for their 
livelihoods.  It is estimated that there are more than 300,000 people engaged directly 
in the fisheries sector. There are 27 fishing villages along the Balochistan coast and 
38 along Sindh, in addition to those based in coastal towns and cities. The coastal 
villages tend to be among the poorest and least served by infrastructure and social 
services.  
 
The natural resources on which coastal communities depend are considered to be 
under severe threat.  The number and efficiency of the fishing fleet has risen 
dramatically in recent years2.  Fish landings rose rapidly until the mid 1990s but have 
since reached a plateau, despite increases in fleet capacity.  Although data on 
maximum sustainable yield and catch composition is incomplete there are indications 
of species change and an increase in juvenile catch – this is backed up by fisher folk 
opinions.  Key experts predict a catastrophic stock collapse. Reasons for the threat 
are: 
� � Over-fishing by the increase in number and efficiency of the fishing fleet; 
� � Damaging fishing practices using illegal nets - catching juvenile fish, damaging 

breeding habitats and polluting with the discarded fish by-catch; 
� � Decline in mangroves from reduced freshwater discharges, grazing, cutting and 

pollution; 
� � Pollution from the shore and from boats. 
 
Open access to fishing grounds complicates efforts to develop community fishing 
managements. Prejudice against ‘outsiders’ , principally those considered Bangladeshi 
‘ illegal’  immigrants, who may however be hired by locally powerful large boat 
owners, is an additional complicating factor.  Existing fishing laws tend not to be 
enforced by under-resourced or corrupt fishery officials. 
 
Coastal communities are dependent on the open sea and the creeks and lagoons, the 
latter particularly when the sea is rough.  Mangroves are important as spawning 
grounds for fish, as a protection to coastal villages from storms and as a source of fuel 
and fodder.  Healthy mangrove swamps, lagoons and mudflats are also important for 
biodiversity – particularly for migratory birds, and provide opportunities for future 
eco-tourism.  Research for the project shows that in the period before the project 
mangroves were being lost in the Indus delta but increasing at the sites on the 
Balochistan coast. 
 
The coastal villages of the Indus Delta have already seen a catastrophic livelihood 
collapse due to the upstream use of irrigation water destroying their previously 
thriving agriculture.  This has lead to forced migration of many, with the remainder 
turning to fishing for livelihood survival.   
 
The relationship between fish labourers, boat owners, money lenders and the market 
is complex and varied.  There is considerable wealth and power differentiation, with 

                                                
2 WWF 2005 – Study on value added to the catch of fisher folk 
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many considering that the system is unfair on the labourers and the smaller boat 
owners.  Most fishermen are in debt to middlemen who act as both money-lenders and 
marketing agents.  This is a patron-client relation in which the moneylender not only 
provides the capital equipment such as boats and nets, but also the day-to-day running 
costs towards food and fuel for each fishing trip (and may also lend money for family 
emergencies such as illness).  In return the fisherman agrees to sell all his catch to the 
middleman – receiving a guaranteed and ‘hassle-free’  market, but at lower price than 
the open market – deductions are made from outstanding loans before payment is 
made to the fisherman. 
 
Recent road improvements has reduced the isolation and improved marketing 
opportunities, and are said to have reduced the need for cold storage. However the 
coastal communities continue to suffer from extremely poor service provision.  
Potable water is a major problem, with many forced to buy in small quantities from 
private tankers.  Health services are very weak, particularly for women, with lack of 
access to women doctors and trained birth attendants.  Schooling is also poor, with 
little or no provision for girls and even boys education is extremely limited.  Overall 
literacy rates in the coastal communities are much lower than the national average – 
particularly for women3. 
 
The Project is working within a process of government decentralisation and the 
creation of new local government structures which provide new opportunities.  25% 
of local government budgets should be allocated to civil society initiatives and 
Citizens Community Boards (CCBs) should be able to access funding on a 20:80% 
basis.   
 
Fishing legislation tends to be old, with low fines for illegal activities.  Local 
Fisheries Department capacity is extremely limited, and hence there is limited 
enforcement of existing legislation.  There are concerns about corruption among some 
Fishery Officers.  Lack of enforcement of sustainable deep sea fishing also has 
detrimental impacts on coastal fisheries. 
 
  
2.2 Project Objectives 
 
The ‘Tackling Pover ty in Pakistan Coastal Communities through Sustainable 
L ivelihoods Project’  started in March 2003 and is due to run four years until the end 
of February 2007.  The total cost is � 974,999 of which 75% is provided by the 
European Commission, 15% is provided by WWF-UK and 10% by WWF-Pakistan. 
 
The Overall Objective is - Coastal communities with improved livelihood through 
sustainable natural resource use.  This is to be achieved through two Specific 
Objectives: 
�
1. Mangroves and fisheries of four communities, comprising 29,000 people, being 

managed sustainably, while providing natural resources, income and food to all 
wealth classes of the community. 

                                                
3 KAP studies for Sansprit, Keti Bunder and Sonmiani. 
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2. Coastal communities better able to advocate against threats to their livelihoods 
and for better services, through increased organisation and improved links to 
District Government, Micro-finance Institutions (MFIs) and advocacy platforms. 

 
The objectives are to be achieved through six Results: 
1. Local communities, in collaboration with Fisheries Departments, enforcing 

community agreed sustainable fishing practices. 
2. Value added to the catch of 3,000 poor fisher-folk by reduced reliance on informal 

extortionate finance and marketing channels. 
3. 8,000 ha of mangroves under sustainable management including 200ha replanted 

and 400ha of previously threatened mangroves showing evidence of recovery. 
4. Policies adopted and implemented at a Federation, Provincial and District level 

that are more favourable to the sustainable livelihoods of coastal mangrove 
dependent communities. 

5. Four communities with strong organisational capacity, involving men and women, 
young and old and different wealth groups.  Community organisations taking 
action to support livelihood development, encourages service development and 
manages the mangroves and fisheries on which their livelihoods are based. 

6. Lessons learnt from the project analysed, documented and communicated widely. 
 
The project covers four distinct areas involving 42 communities with a total 
population of nearly 30,000 people: 
 

Location Pop. House 
holds 

Settlements Fishermen 

Sonmiani – Balochistan 
(95 km west of Karachi) 

16,000 2,670 3 5,200 

Kalmat Khor – Balochistan 
(350 km west of Karachi) 

1,000 160 1 250 

Keti Bunder – Sindh 
(200 km SE of Karachi) 

11,800 1,843 37 4,000 

Sandspit – Sindh 
(25 km SW of Karachi) 

600 100 1 220 

Total 29,400 4,603 42 9,670 
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2.3 Previous Assessments and Evaluations 
 
The project has produced regular quarterly and half yearly progress reports following 
the WWF-UK format and has clean external audit reports.  In addition to the projects 
internal monitoring and reporting system there have been three external assessments4 
of project progress. 
 
1 Year  - WWF-UK Consultant  
An assessment by a consultant from WWF-UK highlighted a number of challenges5: 
1. Slow star t up – highlighting delays in producing management plans might 

prevent results being seen from improved management. 
2. Unsustainable fishing technologies – leading to severe threats that require 

additional emphasis. 
3. Moving from KAP study, through Planning to Implementation – need to focus 

on the whole process and be owned by the community. 
4. Scale and replicability – ensuring approaches can be scaled up. 
5. Mangroves – need to focus on natural regeneration and management as well as 

planting. 
6. Baseline – urgent need and must give information to monitor indicators. 
7. Community monitor ing – needed for fisheries and mangroves. 

                                                
4 One by a consultant contracted by WWF, one by an EU mission and one by a team from WWF-
Pakistan who are not involved in the coastal livelihoods project. 
5 Martin Whiteside 2.3.2004 – Trip report 
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8. Exchanges – to learn from other programme experience. 
 
2 ½ Years – Internal Mid-Term Evaluation 
An internal Mid-term Evaluation was conducted in August 20056. This was a 
thorough review, using some helpful scoring mechanisms, which concluded: 
 
 
While the project approach with its focus on ecosystem conservation and 
sustainable fisheries management is linked with poverty alleviation, its translation 
into sustainable action on the ground seems difficult in the project life of four 
years. Some of the project outputs have slow progress and did not show any 
tangible results even in the 3rd year of the project. It is thus imperative to review 
the entire project carefully and ambitious outputs and activities should be tailored 
in realistic and doable fashion. More focus is required on developing links between 
MFIs and the CBOs, CBOs and the concerned government agencies and 
enhancing capacity of the communities in project proposal development to ensure 
continuity of initiatives in future. WWF-P should also design their future projects in 
such a way to continue their liaison with the existing communities so as to ensure 
the sustainability of the present initiatives for the greater cause of ecosystem 
conservation and sustained management of fish resource. 
 
Summary of successes 
1. Communities have better understanding of WWF 
2. Highly motivated CBOs/WOs are in place 
3. Capacity of communities in mangrove conservation built to understand and 

address identified threats. 
4. Declaration of community against the use of illegal fishing nets in Sonmiani and 

Sandspit 
5. Motivation and involvement of womenfolk in conservation activities 
6. Strong project monitoring in place 
 

9. Summary of Constraints 
1. Non availability of staff with desired experience/qualification for 

communication/advocacy/legislation 
2. Difficulties to access government documents 
3. Targets of some activities are not well defined  
4. Excessive and frequent reporting 
5. Rapid turn-over of project coordinators 
6. Few project targets are ambitious 
7. Inability to affect policy level threats 
8. Role of interests groups who do not support conservation initiatives 

 
Summary of Key Lessons Learned 

1. As a conservation organization WWF is weak in advocacy issues due to which it 
stepped back in most areas 

2. Collection of baseline information is essential to evaluate the impact of the project 
throughout its life 

3. Sharing information with stakeholders and their feedback should be followed on 

                                                
6 Dr Ghulam Akbar and Seema Fazilat – August 2005 
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4. Ambitious targets in project need to be avoided 
5. Project positions particularly consultants should be selected with time bound 

delivery and outputs 
6. Limited time for livelihood support 
7. Limited financial resources for community support 
8. Project progress is highly correlated with the maturity of the community in terms 

of social mobilization 
9. Focusing communities’  development needs enhances the probability of success of 

conservation projects 
10. Project targets should match with the capacity of the project team 
 
Key Recommendations 
1. Project log frame should be revised to include interventions based on lessons 

learnt and ground realities. Vague and ambiguous targets need to be re-phrased 
immediately for efficient men, material and financial resources.  

2. Project Management should focus on Result Based Management for rigorous 
monitoring and path correction in addition to donor’s formats and requirements. 

3. Project’s lessons learnt should be documented in the form of case studies 
preferably through university interns.  

4. Project should either drop some ambitious activities like advocacy, legislation 
and policy review or re-phrase these to limit itself for identification of gaps 
preferably by outsourcing the assignments.  

5. Communication Strategy should immediately be outsourced to avoid further 
delay and room to implement during project life.  

6. Project should start thinking about phase out strategy and /or possible extension 
7. Presidents / General Secretaries of the CBOs / WO should be included in PAC. 
8. PAC members along with other influential should be taken to visits of project 

sites. 
9. Project should seriously focus on innovative interventions linked strongly with 

communities livelihoods. These interventions should be site specific and 
culturally acceptable. These may include introduction of Cage farming, provision 
of poultry units, boat safari in Sandspit area, promotion of local handicrafts / 
embroidery work through marketing, collections, selection and sale of sea 
resources such as corals, shells, sea weed etc. 

