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EVALUATION REPORT OF THE SURVEY PROGRAMME AND OPERATIONS 

OF THE RESEARCH VESSEL "DR. FRIDTJOF NANSEN" 

(i) FOREWORD AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. 

Following the appointment of an evaluation mission by 

NORAD with FAO's agreement, in October 1982 to study the 

manner in which the R/V "Dr. F.N." surveys have been 

implemented and their impact in particular on fisheries 

development and management in the numerous countries where 

the vessel has operated, the report which follows contains 

the evaluation findings, based on field studies in a number 

og the countries concerned and supplementary information 

supplied by them in writing. 

The opportunity is taken to express the teams appre­

ciation of the friendly reception and frank views received 

from the very many officials, researchers and industry 

representatives who were consulted during the field visits, 

and the ready assistance given also by UNDP/FAO and NORAD 

staff in the countries concerned. The team is also greatly 

obligated to the many officials, scientists and others from 

countries that could not be visited in the time available, 

but who nevertheless responded to requests for their opinion 

in writing. 

Details of people consulted during the study or who 

submitted their views in writing are shown in Appendices. 
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(iii) SUMMARY. 

b. Project background 

An agreement was signed in September 1971 between the 

Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations 

(FAO) and the Norwegian Agency for International Develop-

ment (NORAD), providing for the construction of a fishery 

research vessel to undertake a 15 year jointly funded 

programme of scientific and exploratory investigations 

of the fishery resources of developing countries. The prin­

cipal aim of the agreement was to assist recipient countries 

to develop their fishing industries by providing them with 

the essential basic data which they lacked, on the abun­

dance, distribution and seasonality of their fish resources. 

In partial fulfillment of this agreement, the R/V 

"Dr. F.N." was commissioned into service in October 1974, 

and under a sub-contract with NORAD, was placed under the 

operational control of the Institute of Marine Research, 

S ' Bergen. Survey operations commenced in February 19 75 in 
_ 

t the North West Arabian Sea and have continued up to the 
present time generally in the Indian Ocean and West African 
areas, 

Eight years of survey work having now been completed, 

NORAD decided, with FAO's concurrence to commission an 

evaluation of the results achieved to date by using the 

vessel and the follow-up work in the recipient countries. 
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c. Data collection 

Based on selection criteria which were agreed on 

beforehand with NORAD, the mission chose six countries 

to represent the 38 countries surveyed by R/V "Dr. F.N.". 

The six countries were: Burma, Sri Lanka, Pakistan, 

Kenya, Somalia og Mozambique. These countries were visited 

by the evaluation team. Additional data from the rest of 

the recipient countries was collected by post enquires 

(see Appendix 4). 

d. Selection of countries surveyed by R/V "Dr. Fridtjof 

Nansen". 

The mission found that there were logical links between 

vessel surveys and ongoing FAO project activities, espe­

cially in the beginning when the NW Arabian Sea survey formed 

an integral part of the Indian Ocean Programme of work. At 

later stages there were links with other projects such as 

Bay of Bengal and South China Sea projects and in the case 

of the West African surveys with the work of the Eastern 

Central Atlantic Fisheries Commission (CECAF). 

As regards periods of surveys funded wholly by NORAD, 

only in the case of investigations of the Tanzanian waters was there 

a link with an ongoing major NORAD project - namely the 

Mbegani programme. 

The mission thoroughly endorses such linkages as and 

when they can be made, because it provides mutual benefit and 

roake it easier to disseminate survey results later on. 

Some survey activity resulted from specific country 

requests and the timing of certain of the surveys resulted 

more from logistic convenience than for other reasons, but 

it was concluded that these were not a major element in the 

selection process. 
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e. Communication with survey countries. 

In several of the countries it was commented on the 

short notice given prior to the commencement of a survey, 

which gave little or no opportunity to select and prepare 

appropriate local counterpart staff, or to allow the 

inclusion of national components into the survey programs 

Greater effort should be made to involve national 

authorities and scientists in the planning process with 

the aim of obtaining optimum benefit from the time and 

effort enployed during each survey period. 

f. Planning and administration of survey operations. 

On the basis of interpretations of existing agreements 

for planning and implementation of the surveys, it appears 

that the bulk of actions concerning preparation, planning 

and execution of the surveys have been undertaken thus far 

by the Marine Institute, Bergen. 

Both FAO and NORAD should take a more active role at 

the planning stage. A more active involvement of both 

headquarters and country representatives would ensure that 

all interests, including that of the recipient countries 

was taken into consideration. 
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9- Survey methodology and limitations for stock assess-
ment. 