10. Capacity of the project staff needs to be built through trainings and exposures. A 
Training Need Assessment exercise should be arranged without further delay. 
There is dire need to ensure a regular quarterly or 6-monthly internal review of 
the project by the project staff for remaining life of the project.  

11. One of the WOs (Keti Bunder) started excited work on raising funds through 
membership fee. These savings are being utilized for community needs. Such 
initiatives must be supported by WWF by contributing an amount from the 
project and it should be replicated to other communities, as well. 

 
2 ¾ Years – EU Monitor ing Mission 
A European Delegation monitoring report in October 2005  concluded7: 
 
The project will probably achieve only part of the project purpose.  Design 
weaknesses should have been addressed earlier. The last months of implementation 

                                                
7 EU Monitoring Report MR-20359.01-21/10/05 
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should be used to reinforce the CBOs, increase their negotiation power with 
middlemen and test possible actions aimed at a direct increase of incomes. 
 
To EC Delegation (Priority 2): 
1. Field as soon as possible the Mid-term review, which should assess in particular 

the strategy of intervention and community commitment. 
2. Ask project management for more result orientated progress reports, which is 

possible even with the WWF format annexed to the project agreement. 
 
To Project Management  (Priority 2): 
1. Define a strategy to achieve results linked with fishing incomes: this strategy 

could based on a comprehensive assessment of marketing channels, operators and 
margins, to be carried out urgently. Possible actions should be different from one 
site to another. 

2. Improve the logframe defining a clear PP and reviewing indicators at OO, PP and 
Result levels. 

3. Prepare an activity schedule for the end of the project. 
4. Place more emphasis on activities linked with results 1 & 2. 
5. Improve the quality of progress reports. 
 
To National Authorities (Priority 1): 
1. Strengthen the enforcement of existing legislation on all operators.  
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3. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 
 
The evaluation was originally scheduled for 21 days for the team leader and 15 days 
for the local expert.  Budget constraints meant that this was cut to 13 days for the 
team leader and 7 days for the local expert.   
 
The evaluation followed a number of steps: 
1. L iterature Review – including the project document; six-monthly progress 

reports; KAP studies from four communities, Village Development Plans for three 
communities; one fishery action plan; technical studies on fish value added, 
community mobilisation, GIS assessment of mangroves, coastal policies and 
practices; external monitoring and assessment reports; and reports on national 
fishery policy development. 

 
2. Key Informant Interviews – with project staff, Federal and Provincial Fishery 

and Forest staff, NGOs, Fisher Folk representatives, local leaders. 
 
3. Site Visits – to fish landing sites, mangrove areas, mangrove nurseries, womens 

vocational training and girls’  schools.  Included understanding the wider context 
and ‘ground truthing’  of some of the monitoring data and information in the 
various technical reports.  

 
4. Community discussions – with women and men in Sandspit, Keti Bunder and 

Sonmiani (time did not permit a visit to Kalmat Khor).  This included discussions 
on priorities and livelihood constraints, assessing the ‘ownership’  of the process 
and outputs of the project (both by the CBOs and by the wider community and 
community leaders), discussing future priority and sustainability issues. 

 
5. Activity and output analysis – comparing the planned with the actual activities 

and outputs, including the human resources allocated to the project at different 
times – this was done participatorily with senior team members.  Using this to 
improve plans for remaining year of the project. 

 
6. Achievement of Objectives and Results analysis – using the indicators and 

information from visits to score, with project staff, the achievement to date and 
the probable achievements by the end of project – this was done participatorily 
with senior team members.  This was used to develop recommended changes to 
strategies and the logframe as appropriate. 

 
7. Production of draft repor t and recommendations – for further discussion with 

stakeholders, including the EU Delegation before finalisation. 
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4. ACTIVITIES ACHIEVED 
 
Activity Planned Plan 

½ 
Yrs8 

Actual 
½ Yrs 

Achievement/explanation %  
Satis. 
Yr 39 

%  
Satis. 
EoP10 

0.  Staff hiring & team mobilisation .5 1.5 Delays due to difficult finding suitable people.  Manager initially 100%, now only 
75%.  Difficulty finding/keeping women community mobilisers.  

75%11 80% 

Result 1: Local communities, in 
collaboration with Fisher ies Departments, 
enforcing community agreed sustainable 
fishing practices. 

 �    

1.1 Sign memorandum of understanding 
with Fisheries Department. 

.5 �� Jun 04 had MoU at federal level but never with Provinces.  Provincial Depts 
participate in PAC (20% score due to informal working relationship) 

20% 20% 

1.2 Training for Fisheries Department staff 
on community based management of 
fisheries. 

.5 �� Catch monitoring training in 2004.  Community management training planned for 
2006 – useful for next phase.  Informal through participation in events.  Training 
planned for year 4 but this cannot compensate entirely for the lack in year 1. 

20% 70% 

1.3 Baseline research on Knowledge, 
Attitudes and Practices of fisher-folk in each 
community.  Including work on 
tenure/fishing rights issues. 

.5-1.5 � �� � 4 KAP studies available.  Some problems on quality – more PRA studies than KAPs.  
However real problem was the late completion. 

90% 90% 

1.4 Support provided to fisher-folk 
organisation and linking them to external 
institutions. 

.5-8 �� �� � Actually CBOs, majority of which are fisher families. 90% 100% 

1.5 Training and exposure visits for fisher-
folk committee members on sustainable 
fisheries management and working with 
Fisheries Departments. 

2-4 � �� � Gap has been the Fisheries Dept. 60% 90% 

                                                
8 The half-year in which the activity was planned for, in this 4 year project the half years rune from 1 to 8. 
9 This shows the % satisfactory completion at the end of year 3 – at the time of this mid-term evaluation. These were scored participatorily with senior WWF-P team 
members. 
10 This reflects the estimated satisfactory completion by the end of the project. 
11 There are ongoing difficulties in recruiting and retaining female community mobilisers. 
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Activity Planned Plan 
½ 
Yrs8 

Actual 
½ Yrs 

Achievement/explanation %  
Satis. 
Yr 39 

%  
Satis. 
EoP10 

1.6 Participatory formulation and adoption at 
community and Government level of fishery 
management plan and rules. 

3-4 � � Some action planning at Sandspit and Sonmiani.  Trad. Systems operating at Kalmat.  
Little yet at Keti Bunder.  No Government endorsement to date. 

40% 60% 

1.7 Support provided to integrated 
community and Government enforcement of 
fishing practices. 

3-8 	 � Planned for 2006 10% 25% 

1.8 Monitoring of regulation compliance and 
fish stocks. 

3,5,7 � �� No monitoring of compliance.  Community participating in data collection started 
Sept 2004 but not yet involved in discussing results, feeding in their qualitative data 
or leading the process. 

25% 50% 

Result 2 - Value added to the catch of 
9,600 poor  fisher -folk by reduced reliance 
on informal extor tionate finance and 
marketing channels. 

     


 �� ��� 
 � � ��� � ��� �� � � 
 ��� � �� � ��� � ��� � �� � �
�� � � � �� � � � � � ��� 
 � � � ��� � �
 � � �� 
 �� � �
 � � � �  �
� ! � 
 �� � �
 ��� �� ��� � � �
 � � �� � � �� ��! � � "� � ��

1,5,8 - Income and indebtedness random quantitative study planned for 2006. This will not 
be able to show change over time. Value added study was done, but did not have 
specific data for baseline    

0 30% 

2.2  Research into social and economic 
viability of fish Cold-store(s) and other 
income generating and marketing activities.   

2-7 5 Value added report completed in 2005 with generalised information on market 
problems and opportunities.  More specific research into income generation and 
marketing  planned for 2006.  SMEDA closed its fisheries section.   

40% 70% 

2.3  Enabling fisher groups and individuals 
to link more effectively with Micro Finance 
Institutions.   

2-7 5- MFIs not interested to go to remote areas unless sufficient business.  Two meetings 
facilitated in Sandspit.  2 women took loan from different bank. 

15% 30% 

Result 3: 8,000 ha of mangroves under  
sustainable management including 200ha 
replanted and 400ha of previously 
threatened mangroves showing evidence 
of recovery. 

     

3.1  Sign memorandum of understanding 
with Forestry Department. 

.5 - Draft submitted in 2005, Depts reluctant to commit on paper. But involved and 
members of PAC. 

20% 20% 

3.2  Training for selected Forest Department 
staff on community based management of 
mangroves. 

.5-1 .5-8 Sindh & Balochistan FDs taken to Sonmiani.  Local forest guards involved in 
Sonmiani & Keti Bunder.  Issues of ‘ownership’  of different forests.  Planning 
community based management training for foresters in 2006. 

80% 100% 
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Activity Planned Plan 
½ 
Yrs8 

Actual 
½ Yrs 

Achievement/explanation %  
Satis. 
Yr 39 

%  
Satis. 
EoP10 

3.3  Participatory baseline survey of 
mangrove cover and health in each 
community, including current Knowledge, 
Attitudes and Practice (KAP) and tenure 
issues. This information to be complemented 
by satellite, GIS and points photography 
techniques. 

.5-1.5 2-4 2004 KAP, 2005 GIS.  No point photography.  Community maps made. Some 
photography done. 

80% 90% 

3.4  Training and exposure of communities 
to experiences in Mangrove management 

.5-2 0-8 Ongoing  100% 100% 

3.5  Formulation and community adoption of 
a mangrove forest management plan. 

3-5 2-7 Draft for Sandspit.  Community have ‘plans’  but not in written format.  Developing 
what is meant by ‘Community Management Plan’ .  

40% 75% 

3.6  Support to community based 
implementation of forest management plan 
including, where appropriate, re-planting and 
the use of the ‘Watch and Ward’  approach. 

4-8 2-8 W&W in Sonmiani and Sandspit + trad. In Kalmat.  Started in Keti Bunder 60% 90% 

3.7  Participatory monitoring of mangrove 
cover and health and compliance with the 
management plan 

3-8 2-8 Survival of planted mangroves monitored, but less on overall health.  More 
systematic reflection in community analysis (include point photography?) would 
help. 

40% 80% 

3.8  Promotion of Fuel Efficient Stove 
Technology and other fuel sources where 
appropriate. 

3-8 3-8 50% gas in Sandspit (available to 100%). 40 FES (also 50 by AKPBS) out of of 4,600 
HHs.  Technology has been introduced and promoted but is it spreading? 

70% 90% 

Activities - Result 4: Policies adopted and 
implemented at a Federation, Provincial 
and Distr ict level that are more 
favourable to the sustainable livelihoods 
of coastal mangrove dependent 
communities. 
[Most of these activities are in collaboration 
with other projects and organisations] 
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Activity Planned Plan 
½ 
Yrs8 

Actual 
½ Yrs 

Achievement/explanation %  
Satis. 
Yr 39 

%  
Satis. 
EoP10 

4.1  Identification of key legislative, policy 
and practices that are detrimental to 
mangrove ecosystems and coastal 
community livelihoods. 

1.5-3 5 Two reports on fishery legislation, but did not cover ‘practice’  or some of the wider 
issues. Decentralisation, Indus flows, mangroves not covered.  Limited analssis of the 
relative importance of the different advocacy issues. PFF do however have a more 
comprehensive report.  

40% 80% 

4.2  Formulation of advocacy plan 
prioritising key threats and those where there 
are opportunities to achieve change. 

3 5 Outline advocacy plan in 2005 report very weak.  Plan will be needed for actions 
even after the project.  This should identify priority areas for action and identify the 
practical advocacy steps required by different stakeholders 

30% 100% 

4.3  Work with the new District 
Governments to advocate for policy and 
practice change at Provincial and Federation 
level 

3-8  Not working with District Governments 0% 0% 

4.4  Link with other organisations in 
implementing advocacy change. 

3-8 2-8 Deep Sea Policy (Shirkat Gah, PFFF, CBOs), 5Yr Fish Dev. Plan (CBOs & MF 
Dept), Nat Fish Policy (MF Dept. PF Depts). Advocacy more reactive than proactive. 

80% 80% 

4.5  Monitoring of legislative, policy and 
practice change, and the impact of these on 
mangrove ecosystems and coastal 
community livelihoods. 

1.5-8  No legislative or Policy change so far, been giving input.  Monitoring of change just 
started, but too early to monito impact of any change. Attitude of Gov policy makers 
to involve stakeholders has changed – project played role in this.   

40% 80% 

4.6  Case studies and data from field 
experience prepared to form base for 
lobbying. 

3-6 3-6 2 reports prepared but not yet used for lobbying with the Government (used to raise 
awareness in community).  Other reports have lobbying potential. 

30% 60% 

Activities - Result 5: Four  communities 
with strong organisational capacity, 
involving men and women, young and old 
and different wealth groups.  Community 
organisations taking action to suppor t 
livelihood development, encourages 
service development and manages the 
mangroves and fisher ies on which their  
livelihoods are based. 

     

5.1  Support the formation of a variety of 
CBO’s, including organisations of women.  

2-7 1-6 6 CBOs (1 womens),  Mixed CBOs tend to have women’s groups.  Weakness = men 
at Keti Bunder and women at Kalmat 

70% 100% 
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Activity Planned Plan 
½ 
Yrs8 

Actual 
½ Yrs 

Achievement/explanation %  
Satis. 
Yr 39 

%  
Satis. 
EoP10 

5.2  Community and CBO training needs 
assessed, training plans developed and 
implemented, links made with local training 
institutions 

2-7 3-7 Training assessed in PLA process (but bit of ‘wish list’  – not clear plan).  Training 
offered and also requests brought forward.  Links made with SPO, TVO and others. 

60% 90% 

5.3  PRAs, development of Village 
Development Plan. 

.5-4 3-5 3 VDPs (2 shared with the wider community members) One to be developed.  Need 
to be translated to local language and issue of ‘ownership’  by community (rather than 
WWF) 

50% 80% 

5.4  Assisting community organisations to 
link with a variety of external service, micro-
finance and local Government organisations. 

1.5-8 2- Sui gas, school sponsors, UNDP, TVO, IDSP, 1st MFB, AKBPS etc  (slightly weak 
on local gov.) 

80% 100% 

5.5  Facilitating communities to become 
more involved in Advocacy. 

3-8 2- Deep Sea Policy (Shirkat Gah, PFFF, CBOs), 5Yr Fish Dev. Plan (CBOs & MF 
Dept), Nat Fish Policy (MF Dept. PF Depts). Advocacy more reactive than proactive 
+ focussed on fisheries. 

80% 100% 

Activities - Result 6: Lessons learnt from 
the project analysed, documented and 
communicated widely. 

  
 

   

6.1  Developing and using the Coastal 
Livelihoods Project Advisory Committee.   

.5-8 2- # � ��� � � � �
 � �$���� 100% 100% 

6.2  Community activists and / or project 
team write news stories, articles and case 
studies for publications 

3-8 2- More normally facilitate media people to write/make films etc.  More concerned with 
issues than the ‘project’  

100% 100% 

6.3  6 monthly and annual reporting, mid-
term and final evaluation 

1-8 1- Mid-term evaluation delayed.  90% 90% 

6.4  Making links with other projects 
working on similar issues in Pakistan and 
elsewhere. 

1-8 1- Coastal dev, AKBPS, PPAF but not Internationally 90% 90% 

6.5  Links with academic institutions 1-8 1- Karachi Univ. Fatima Jinnah Univ for Women, Southampton University, Univ of 
London, Univ in Japan… 

100% 100% 

6.6  Making and implementing 
dissemination plan for project information. 

1.5-8  Been disseminating but not specific plan.  Could have more on website 50% 100% 
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5. PROGRESS FROM OUTPUTS TO OBJECTIVES & RESULTS 
 
 
Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of 

ver if ication 
Output end of Yr  312 Prospect/Changes for  outputs by 

end of project 
Poverty profiles, access to 
services data (health 
services, schooling, potable 
water), health and nutrition 
indicators. 

Dis-agregated National 
and Provincial statistics 
and periodic surveys. 

 
Need to check data availability at Tehsil 
level.  Improvement in girls education 
(133), part time private doctor at Sandspit 
and gas in Sandspit. 

 
As left + role in facilitating water 
supply in Keti Bunder.  need to 
develop role of CCBs in accessing 
District funds for development 
initiatives. 

Mangrove cover and health. Satellite imagery and 
ground verification 

Remote sensing data from 1991/2 to 2001/3 
available but none since.  Some community 
monitoring but not systematic over time. 

Remote sensing data planned for 
2006.  Need to systematise 
community monitoring and point 
photography. 

Overall Objective  
 
%� 
 � �
 ��� � � � � � ���� � �&��' �
�� ! � � � � � ���� � ��' � � � �
�' � � � � ' �� � � �
 �� 
 � �� �
� 
 �� � 
 ��� � � � � � � � �� � � ��

Fish stocks and coastal 
community fishing income. 

Department of Fisheries 
statistics. 

No fish stock data. Dept. Fisheries data not 
checked by project.  Project fish catch 
monitoring from early Yr 3, not analysed 
yet. No time series income data. 

Some data should be available by 
end of project.  Lack of baseline 
may make comparison over time 
difficult. 

 
Fishing income of poorest 
half of households increased 
by 20% by year 4. 

 
� 
 � � ��� � ��� �� ��� � � �
 � � �
� �� 
 ��� � � �� �� � � � � � �� �
� � � � � $� ��

 
5%? - No Baseline data,  Data being 
collected at start of Yr 4 but will not be able 
to show change over time. 

 
10%? - No measurable change 
expected. Individual livelihood 
initiatives (women’s vocational 
training, lifeguards, time saved 
through gas connection etc. perhaps 
only impact on 100-200) Data also 
will not be available to show 
change. 

Specific Objective 1  
 
# 
 � � � � � � � �
 � � ���� ' � � �� � �
� � ��� � � �� � � � � � ���� � ��
� � � ! � �� �� � �
 ( �� � � �! � � ! �� ��
� � �� � �� 
 � 
 � � � �
� � � �
 �� 
 � �$��&' ��� �
! � � � �� �� � �� 
 �� � 
 ��
� � � � � � � � � ���� � � � � �
 � � �
�� � � ��� �
 ���&� 
 ��' �� �
 � � � � �
� � ��' � �� � � � � � ��$��
�
�

Poor households with a 
sustainable supply of fuel 
wood or other alternative by 
year 4. 

Baseline, mid term and 
final socio-economic 
surveys. 

? - No baseline, survey in early Yr 3.  Some 
evidence sustainable in Sandspit, Sonmiani 
and Kalmat.  Keti Bunder not thought 
sustainable. 

? - Combined fuel and livelihood 
survey in year 4 should give more 
data. 

                                                
12 % shows percentage achievement of the indicator given 



 24

Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of 
ver if ication 

Output end of Yr  312 Prospect/Changes for  outputs by 
end of project 

Mangrove forest in a 
healthy or recovering state 
in the 4 community 
increases by 600Ha (200ha 
replanted and 400ha under 
improved management) by 
year 4. 

Annual participatory 
mangrove area and health 
monitoring exercise 
involving the community, 
Forest Department and 
Project staff. 

75%? - No new satellite analysis.  Some 
qualitative data suggesting Sandspit 370 Ha 
has improved.  Keti Bunder remains critical. 

75% - Need new satellite analysis.  
Can also put in place community 
based monitoring with point 
photography.  Keti Bunder likely to 
remain critical. 

�
�
 

Fish stocks stabilised by 
year 4. 

Seasonal qualitative 
assessment by sample of 
fisher-folk conducted by 
community fisheries 
committee and Fishery 
Department Staff. 

20%? - Catch data from year 2 – not yet 
analysed.  Some stability in Sandspit and 
Kalmat.  Critical situation remains in 
Somniani and Keti Bunder. 

30%? - May have limited additional 
stability in Sonmiani. 
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Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of 
ver if ication 

Output end of Yr  312 Prospect/Changes for  outputs by 
end of project 

 
 
) � �� � � � � ��' 
 ��* + , � �� � �� � �
� � � � �
 � �
 �� 
 � �� ��� � �� � � � �� � �
! � �� � ���� 
 ��� � �� $�+ �� �� �� ��
- � � � � � � � � ��� $�$� 
 � �� ��

 
�
Annual reports and final 
evaluation. 
 

20% - plans shared with different members 
of local government but not yet influencing 
government planning.  Some success with 
Sandspit, Kalmat and the education Dept., 
sweeper in Keti Bunder 

? – a process is planned for the 
community to use the plans to 
request priority services from 
Government 

Community members 
participating in advocacy 
platforms by year 2.  
Evidence of policy or 
practice change due to 
advocacy activities by year 
4. 

Annual reports.  Recorded 
policy and practice 
changes and estimates of 
project contribution to 
achieving the change.  
Final evaluation. 

50% - Community members participating in 
policy discussions with Government.  
Government changed practice in relation to 
consulting communities in policy making.  
So far limited evidence of policy and 
practice change . 

50% - Probable change in legal 
status of mangroves in Sindh 
(traditional user rights to 
continue???). 

Specific Objective 2 
 
Coastal communities 
better able to advocate 
against threats to their 
livelihoods and for better 
services, through 
increased organisation 
and improved links to 
District Government, 
Micro-finance 
Institutions (MFIs) and 
advocacy platforms. 

At least one MFI operating 
in each community by year 
2. 

Annual reports. 10% - Access to microfinance in Sandspit – 
not elsewhere. 

30%? - Plan to introduce an existing 
MFI to Sonmiani. 

 
. ���� � � � �� � � � � � ���� � �
� � � � �� ! � � �
 � � �
 � � ! �� � �
� � � �
 �� 
 � �� ���� ' �� � �
� 
 � 
 � � � � � ��! �
 � �� $�$� 
 � �/ �
�� �� � � � � ��
 ��� � �&��' ��' � �
0�� ' � � �� � �+ � ! 
 � �� � � ���

 
Project annual reports. 
 
 

 
40% - Sandspit have fisheries action plan, 
not endorsed by Fish. Dept.  Somniani have 
unwritten plans, not endorsed.  Kalmat have 
traditional management still in place.  Keti 
Bunder nothing yet. 

 
60% - Sandspit and Sonmiani will 
have fisheries Dept involvement.  
Kalmat – write down and get 
endorsement of existing rules.  
Awareness raised within Keti 
Bunder communities.  3 sites - 
community ownership of plans 
(including where possible 
‘outsiders’ ). 

Expected Results 1: 
 
Local communities, in 
collaboration with 
Fisheries Departments, 
enforcing community 
agreed sustainable 
fishing practices. 
 

 
Fishing rules being 
followed by at least 75% of 
fisher-folk by year 4. 

Seasonal sample survey 
led by the community and 
additional survey as part 
of final evaluation 

20%? - No survey being done. Sandspit and 
Kalmat – think the majority are following.  
Somniani and Keti Bunder the majority are 
not following. 

40% - Survey to be done in 2006 & 
7.  Change hoped for in Sonmiani. 
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Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of 
ver if ication 

Output end of Yr  312 Prospect/Changes for  outputs by 
end of project 

An additional 400Ha of 
previously threatened 
mangrove showing 
evidence of recovery by 
year 4. 

Annual point photography 100% - Improvement in 370Ha at Sandspit 
– but no point photo. Community confirm 
recovery. 

100% - also recovery in Somniani. 
Point photography planned. 

/ � 2 �� � �' � � � � ' � �� � �
 � � �� � �� � �
�� � ��� �� �� �� � ��� �� � � � �� $�$� 
 � �
� ��

Annual sample survey 10% - 55 with gas and 80 with FEST 
(including AKPBS) = 3% of households 

15% - More of Sandspit will convert 
to gas.  Questions on 
appropriateness of stove needs to be 
resolved (distance to appropriate soil 
and bent wood not fitting in hole).  
Not yet having self replication. 

 

6 � &��� � �� 
 �� � �5�� � � � �' 
 �� � �
� 
 � � � � � � � �� � � � � �� � � �
 �� 
 � �� �
� 
 � 
 � � � � � ��

Remote sensing and 
systematic community 
monitoring 

80% - 370 at Sandspit, 4,000 at Somniani 
and 1,500 at Kalmat and 600 at Manora 

80% - 370 at Sandspit, 4,000 at 
Somniani and 1,500 at Kalmat and 
600 at Manora 

VDPs being used to 
prioritise service and 
infrastructure plans of the 
District Government by 
year 4.  

Annual project reports.  
Final evaluation. 

20% - plans shared with different members 
of local government but not yet influencing 
government planning.  Some success with 
Sandspit, Kalmat and the education Dept., 
sweeper in Keti Bunder 

? – a process is planned for the 
community to use the plans to 
request priority services from 
Government 

No deterioration in 
freshwater and silt 
discharges. 

Discharge quantity and 
salinity data from Ministry 
of Water and Power 

0% - No data collected from Min. of Water 
& Power.  Have advocated on discharge 
issue.  Gov. have studied minimum 
discharge issue. 

? - Will have data.  Pressure is 
building, but not known if there will 
be any change by EoP. 

Expected Result 4: 
Policies adopted and 
implemented at a 
Federation, Provincial 
and District level that are 
more favourable to the 
sustainable livelihoods of 
coastal mangrove 
dependent communities. 

Greater enforcement of 
fishing regulations, 
including on foreign 
trawlers and feudal class. 

Qualitative collection of 
evidence at baseline, mid-
term and final evaluation. 

0% - No data collected.  No increased 
enforcement by Government (some by 
communities) 

20% Maybe increased Prov. Gov 
support at Sandspit and Sonmiani. 



 28

Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of 
ver if ication 

Output end of Yr  312 Prospect/Changes for  outputs by 
end of project 

 Project experience and 
communities creating 
change in national and 
provincial policies (New 
Indicator) 

Policy documents and 
process reports   

50% - Change in attitude among 
Government Policy makers – now 
consulting fishing communities during 
policy formation.  Active involvement in 
Deep Sea Policy, 5 year Fisheries Plan and 
National Policy Framework and Strategy for 
Fisheries and Aquaculture. 

? – need to monitor impact of 
advocacy. 

Expected Result 5: 
Four communities with 
strong organisational 
capacity, involving men 
and women, young and 
old and different wealth 
groups.  Community 
organisations taking 
action to support 
livelihood development, 
encourages service 
development and 
manages the mangroves 
and fisheries on which 
their livelihoods are 
based. 

Four Village Development 
Plans developed using 
participatory techniques by 
year 2 and being 
implemented through to 
year 4. 

Annual project reports.  
Final evaluation. 
 

50% - VDPs in all except Kalmat, but need 
more community ownership and greater use 
for implementation. 

80% - VDPs in all, greater 
ownership and being used for 
implementation. 
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Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of 
ver if ication 

Output end of Yr  312 Prospect/Changes for  outputs by 
end of project 

Increased links between 
village and outside service 
organisations, including the 
District Government. 

Baseline, annual project 
reports, mid-term and final 
evaluation. 

60% Sui Gas, education and outside funders 
and training organisations.  Sonmiani and 
Sandspit increasingly independent. 

80% Increased independence of all 4 
communities. 

Village leaders\ activists 
with greater understanding 
of natural resource 
management and 
participatory development 
issues. 

Baseline, mid-term and 
final evaluation. 

80% - 2 sites are good, 2 sites are getting 
better. 

90% - all sites good. 

 

Village delegates 
participating in advocacy 
activities and District Public 
Liaison Committees. 

Annual reports 50% - District Public Liaison Committees 
no longer exist.  Community members have 
participated in advocacy on fishing policy + 
some successful work on services. 

75% - need to increase capacity, 
especially in Keti Bunder and 
Kalmat to advocate to local 
government. 

7�� � � �� � �
 � ��� ' � � �&��' �� �' � � �
� � �� � 
 � ��! � � "� � �� ��� �, 
 � �� �
 � �

 � � �� �' � � �� � � � �� �� � ��

Annual reports 80% - very good links in Pakistan, fewer 
links internationally 

90% - could make links with 
EAME/RUMAKI in Tanzania or 
Mekong? 

Project experiences actively 
fed into the Project 
Advisory Committee for 
continuous feedback 
throughout project life. 

Project Advisory 
Committee minutes 

100% - members report positive experience 100% - members report positive 
experience 

Project used for research by 
students and researchers 
academic institutions. 

Annual reports 100% - Had 8 interns (2-4 weeks), 4 
research students, Karachi University, New 
Delhi, Sindh Univ., Japan 

100% - will continue links. 

Publications of project case 
studies regularly appear in 
local Urdu and English 
newspapers and magazines 

Clippings file summarised 
in annual reports 

100% - considerable coverage attained 100% - considerable coverage 
attained 

Expected Result 6: 
Lessons learnt from the 
project analysed, 
documented and 
communicated widely. 

Mid term and final 
evaluations circulated to all 
key stakeholders. 

Circulation list and 
feedback records. 

MTE not produced yet.  Internal MTE could 
have greater circulation. 

100% 
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6. ANALYSIS OF KEY ISSUES 
 
6.1      Logframe Revision and monitoring 
The EU monitoring mission (October 2005) recommended modifications to the 
logframe, as this was considered over-ambitious.  The analysis in section 5 shows that 
some of the results will be largely achieved, but others will fall short of the indicators 
in the time available.  In particular the constraints to improving sustainable fishing 
livelihoods are more severe than recognised at the design phase, and less progress has 
been made in really understanding the debt and marketing constraints being faced by 
poor fishermen than originally planned.  It is therefore considered a priority to end the 
project with a clear understanding of the livelihood constraints faced by poor 
fishermen and fish labourers and with some clear strategies for addressing these 
constraints in future work in these coastal areas by WWF and other stakeholders.   
 
The recommended changes to the logframe were discussed and agreed in a meeting 
with Mr Imran Ashraf of the European Union Delegation.  The draft revised logframe 
is given in Annex 3. 
 
Recommendation 6.1a – Specific Objective – the two specific objectives should be 
united into a single specific objective concentrating on improvements in NR 
management and increased capacity and knowledge to improve livelihood, services 
and policy in future. 
 
Recommendation 6.2b – Result 2 – this should be reformulated to concentrate on 
developing strategies to improve livelihoods, which is more realistic than expecting 
measurable livelihood change in the remaining year of the project. 
 
Recommendation 6.2c – Result, Indicator and Activity Revision- small changes 
should be made in the results, indicators and activity definitions to reflect project 
experience and what is possible by the end of the project. 
 
Although many of the studies done by the project (see section 6.2) have yielded 
interesting information, much of this has not been sufficient to monitor  project 
progress.  The table in section 5 shows clearly that a significant proportion of the data 
needed to monitor the logframe has not been collected.  Since there was no baseline, 
some of the data that is now being collected cannot be tracked over time to see 
evidence of change.   
 
Recommendation 6.2d – Monitoring indicators – projects should follow a 
monitoring plan to ensure they are collecting the required data for monitoring 
logframe indicators. Additional data should be collected and analysed before the final 
evaluation.  
 
6.2 Completing the Knowledge Base 
Four main areas have been studied by the project: 
·  “ KAP”  studies in the four  communities - actually these were really PRA studies 

which gave useful general qualitative information, but were produced much later 
than planned.  These did not provide some of the quantitative data required for 
monitoring the logframe indicators such as change in fisher-family income, levels 
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of indebtedness and use of different fishing technologies. They are good starting 
points, but are not sufficient in themselves.  A household survey covering fishing 
income and debt levels was being undertaken at the time of the mid-term 
evaluation, which is very welcome. However this survey does not identify what 
type of fishing income the household is engaged in – as fisher labourers, small 
boat owners, large boat owners etc. - so the information will be less useful than it 
might be.  There are also opportunities for asking some additional questions about 
fishing gear, firewood collection etc. Another problem is that the survey sample 
does not seem to be truly random, which may slightly distort the results. 

 
·  Value added to fish catch – this study has useful analysis on fishing techniques, 

boat numbers, catch volume etc. from provincial and national statistics.  However 
there is very little specific information from the four sites.  The analysis of the 
market chain, middlemen and indebtedness is rather general and superficial.  The 
section on ‘Value Added’  has some useful general suggestions, including 
improvements to catch handling like cool-boxes, but is not specific enough, nor 
does it elaborate strategies the project should follow for introducing any of the 
value added improvements suggested.  This report should be seen as the star ting 
point, NOT the end point for understanding this issue.  More study is required. 

 
·  Policy and Practice analysis – two reports analyse the legislative framework for 

fisheries, of these the report by Saira Moinuddin, a research intern is the more 
comprehensive.    However neither report look at wider policy issues, such as 
decentralisation policy, that also impact community planning and management.  
Also there is little or no analysis of ‘practice’  – particularly on the failure of 
fisheries officials to actually enforce these laws.  Finally there is no prioritisation 
of the laws, policies and practices to change – and a clear strategy laid out to 
achieve this change.  Thus once again Saira’s report should be seen as a star ting 
point, not an end point13. 

 
·  Mangrove cover  study – This was done by remote sensing and ground truthing 

and seems to have been done to a technically excellent standard. Mangrove cover 
for three sites14 was compared between 1991/2 and 2001/2 (i.e before the project 
period) and found to have increased in Balochistan but decreased in the Indus 
Delta.  What is missing is an analysis of what these results mean and what are the 
implications for the project activities.  If Mangroves were already increasing in 
Balochistan before the project started why is continued planting needed?  Can the 
decline in the Indus delta be halted by site-based actions like planting – or is it a 
wider advocacy issue linked to freshwater discharges from the Indus?  Once again 
the study is a wonderful star ting point for  analysis, not an end in itself. 

 
A common thread seems to run through the way the project has handled its knowledge 
development. Reports have been commissioned and completed – but in some cases 
reports seem to have been treated as ends in themselves – rather than starting points 
for more detailed analysis, production of strategies or initiating new activities by the 
project.  The consequences of this have been that the project has not really known 
                                                
13 In addition there are also reports by Shirkat Gah 2000 and PFF (2005) – Sustainable Fishing Policies 
in Pakistan – Civil Society Draft.  These should be built on, not duplicated. 
14 There is no analysis of change at Sandspit because of the lack of availability of more detailed 
satellite imagery.   
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what to do in order to improve fisher-folk livelihoods and has been following a useful, 
but largely reactive advocacy strategy. 
 
The dilemma at the start of year four of a four-year project is what to do now? – there 
is not time to complete the knowledge base AND implement actions that come 
out of them.  Is it better to go on with actions without the studies – or is it better to at 
least complete the studies – so that future projects in the coastal area can benefit from 
the solid knowledge base? 
 
Since work in the coastal areas seems likely to expand, it seems desirable to complete 
the knowledge base.  Therefore a number of further studies are recommended.  It is 
essential that quality control is high – so that repeated generalised studies are avoided 
and outputs really do cover the knowledge base required. 
 
Recommendation 6.2a:  Household survey – complete a statistically rigorous 
household survey covering livelihood characteristics, income, debt and resource use15 
 
Recommendation 6.2b:  Debt, middlemen and market chain – this needs to cover 
both social and economic aspects and can build on the value added report and 
household survey data.  It should be specific to different sites and differentiate 
between different wealth groups (e.g. fish labourers, small boat owners, large boat 
owners, multiple boat owners).  It should also include the situation of ‘outsiders’  such 
as Bengali fisherfolk. The economic analysis should include an analysis of risk and 
transaction costs of the middlemen in determining whether profit levels are 
reasonable or extortionate.  The social side should look at any non-commercial 
benefits received by borrowers and also the political and patronage relations. 
 
Recommendation 6.2c:  Strategies for fishing income intervention – Use the ‘debt, 
middlemen and market chain’  study to develop some practical strategies for 
intervening to improve fishing livelihoods for the poorer fishing households.  This 
should include a literature search of strategies tried elsewhere. If appropriate some 
limited pilot testing of strategies could be undertaken. 
 
A variety of alternative incomes to fishing are suggested in various reports including 
ecotourism (boat trips), crafts using seashells, crafts involving sewing and 
embroidery, poultry, seaweed harvesting, aquaculture etc.  A few of these are being 
worked on by the project.  However what seems to be lacking is a simple assessment 
of the real economic potential of these alternatives – how many people might see 
livelihood improvement? an assessment of the market? the likely income? etc. 
 
Recommendation 6.2d: Alternative incomes – conduct simple business analysis of a 
few promising alternative livelihoods to fishing, including the numbers of potential 
beneficiaries, market potential, return to investment etc. 
 
Recommendation 6.2e: Updated mangrove cover – Repeat the mangrove study using 
2006 satellite imagery to assess change during the life of the project.  Use field 
                                                
15 Income should be more than a single monthly figure, since we know it varies throughout the year.  A 
question about income trend (is it increasing or decreasing) would also be useful.  It would be good to 
split debt up according to the reason – that owed for a boat or net compared to the seasonal loan for 
food and fuel.  Also debt for social purposes – sickness, marriage, housebuilding etc. 
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experience, including the results of community based monitoring and community 
opinions to interpret the reason for any changes and the consequences of this for 
future programming. 
 
At least three organisations are promoting improves stove technology in the area 
using a two pot mud stove with a metal chimney.  In addition to firewood savings, the 
stove has important health benefits from reduction in smoke.  Problems include the 
difficulty of finding appropriate soil nearby and some firewood not fitting in the 
chamber.  At this moment there does not seem to be spontaneous adoption of stoves 
without project support, even where stoves have been demonstrated and local 
construction skills are present.  This calls into question the real appropriateness of the 
stove. 
 
Recommendation 6.2 f: Stove Technology – with other promoters of improved 
stoves, undertake a thorough review of the degree of spontaneous adoption, including 
participation of adopters and non-adopters. Come to a conclusion of the likelihood of 
spontaneous spread of the technologies and make recommendations for future action 
in this area.   
 
Of these studies, the highest priority should be given to 6.2a, 6.2b, 6.2c and 6.2f (if 
there are limitations of budget or time). 
 
Recommendation 6.2g: Best use of studies – studies should not be used as ends in 
themselves.  Once a study draft is complete, project managers should assess whether 
the purpose of the study has been achieved (quality and content control), whether 
additional information is required and what the implications of the results are for the 
project and how the study will be used and publicised. 
 
6.3 Advocacy 
Most of the advocacy undertaken has been reactive according to issues coming up for 
consideration16.   Annex 4 gives some of issues the project has addressed and the 
probable outcomes.  This shows some successes, although there has been less success 
with some key issues like the change in the zone of operation of commercial trawlers.  
Perhaps the biggest overall change has been the change in practice on behalf of 
Government to consult coastal communities and fisher folk when policy comes up for 
discussion.  WWF-P has played a major role in facilitating this change and facilitating 
links between Government and fisherfolk. 
 
As noted in section 6.2, although there has been some analysis of the legislation 
concerned with fisheries, this has not covered some of the practice issues such as the 
enforcement of the legislation, nor broader policy issues such as the opportunity for 
using decentralisation policy to make the link between community based planning and 
service delivery. 
 
In some cases community  members had been involved in advocacy – but hadn’ t 
received feedback about whether any policy change had resulted from their efforts. In 
discussions WWF-P are having on the future protection status of mangroves, it is 

                                                
16 This is not necessarily a criticism – it is important in advocacy to make use of the opportunities 
presented. 
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important that community use-rights are enshrined.  If not coastal livelihoods will 
suffer and cooperation from communities in managing natural resources is likely to be 
undermined. 
 
Advocacy is an area that other organisations are involved in, Particularly the Pakistan 
Fisherfolk Forum, which is doing some excellent advocacy work.  WWF-P must 
therefore work out what its comparative advantage is in the advocacy field, and when 
it should primarily be supporting the PFF to do advocacy. 
 
Recommendation 6.3a: Advocacy strategy –use the existing analysis on legislation, 
the new market chain study, experience of practice gained during the project and 
studies by other organisations to develop a clear prioritisation of the legislative, 
policy and practice changes needed for sustainable and improved poor fisher-folk 
livelihoods.  Develop a multi-stakeholder strategy for achieving these changes and 
ensure that communities get feedback on the results of their advocacy efforts. 
 
Fish farming was not a significant component of the project plan, however it is likely 
to be a major issue in future and features as a Project/community request in the 
Medium Term Development Framework (MTDF) consultations (see Annex 4).  This 
is likely to be an expanding area of critical significance to the environment, 
particularly mangroves, and particularly in relation to prawn farms.  This is an area 
which WWF-P needs to have a high level of understanding and well prepared 
advocacy positions. 
 
Recommendation 6.3b: Fishfarming - WWF-P should ensure it is well informed 
about the issues of fishfarming and the environment, particularly prawn culture, so as 
to be able to advocate effectively for environmentally friendly and sustainable 
practices. 
 
 
6.4 Community Ownership, local government participation 

and Exit Strategy 
The project has been successful in building some dynamic CBOs, particularly in 
Sandspit and Sonmiani – these tend to involve activists who are keen to get things 
done.  The CBOs have worked with WWF-P on activities like the mapping of 
mangroves, raising of nurseries and planting mangroves, mangrove action planning, 
village development planning, fisheries action planning, participation in advocacy, 
running of girls schools and vocational training for women.  
 
This is all commendable but there are a number of points that should be considered: 
·  The CBO doesn’ t equal the whole community.  For some issues, such as the 

formulation of a COMMUNITY plan, it is very important that the whole 
community has a chance to be involved and that there is formal endorsement by 
community structures including the Nazim and the local council.  This way any 
local rules start to get some official legitimacy. 

·  Government fisher ies officers have a responsibility for enforcing rules about 
correct fishing gear, closed seasons etc.  Clearly these people are often not doing 
their job and may be corrupt.  There are opportunities within the project to explore 
ways of making these officers to be more effective and accountable to both the 
law and to the local communities.  The good relations WWF-P has with both the 
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communities and senior fisheries officials (some of whom are on the Programme 
Advisory Committee) should enable the project to help broker improved practices. 

·  Community plans need to be ‘owned’  by the community and be a ‘ living’  
process.  Currently plans tend to be written in English by WWF, although their 
formulation is participatory.  The starting point of community planning is often 
the ‘wish list’  – this needs further work to develop into practical action steps for 
those things that are realistic priorities (and not just wishes). Implementation of 
the plan needs to be reviewed by the community at least once a year and changes 
made according to experience and changing priorities.   

·  Community monitor ing - Community lead monitoring and analysis of outcomes, 
such as fish sizes and mangrove health, is important for communities to see the 
impact of their actions and be motivated to continue the work. Results should be 
displayed prominently in the community so that all can see and feel part of the 
process. Approaches like photography can make information visual and 
understandable. Currently communities ‘participate’  in collecting data, but the 
leadership and analysis remains with WWF-P. 

·  Decentralisation oppor tunities – the policy that 25% of local government 
budgets should be spent through civil society and the opportunity for 80% grants 
for activities suggested by CCBs (Citizens Community Boards) provide 
opportunities for sustainability and an exit strategy for WWF.  Ways need to be 
found of making these opportunities work for the poor within coastal communities 
– this means actively engaging with local government to make this happen.  

 
Recommendation 6.4a: Decentralisation opportunities – link community 
organizations, CCBs and community planning more closely with decentralized local 
government structures and funding available through these for civil society initiatives. 
 
Recommendation 6.4b: Community ownership of planning and monitoring – ensure 
community ownership of local plans by greater use of local language and better 
integration into existing political/institutional structures.  Ensure community 
leadership, analysis and communication of fish-catch and mangrove monitoring. 
 
Recommendation 6.4c: Involvement of fishery and forestry officers – use advocacy 
and training to get greater involvement of local fishery and forestry officers in the NR 
planning and supporting the local community in enforcement of rules. 
 
 
6.5      Sustainable Fisheries 
Fishing is the basis of the livelihood in these four communities and many others along 
the coast.  Although there is a shocking lack of data on overall stock levels and 
maximum sustainable catch, the indications are that the use of illegal fishing nets is 
leading to rapid change in fish species, reduction in fish size and probable collapse in 
overall stocks.  This will be disastrous for coastal communities.   
 
Indications are that unsustainable nets are spreading rapidly along the coast from Sind 
to Balochistan.  Open access means fishermen have to adopt unsustainable practices 
once others in the community do, in order to maintain incomes.  Among some of the 
CBO members most vocal against unsustainable fishing, an estimated 90% of the 
members are using illegal nets.  ‘Outsiders’  such as ‘ illegal’  Bengali fishermen are 
often blamed for introducing unsustainable practices.  However it is often richer local 
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boat owners ‘sealords’  who are also implicated - research needs to identify who 
makes the decision on the type of net used.  Blame can also be put on the commercial 
trawlers.  In this ‘blame culture’  it is extremely difficult to get agreement to adopt 
more sustainable practices. The ‘outsider’  fishermen and the ‘sealords’  need to be 
brought into the fisheries management planning exercise at some stage. Some 
communities, like Ganz, show that implementing sustainable policies is possible, and 
communities like Sonmiani and Sanspit are trying against heavy odds. 
 
Neither the seriousness of the situation, nor the difficulty in finding practical solutions 
should be underestimated.  WWF-P will need to work with other organisations on 
this, particularly PFF. There is a big gap between developing a local fisheries action 
plan and actually getting the plan implemented – as the court case in Sonmiani 
revealed17.  This is a learning process for all involved. WWF-P should not 
underestimate the difficulty of achieving sustainable fisheries management.   
 
Recommendation 6.5: Sustainable fishing strategies – should concentrate on 
practical and achievable actions, learning from and documenting both successes and 
failures.  This is an area that requires maximum engagement in the final year of the 
project. 
 
6.6      Timing and Quality of Actions 
The original project timetable was ambitious, but had a logical sequence in most 
result areas: 

baseline research �  strategy planning �  implementation.   
 
Unfortunately the recruitment process of the project team was delayed by around six 
months.  Although the it took time to recruit the field teams, it still should have been 
possible to commission some of the research by the external consultants at an early 
stage, since the project manager was in place – this would have meant the fieldwork 
would have started on a firmer knowledge base and with clear strategies.  
Unfortunately much of the baseline research (KAP studies, research into market 
chains, and advocacy priorities) was also further delayed.  This prevented clear 
intervention strategies being developed and activities started once the staff were in 
place. To some extent activities have continued in an ad hoc fashion.   
 
When the studies were completed, some at least were rather general and/or failed to 
move beyond  ‘description’  to identifying practical strategies for intervening in order 
to change the situation – this was particularly true of the policy analysis and value 
added studies.  The project failed to realise that its inadequate early knowledge base 
would have direct consequences on inadequate field results – particularly in relation 
to livelihood improvement. 
 
The KAP studies were produced half way through the project and were really PRA 
reports – they would have been useful in the first few months of the project, but most 
of this information should have been known by the field staff by the stage they were 
actually produced.  Up to the start of year 4 there has not been a households survey 
giving quantitative information on household income, livelihood types, indebtedness 

                                                
17 The court case was probably a good sign – it shows that the rules being introduced by the community 
are a serious threat to ‘business as usual’ .   



 37

etc.  Although field staff were involved in supporting the studies, they were not study 
team members – this could have been a useful learning experience and helped to build 
personal relations between the WWF team and the communities. 
  
This external mid-term review was conducted at the start of the fourth year of a four-
year project.  At this stage it is too late to correct many of the problems identified – 
and is therefore less valuable than it might have been.  Even the internal mid-term 
evaluation was conducted after 2 ½ years of operation. 
 
Lesson learnt 6.6a: Better contracting  – WWF-P must be rigorous in defining the 
ToR, quality and timing standards for commissioned research and apply adequate 
sanctions when these are not met.  Consultancy contracts, particularly with untested 
consultants, should be commissioned transparently and in parts, so that 
underperformance can be identified early and remedial action taken.  Consultants 
should know that follow-on contracts will only be offered after successful completion 
of the first part. 
 
Lesson 6.6b: Better timekeeping  – WWF-P should adhere to the timetable within the 
project design and recognise the need for adequate research and strategy completion 
in the early stages of a project in order to plan interventions on a clear knowledge 
base with clear priorities. There need to be clear systems for identifying those 
components which are behind schedule in internal and external reporting. The mid-
term evaluation should not be delayed. 
 
Lesson 6.6c: Working with consultants – it may often be desirable for WWF staff 
members to work with an external consultant – as part of capacity building and to 
build relations with local communities.  It may also help to identify problems of 
quality at an early stage. 
 
 
6.7 Team Training and Exposure 
The project started with a newly recruited team (with the exception of the Project 
Manager and Project Coordinator, Balochistan) and the majority of the result areas 
were relatively new to WWF-P  (e.g. fisheries, coastal livelihoods and advocacy).  
Although opportunities for staff training arose, particularly through the HR Dept in 
Lahore, there was not a systematic assessment of training need and a plan to address 
these at the project level.  Surprisingly, opportunities to learn from the practical 
realities of local community life have not been actively pursued – staff don’ t yet seem 
to have spent time out fishing with the fishermen or out collecting firewood in the 
mangrove swamps with the women – this is important in order to really understand 
the realities of coastal life and livelihood.  Links have been made with other projects 
and organisations working along the coast , but not with other international experience 
such as EAME or the Mekong Delta Projects. 
 
Recommendation 6.7: Building staff capacity – project start-up should include a 
training needs assessment of the new team and a plan to address these needs. It is 
important that male, as well as female staff, learn about gender.  There are enormous 
opportunities for learning about the realities of local livelihoods by accompanying 
them during key activities, such as fishing trips and firewood collection.  There are 



 38

also opportunities for learning from other WWF coastal and delta projects in other 
countries. 
 
 
6.8 Microfinance 
 
The project planned to introduce micro-finance institutions (MFIs)  into the four 
communities to overcome the indebtedness burden.  Not surprisingly MFIs only want 
to work where turnover is high and transactions costs and risk are sufficiently low.  A 
MFI was introduced in Sandspit, but didn’ t set up in the area.  Sonmiani is probably 
the most favourable location – having a higher population – but it is not yet clear 
whether this will be sufficient to attract an MFI.   
 
Particularly where conditions are not favourable for an MFI, there are also 
opportunities for community based savings lead approaches, and it seems there is an 
initiative of this type in Sandspit. This could continue to be encouraged and monitored 
by the project. 
 
Microfinance is a highly specialised subject, and different methodologies are 
appropriate for different business, religious and cultural conditions.  If WWF-P are 
going to engage in this area at all, even if in partnership with an existing MFI, it is 
important to know the basics.  The indebtedness study (6.2b) should provide some 
context.  Websites like www.microfinancegateway.org and www.ruralfinance.org can 
provide some current thinking, but should be supported by specialist advice.  This is a 
subject about which WWF-P should have a general understanding, but should not get 
involved in specialist operations. 
 
Recommendation 6.8: Microfinance – an existing specialist MFI should be 
encouraged to operate in Sonmiani.  the existing savings group should be supported 
and monitored in Sandspit.   
  
6.9 Evaluation Follow-up 
Assessments and evaluations with recommendations have been made at various stages 
in the projects life (see section 2.3).  Although some of the recommendations have 
been followed it is not clear that this has happened in a systematic and timely manner.  
If some of the recommendations from the evaluations had been more actively 
followed, including the visit at the end of year 1, it is probable that firmer progress 
towards meeting the objectives would have been made. 
 
Progress in following up the recommendations should be monitored at regular 
intervals by the project manager. This can be done by using an ‘Evaluation follow-up 
matrix’ : 

Recommendation Accept or 
reason 
not18 

Person 
responsible 

for implement. 

Timetable 

    
    

                                                
18 Recommendations are usually accepted by the team for implementation, however when this is not the 
case, it is important that the reasons why it has been decided not to implement it is clearly recorded 
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Recommendation 6.9: An evaluation matrix - should be used to ensure clear 
responsibility and follow-up for timely implementation of recommendations 
 
 
6.10 Critical engagement from the project partners 
EU funding for 75% of this project is through an international tender managed 
through Brussels. There has been little feedback from reports submitted to Brussels, 
however a monitoring mission did visit in October 2005 (see section 2.3) and it was 
their input that finally spurred on the organisation of the mid-term evaluation.  Since 
the EU has been decentralised there has been more contact from the delegation office 
in Islamabad – and this is generally welcomed by the project. 
 
WWF-UK provides 15% of the funds and manages the administration of the contract 
through its Government Aid Agency (GAA) team rather than through a thematic or 
geographic team.  WWF-Pakistan provides 10% of the funds from their core budget.   
 
A consultant visit was commissioned by WWF-UK in Feb 2004 (after 1 year) and a 
GAA staff visit was made in Jan 2005 covering contractual matters (after 3 years).  
The WWF-P don’ t feel they get enough technical feedback from the reports they send 
to WWF-UK - certainly some issues seem to have been allowed to slip, including the 
mid-term evaluation.  The new reporting format, which is more results focussed, 
seems to be an improvement – and should be used to record deviations from 
timetables, outputs and indicators – not just activities.  WWF-P would welcome more 
feedback and support from WWF-UK. 
 
Recommendation 6.10: WWF-UK support – WWF-UK should provide systematic 
support, including technical feedback on reports, monitoring outputs for timeliness 
and quality,  and ensuring evaluations are commissioned on time.  
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ANNEX 1 – EVALUATION TIMETABLE 
 

Date Par ticulars Time People whom met with  
01.03.06 

Wednesday 
Arrive at Karachi. 
 

4:30  

 Briefing about the 
project and 
discussion with the 
project team  

11:00 to 17:00 PM / Project team and other project 
staff 

02.03.06 
Thursday 

Visit Sandspit  9:00 to 17:00 Held meeting with CBO members, 
women, fishermen, visited mangrove 
area and fishing jetty, vocational 
centre, community school, wetland 
centre 

 Meeting with MFD 
and Sindh Fisheries 
officials 

17:30 to 19:00 Met with Mr. Moazam, Director 
MFD, Mr. Waheed, Director Sindh 
Fisheries Mr. Wasim, Research 
Officer, MFD 

03.03.06 
Fr iday 

Left for Thatta 
 

Dep: 7:30  
Arr:  9:15 

 

 Meeting with CF 
Thatta 

9:15 to 10:15 Met with Najamuddin Vistro, 
Conservator Forests, Thatta 

 Leave for Keti 
Bunder  

10:15   

 Left Thatta for 
Baghan 

12:15 to 14:00 Met with NSWA at Baghan 

 Arrive at Keti 
Bunder 

14:30 to 17:00 Met with women CBO members, 
fishermen, visited nursery, 
plantation, community school, 
FEST, fishing jetty 

 Departure for 
Karachi 

Dep 17:00 
Arr 20:00 

 

04.03.06 
Saturday 

Visit Sonmiani Dep: 8:00 
Arr: 10:00 

 

  10:00 to 16:00 Met CBO, women group, visited 
nursery / plantation, FEST  

05.03.06 
Sunday 

WWF office Karachi 10:30 to17:30 Reviewed activity progress with 
project team 

06.03.06 
Monday 

WWF office Karachi 
 

9:30 to 11:30 Reviewed progress under objective, 
results 

  12:00 to 14:30 Met with PFF Chairperson 
(Mohammad Ali Shah) and members 

  15:30 to 19:00 Reviewed progress under objectives, 
results 

07.03.06 
Tuesday 

At Karachi 8:00 to 9:00 Met with Director General, WWF, 
Mr. Ali Habib 

 WWF Office 
Karachi 

09:00 to 17:00 Reviewed progress & Revised log 
frame 

08.03.06 
Wednesday 

WWF Office 
Karachi 

09:00 to 17:00 Debriefed and Discussed 
recommendations and future strategy 
with PM/ project team 

 Departed for 
Islamabad 

17:00 Stay at Islamabad 

09.03.06 
Thursday 

At Islamabad 10:30 to 12:00 Met with EU along with PM 

10.03.06 
Fr iday 

Travelled back to 
UK 
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List of person(s) met  
 
Date: 2nd March 2006 
Ms Sughra Hajani (women group in-charge) 
Ms Sakeena Baboo Hajani 
Ms Saira 
Ms Mahar Un Nisa (Local Women Enterprenuer) 
Ms Hameeda 
Ms Hajra 
Ms Kareema 
Ms Hanifa 
Ms Noor Jehan 
Ms Bachi 
Ms Gulzar 
Ms Hameeda Bano 
 
Fisher folk Development Organization – Kakapir  Village 
Mr. Haji Muhammad Siddique Chief Patron 
Mr. Abdul Ghani, President 
Mr. Ejaz Ahmed, General Secretary 
And others 
 
Date 3rd March 2006 
 
Meeting with Naujwan Social Welfare Organization Kharo Chann Distr ict 
Thatta 
Mr. Muhammd Yaqoob President 
Mr. Muhammad Bilal, Vice President 
Mr. Muhammad Sadiq Finance Secretary 
Mr Ghous Bux Pirzado, Project Officer  
Mr Abdul Qadir Social Organizer 
 
 
Meeting with Keti Women Development Organization- Keti Bunder  
Ms Shahnaz, Vice President 
Ms Haleema Finance Secretary 
Ms Hajran 
Ms Rehamt 
Ms Nooran 
Ms Shahro 
Ms Razia 
Ms Sakina 
Ms Dadli 
Ms Amir Bano 
Ms Hajani 
Ms. Nasreen 
 
4th March 2006 
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Mr. Anwar Mondra, Coordinator Society for Social Development Conservation 
Nature (SSDCN) 
Mr. Anwar Punno Finance Secretary (SSDCN) 
Mr Abdul Rasheed Cordinator Sonmiani Development Organization (SDO) 
Mr Ghulam Qadir General Secreatary SDO 
Mr Akbar General Secretary Mahigeer Tarqiyati Tamzeem Bhira (MTT) 
Mr Khudadad member MTT 
 
Mr Nadeem Mirbahar Project Officer 
Ms Faiza Community Mobilizer  
 
Ms. Hanifa incharge women group (SDO) 
Ms Kulsoom 
Ms Feroza 
Ms Shabana 
Ms Aasiya 
Ms Beebal 
Ms Gulefroze 
Ms Raji 
 
Government Officials  
Mr. Muhammad Moazzam Khan Director Planning and Statistics Marine Fisheries 
Department 
Mr. Abdul Wahid Director Sindh Fisheries department 
Mr. Najaummdin Vistro, Conservator Sindh Forest Department, Thatta 
 
Meeting with Pakistan Fisher folk Forum (PFF) 
Mr. Muhammad Ali Shah Chairman 
Mr. Alex 
Mr Auyub Khaskheli Press Secretary 
Mr. Akhtar Shiekh 
Mr. Sajan Shaikh 
Mr. Hafeez 
Mr Mushtaq Babo 
Mr. Sami 
Mr Jamal Shoro 
Mr Muhamad Khan Jamali 
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ANNEX 2 – LITERATURE 
 
Shirkat Gah 2000 – Agenda for policy advocacy (not sure of exact tiltle) 
 
WWF-UK 2002 - Tackling Poverty in Pakistan Coastal Communities through Sustainable 
Livelihoods Project Proposal 
 
WWF-UK 2004 – Technical Progress Report March 03 – Feb 04 
 
Martin Whiteside March 2004 – Trip Report 
 
Saira Moinuddin (Research Intern) 2004 – A brief analysis of Coastal Policies and Practices 
for the Project 
 
Raheela Firdous (Intern) 2004 – Challenges in community mobilisation for natural resource 
mobilisation – Kaka Pir 
 
WWF-P 2004 – Workshop report ‘Consultation on five year plan for fisheries sector’  
 
WWF-P 2004 – Workshop Report – Action Plan for sustainable fishing practices at Sandspit 
backwaters 
 
WWF-P ? – Village Development Plan - Sandspit 
 
WWF-UK & WWF-P 2005 – Year 2 Report: March 2004 – Feb 2005 
 
WWF-P 2005 – Study on value added to the catch of fisherfolk  
 
WWF-P 2005 – Village Development Plan – Keti Bunder 
 
European Commission Delegation 2005 – Monitoring Report 
 
WWF-UK 2005 – Technical Progress Report Jan-June 2005 
 
WWF-UK & WWF-P 2006 – Year 3 Report: July – December 2005 
 
WWF/SZABIST  2005?  -  Study on Knowledge Attitudes and Practice of Fisherfolk  
Communities about Fisheries and Mangrove Resources – Kaka Pir 
 
WWF/SZABIST  2005?  -  Study on Knowledge Attitudes and Practice of Fisherfolk  
Communities about Fisheries and Mangrove Resources – Sonmiani 
 
WWF/SZABIST  2005?  -  Study on Knowledge Attitudes and Practice of Fisherfolk  
Communities about Fisheries and Mangrove Resources – Keti Bunder 
 
WWF/SZABIST  2006? - Study on Knowledge Attitudes and Practice of Fisherfolk 
Communities about Fisheries and Mangrove Resources – Kalmat Khor Report 
 
Pakistan Fisherfolk Forum ? - Sustainable Fishing Policies in Pakistan – Civil Society Draft. 
 
2006 – Draft national policy framework and strategy for fisheries and aquaculture 
development in Pakistan 
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ANNEX 3 – SUGGESTED AMMENDED LOGFRAME (DRAFT) 
Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of ver ification Assumptions and Risks 

Overall Objective  
 
%� 
 � �
 ��� � � � � � ���� � �&��' �
�� ! � � � � � ���� � ��' � � � ��' � � � � ' �
� � � �
 �� 
 � �� �� 
 �� � 
 ��� � � � � � � � �� � � ��

 
·  Poverty profiles, access to services data 

(health services, schooling, potable water), 
health and nutrition indicators. 

·  Mangrove cover and health. 
·  Fish stocks and coastal community fishing 

income. 
·  No deterioration in freshwater and silt 

discharges. 

 
·  Disaggregated National and Provincial 

statistics and periodic surveys. 
 
 
·  Satellite imagery and ground 

verification 
·  Department of Fisheries statistics. 
 
·  Min. of Water & Power statistics 

 

Specific Objective 
 
Fisheries and mangroves essential 
for community livelihood being 
managed more sustainably; and 
increased local capacity to enforce 
rules and to advocate for change 
in livelihood strategies, for 
improved services and for 
improved external policy and 
practice.�
�
�
�
 

 
� � Clear strategies identified, with some field 

testing, to improve income of poorer 50% of 
the community 

� � Poor households harvesting mangroves 
sustainably for fuel or using a sustainable 
alternative by Yr 4 

� � Mangrove forest in a healthy or recovering 
state in the 4 communities and increases by 
600Ha (100ha replanted and 500ha under 
improved management) by year 4. 

� � Increased catch of fully grown fish at 
Sandspit, no change at Kalmat, no further 
deterioration at Sonmiani. Reduced rate of 
deterioration at Keti Bunder. 

� � Evidence that VDPs being used as a basis 
for service prioritisation by Local 
Government and others by year 4. 

� � Community members participating in 
advocacy platforms by year 2.  Evidence of 
policy or practice change due to advocacy 
activities by year 4. 

 
·  Report on strategies 
 
 
·  Household survey & community 

monitoring 
 
·  Annual participatory mangrove area 

and health monitoring exercise 
involving the community, Forest 
Department and Project staff. 

·  Catch monitoring by sample of fisher-
folk conducted by community 
fisheries committee and Fishery 
Department Staff. 

·  Monitoring by CBOs and CCBs 
 
 
·  Annual reports.  Recorded policy and 

practice changes and estimates of 
project contribution to achieving the 
change.  Final evaluation.  

 
 
·  The macro-policy environment 

of upstream water-use, commercial 
fishing and marine pollution at least 
does not deteriorate (see advocacy 
activities) 

·  Fisheries Department, Forestry 
Department and Decentralised 
District Government prepared to 
share management of natural 
resources with local communities. 

·  Socio-political conditions 
remain feasible in Pakistan 

·  Government remains committed to 
the development of the remote areas 
and welfare of the deprived 
communities  

·  Decentralised District Government 
willing and with resources to respond to 
community service and infrastructure 
priorities. 
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Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of ver ification Assumptions and Risks 
Expected Results 1: 
Local communities, in 
collaboration with Fisheries 
Departments, enforcing 
community agreed sustainable 
fishing practices. 
 

 

 
·  Three communities developed and adopted 

sustainable fisheries management plan by 
year 4 in consultation with the Fisheries 
Department. 

·  Fishing rules in the plans being followed by 
at least 75% of fisher-folk using the planned 
area by year 4.  

·  Ratio of juvenile fish in catch reduced in two 
of the managed areas by year 4. 

 

 
·  Project annual reports. 
 
 
 
·  Seasonal sample survey led by the 

community and additional survey as 
part of final evaluation. 

·  Fish catch monitoring 

 
·  Fisheries Department staff willing 

and with capacity to work 
participatory with local communities. 

 
·  Fisheries Department willing to 

enforce rules on larger commercial 
operators not resident in the 
communities. 

Expected Results 2:  
Clear strategies available, backed 
up by socio-economic research 
and field experience, which 
address the sustainable livelihood 
needs of poor fisherfolk 
households. 

·  Clear published and distributed analysis of 
debt and socio-economic relationship 
between fish labourers - different sizes of 
boat owners -middlemen – trading 
companies in different areas including 
analysis of costs, profit margins and risks.�

·  Identification and publication of potential 
strategies for improving the marketing chain 
to give more benefit for small fisherfolk  

·  2 feasibility studies on alternative livelihood 
including analysis of potential markets, 
capital costs and financial returns. 

 

·  Report & Distribution list 
 
 
 
 
 
·  Report & Distribution list 
 
 
·  Report & Distribution list 

·  MFIs prepared to support well 
researched economic plans of poor 
fisher-folk and local marketing and 
storage intermediaries. 

 
·  Market for fish remains favourable. 

Expected Result 3: 
6,000 ha of mangroves under 
sustainable management including 
100ha replanted and 500ha of 
previously threatened mangroves 
showing evidence of recovery. 

·  Development and implementation of 
Sustainable Forest Management Plans in 3 
sites by year 4.  

·  25ha of depleted mangrove replanted and 
growing successfully each year. 

·  An additional 500Ha of previously 
threatened mangrove showing evidence of 
recovery by year 4. 

·  6 � &��� � �� 
 �� � �5�� � � � �' 
 �� ��� 
 � � � � � � � �� � � � � �
� � � �
 �� 
 � �� �� 
 � 
 � � � � � � 

·  Annual review of progress by 
communities recorded in project 
annual reports. Successful 
implementation of plans assessed in 
final evaluation. 

·  Community monitoring 
 
 
·  Annual point photography Satellite 

mapping and community monitoring 

·  Forestry Department staff willing and 
with capacity to work participatory 
with local communities. 

·  No new external threats to the 
mangrove ecosystem. 

·  No further decrease in freshwater and 
silt discharges  
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Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of ver ification Assumptions and Risks 
·  Completed study with other stakeholders 

looking at appropriateness of different stove 
construction methods and prospect for self-
replication. 

 
·  Report & Distribution list 

Expected Result 4: 
Policies and practices adopted and 
implemented at a Federation, 
Provincial and District level that 
are more favourable to the 
sustainable livelihoods of coastal 
mangrove dependent 
communities. 

·  VDPs being used to prioritise service and 
infrastructure plans of the District 
Government by year 4.  

·  Evidence of environmental and livelihood 
disaster in Keti Bunder fed into ongoing 
negotiations on minimum environmental 
flows from the Indus. 

·  Government policy development on fisheries 
and coastal areas includes consultation with 
local communities and that a significant 
proportion of these views are reflected in the 
policies. 

·  Annual project reports.  Final 
evaluation. 

 
·  Consultation events reports & follow-

up 
 
 
 
·  Consultation events reports & follow-

up. 

·  District Government willing and with 
sufficient resources to respond to 
village priorities. 

·  Sufficient advocacy momentum can 
be generated across a whole range of 
stakeholders to prevent further 
increase in the external threats. 

Expected Result 5: 
Four communities with strong 
organisational capacity, involving 
men and women, young and old 
and different wealth groups.  
Community organisations taking 
action to support livelihood 
development, encourages service 
development and manages the 
mangroves and fisheries on which 
their livelihoods are based. 

·  Four Village Development Plans developed 
using participatory techniques and being 
implemented through to year 4. 

·  Increased links between village and outside 
service organisations, including the local 
Government. 

·  Village leaders\ activists with greater 
understanding of natural resource 
management and participatory development 
issues. 

·  Annual project reports.  Final 
evaluation. 

 
·  Annual project reports, mid-term and 

final evaluation. 
 
·  Baseline, mid-term and final 

evaluation. 
 
 

·  It is possible to support the 
development of a range of 
Community Based Organisations that 
genuinely reflect the various interest 
groups, including women and the 
poorest households. 

·  District Government and/or other 
development organisations will 
support community members in their 
implementation of well-developed 
village plans. 

Expected Result 6: 
Lessons learnt from the project 
analysed, documented and 
communicated widely. 

·  Links established with other relevant projects 
in Pakistan and other countries. 

·  Project used for research by students and 
researchers academic institutions. 

·  Publications of project case studies regularly 
appear in local Urdu and English newspapers 
and magazines. 

·  Annual reports 
 
·  Annual reports 
 
·  Clippings file summarised in annual 

reports 
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Intervention Logic Indicators of Achievement Sources and means of ver ification Assumptions and Risks 
·  Key reports, mid term and final evaluations 

circulated to all key stakeholders and 
published through WWF-Pakistan website.. 

·  Circulation list and feedback records. 
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Intervention Logic Means Sources of information 

about project progress 
Preconditions required 
before the project star ts 

Activities - Result 1: 
1.1 Sign memorandum of understanding with Fisheries Department. 
1.2 Training for Fisheries Department staff on community based 

management of fisheries.  
1.3 Baseline research on Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices of fisher-folk 

in each community.  Including work on tenure/fishing rights issues. 
1.4 Support provided to fisher-folk organisation and linking them to 

external institutions. 
1.5 Training and exposure visits for fisher-folk committee members on 

sustainable fisheries management and working with Fisheries 
Departments. 

1.6 Participatory formulation and adoption at community and Government 
level of fishery management plan and rules.  

1.7 Support provided to integrated community and Government 
enforcement of fishing practices. 

1.8 Monitoring of regulation compliance and fish stocks. 

 
The project manager will lead 
negotiations with Government 
departments. (cost included in 
cross cutting activities below). 
A specialist Social Advocacy 
consultant shall be used to 
provide research on community 
attitudes to and relations with 
Government.  
An Institutional Training 
consultant shall work with the 
local fisher-folk to develop 
community structures for 
inclusive negotiation, with 
associated meetings and 
conferences. 
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·  Willingness of the 

Fisheries Department 
to collaborate 
(confirmed) 

·  Willingness of 
communities to 
collaborate (confirmed 
– they are actively 
engaged in requesting 
the project and 
formulating plans) 

2.1 %� � � � � ��� �� � $�� � �� 
 �� � �
 � � � � ��� ���� ' � � �� � �� � � �� �  
2.2 Commission study on strategies for As above catch handling. 
2.3 Pilot test and evaluate catch handling strategies in three areas 
2.4 Commision, publish and distributed analysis of debt and socio-economic 

relationship between different sizes of fish labourers - boat owners -
middlemen – trading companies in different areas including analysis of 
costs, profit margins and risks. 

2.5 Commission and publish report on potential strategies for improving the 
marketing chain to give more benefit for small fisherfolk 

2.6 2 feasibility studies on alternative livelihood including analysis of 
potential markets, capital costs and financial returns. 

2.7  Facilitate a Micro Finance Institution to work in Sonmiani.  �

  
As above 
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Intervention Logic Means Sources of information 
about project progress 

Preconditions required 
before the project star ts 

Activities - Result 3: 
3.1 Sign memorandum of understanding with Forestry Department. 
3.2 Training for selected Forest Department staff on community based 

management of mangroves. 
3.3 Participatory baseline survey of mangrove cover and health in each 

community, including current Knowledge, Attitudes and Practice (KAP) 
and tenure issues. This information to be complemented by satellite, 
GIS and points photography techniques. 

3.4 Training and exposure of communities to experiences in Mangrove 
management. 

3.5 Formulation and community adoption of a mangrove forest 
management plan. 

3.6 Support to community based implementation of forest management plan 
including, where appropriate, re-planting and the use of the ‘Watch and 
Ward’  approach. 

3.7 Participatory monitoring of mangrove cover and health and compliance 
with the management plan. 

3.8 Promotion of Fuel Efficient Stove Technology and other fuel sources 
where appropriate. 

3.9 Completed study with other stakeholders looking at appropriatensess of 
different stove construction methods and prospect for self-replication. 

 
An ecologist shall be retained to 
work with the Forest 
Department. 
An Environmental 
Educationalist shall work with 
communities to develop 
sustainable management 
methods. 
GIS mapping will be used to 
provide baseline and final 
information. 
Local community members will 
monitor health of mangroves 
using cameras. 
Community efforts to replant 
areas of mangrove will be 
supported with raw materials. 

 
As above 

 
·  Willingness of the 

Forestry Department to 
collaborate (confirmed) 
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Intervention Logic Means Sources of information 
about project progress 

Preconditions required 
before the project star ts 

Activities - Result 4: 
[Most of these activities are in collaboration with other projects and 
organisations] 
4.1 Identification of key legislative, policy and practices that are detrimental 

to mangrove ecosystems and coastal community livelihoods. 
4.2 Formulation of advocacy plan prioritising key threats and those where 

there are opportunities to achieve change. 
4.3 Work with the new local Government system to advocate for policy and 

practice change at Provincial and Federation level 
4.4 Link with other organisations in implementing advocacy change. 
4.5 Monitoring of legislative, policy and practice change, and the impact of 

these on mangrove ecosystems and coastal community livelihoods. 
4.6 Case studies and data from field experience prepared to form base for 

lobbying. 

 
The Social Advocacy 
consultant and the Project 
Manager (see below) will 
address legislative issues with 
District and Federal 
Government. 
 

 
·  Willingness of the 

District Government to 
collaborate (confirmed) 

·  Existence of other 
organisations willing to 
join in advocacy 
activities (confirmed – 
Fisher Folk Forum, 
Shirkatgah, PILER, 
SHERI, IUCN, 
Freshwater and Cotton 
Project) 

Activities - Result 5: 
5.1 Support the formation of a variety of CBO’s and CCBs, including 

organisations of women. 
5.2 Community, CCB and CBO training needs assessed, training plans 

developed and implemented, links made with local training institutions. 
5.3 PRAs, development of Village Development Plan. 
5.4 Assisting community organisations to link with a variety of external 

service, micro-finance and local Government organisations. 
5.5 Facilitating communities to become more involved in Advocacy. 
5.6 Household survey looking at income, fishing practice, other livelihoods, 

debt and use of mangroves. 

 
The full-time Mobilisers shall 
work within the villages to 
assess and build local capacity, 
and ensure involvement of all 
members of the community. 
The field co-ordinators (see 
below) shall ensure access to 
the other specialists as required 
to assist in external 
relationships. 

As above 

 
·  Willingness of the 

District Government to 
collaborate (confirmed) 

·  Willingness of MFIs to 
extend activities in 
project areas 
(confirmed) 

Activities - Result 6: 
6.1 Developing and using the Coastal Livelihoods Project Advisory 

Committee.   
6.2 Community activists and / or project team write news stories, articles 

and case studies for publications 
6.3 6 monthly and annual reporting, mid-term and final evaluation 
6.4 Making links with other projects working on similar issues in Pakistan 

and elsewhere. 

 
Mid-term and final evaluations 
to be conducted by experts 
available in Pakistan. 
Research studies to be 
completed and published. 
Other reports including those to 
legislative bodies and donors to 
be prepared and published. 

 
As above 

 
·  Willingness of other 

projects and 
institutions to share 
learning and to 
participate in Project 
Advisory Committee 
and other fora. 
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Intervention Logic Means Sources of information 
about project progress 

Preconditions required 
before the project star ts 

6.5  Links with academic institutions 
6.6 Making and implementing dissemination plan for project information 

including on website. 
 

be prepared and published. (Confirmed) 

Cross cutting activities 
CC.1 General project management and supervision. 
CC.2 Prompt and accurate repor ting of technical and financial 

information. 
CC.3 Develop infrastructure for  project implementation and 

communal involvement. 

 
Project manager and Field Co-
ordinators to provide overall 
direction, including field visits. 
Project accountant and 
administrative assistant to 
ensure prompt and accurate 
reporting, including audit. 
Provide office accommodation 
and meeting facilities. 
Provide transportation facilities. 
 

 
As above 
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ANNEX 4 – ADVOCAY OUTCOMES 
 

 
Government Policy 
/ Plan/ Practices 

Community 
Par ticipation 

What communities asked 
for  

What communities 
got 

National Fisheries 
Policy 

Community consulted 
in policy making 

i. cross-sectoral and 
participatory decision 
making. 
 
ii. Develop coordinated 
mechanism of monitoring 
and legislation compliance 
pertaining to coastal 
resources 
 
iii. Provincial 
administration, 
communities and NGOs 
conserve and replant 
mangroves in coastal areas 
 
iv. Programme of 
awareness raising of 
fishermen communities and 
public on sustainable 
management of natural 
resources 
 

Incorporated in the 
draft 
 
 

-do- 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-do- 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

-do- 

Medium Term 
Development 
Framework (MTDF) 

Fisherfolk, Civil 
society organization 
and govt. agencies 
and CBOs 
participated in 
workshop organized 
by WWF and MFD 

i. An immediate survey of 
stock on scientific basis 
 
ii. Reduction in post harvest 
loss and upgrading of 
fishing vessel 
 
iii. Promotion of 
aquaculture 
 
iv. Upgrading of existing 
fish landing centers and 
establishment of new 
landing centers along the 
coastal areas of Pakistan. 
 
v. Reduction and control of 
pollution in coastal water. 
 
vi. Training programs for 
the fishers in fish handling, 
processing etc. and 
development of  fisheries 
training center at Karachi 
and Gawadar 
 
vii. Ban on illegal nets and 
fishing rights of the local 
fisherfolk 
 

Included as one of the 
priority in MTDF 
 
 
Incorporated in the 
MTDF 
 
Incorporated 
 
 
Incorporated 
 
 
 
 
 
Incorporated 
 
 
 
Incorporated 
 
 
 
 
Not incorporated 
 
 
 

Deep Sea Fishing Communities of i. Participation in policy No follow up on the 
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Government Policy 
/ Plan/ Practices 

Community 
Par ticipation 

What communities asked 
for  

What communities 
got 

Policy coastal areas of Sindh 
and Balochistan 
participated in 
workshops organized 
Shirkat Gah and 
WWF 

making 
 
 
ii. Participatory watch and 
ward system 
 
iii. Capacity building of 
small fishermen 
 
iv. consultative marketing 
reforms to safeguard 
livelihood of fishermen 
 
v. Maintaining the original 
limits of 35 Nautical miles 
from the coastline for deep 
sea trawlers as against the 
amended limits of 12 
Nautical miles 

recommendations by 
Shirkat Gah  
 

-do- 
 
 

-do- 
 
 
 

-do- 
 
 

Not yet amended 

Minimum 
Freshwater flows for 
Indus Delta 

Communities and 
partners participated 
in various advocacy 
related events. 
More than 50 news 
items/stories 
published in different 
newspapers and 
documentaries and 
panel discussions 
carried out through 
electronic media. 
 

Adequate flows of 
freshwater for the Indus 
Delta 

Govt. has recently 
conducted study on 
minimum water flow 
requirements 
downstream the Kotri 
Barrage. 
The findings of study 
are under debate and 
most stakeholders are 
expressing 
dissatisfaction with the 
quantity of 
recommended flows.  

Providing legal 
status to mangrove 
forests 

Stakeholders 
participated in high 
level meetings (with 
Governor Sindh). 
Communities were 
briefed about the 
purpose of the 
activity 

Use rights be allowed  The matter is still under 
discussion at the 
government of Sindh 
level. However, WWF 
will take every effort to 
ensure that the 
traditional rights of 
local communities are 
not affected. 

 
 