The team was asked to discuss the relevance and 
adequacy of the survey methods. 

The major strengths of the survey methods are their 

facility to provide recipient governments with extensive 

series of data on hydrographic conditions, plankton and 

samples of fish for identification studies, data of 

relevance for mainly longer term fisheries management, 

and indicative estimates of the size and distribution of 

surveyable fish stocks occurring within their national 

waters. 

However, several shortcomings were also identified, 

for example the acoustic survey technique is inaccurate 

for assessments of stocks of fish close to the bottom or 

near the surface. Surveying were not possible in water 

shallower than about 10 m because of vessel size. The 

methods are clearly relevant to other stocks, namely 

pelagic and, to a somewhat lesser extent, demersal ones 

not on the bottom. A further shortcoming concerns the 

research vessel's limited capability to operate commercial 

type fishing gear and hence to carry out simulated 

commercial fishing to determine catch rates. 
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h. Reporting and follow-up. 

In general it was concluded that the reporting and 

presentation of survey data was handled in a competent 

and professional manner as regards the use of report 

contents for scientific purposes. In most cases the 

cruise and final reports were produced with minimal delay. 

The team was informed that survey results were fre­

quently referred to in planning documents and as reference 

material by local fisheries administration, but there 

were evident shortcomings in the understanding of and in 

the distribution of the reports which reduced their effec­

tiveness as tools for fisheries development. 

The reports are unquestionably of a highly technical 

nature, dealing as they do with very complex situations 

at sea, and it is far from easy for non-technical staff to 

understand them or be able to extract the crucial impli­

cations of "Dr. Fridtjof Nansen findings". There is in 

consequence an urgent need for a parallel commentary 

report in each case, wherein the findings from the scien­

tific surveys can be described in a more easily under­

standable and applied form, drawing particular attention 

to implications from survey results for fisheries develop­

ment and management, for the benefit of the staff of 

planning and other departments who are also involved in 

decisions regarding fisheries activities. 

In some of the final reports, local scientists have 
taken part as co-authors. The benefit from this is unques­
tionable both to ensure follow-up, and for better under­
standing of the implications of the survey findings in 
the recipient countries. 
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The evaluation mission endorses such action as has 

been undertaken to follow-up the presentation of survey 

reports to countries, by visits and other actions designed 

to promote the understanding of and use of survey findings 

in the countries concerned. 

The Karachi Workshop in 19 78 was organized as a 

follow-up action as a part of the Indian Ocean Programme, 

and was reasonably effective. Another example is the 

round-table conference in Colombo which was initiated 

by NORAD, which was very much appraised by all concerned 

in Sri Lanka. 

In general, however, the important task of follow-up 

has not been performed as well or as thoroughly as it 

should have been. One reason for this is a lack of defined 

responsibility for the follow-up role. 
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±# Utlliz*tion of survey results bv recipient govern, 
ments and institutions. 

The survey results have been utilized for fisheries 

research and for educational purposes. The extent to 

which this has happend is to a large extent dependent 

on the existence of national counterparts, and their 

level of competence. In most countries the stock assess­

ments made are used in the general development planning. 

The survey data are of basic importance for setting rea­

listic targets for fisheries development. References to 

the R/V "Dr. F.N.» survey data can be seen in most of " 
t h S fisheries development plans for the countries visited, 

and this is also reported by countries contacted by mail ' 

The plans include information concerning the identification 

of the different fish resources, their size and distri-

bution ect. 

The utilization for exploitation of the fish resources 

identified is more questionable. A major problem in most 

of the developing countries is a low capacity for the 

dissemination of information. In some instances the team 

was informed that the management of the state owned 

fishing company had not seen the survey report, nor were 

they informed about its content. 

In order to extend the usefulness of the stock assess­
ment data there is a need for monitoring and for experi­
mental/commercial fishing in most of the countries. There 
is also a need for other follow-up activities which can 
overcome institutional barriers and other organizational 
problems. 

The most significant use of the survey results by the 
industry occurred in the cases where an expansion of the 
offshore fishing fleet was decelerated because of the evi­
dence made available by the survey vessel. 
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j. Major conclusions and recommendations. 

1. Throughout the eight years of operation the vessel has 

been very competently and effectively operated. R/V "Dr. 

F.N." has provided many of the countries concerned with 

the first systematic assessment of the fish resources 

within their waters, and thereby contributed to rational 

development of the fisheries of the recipient countries. 

There is unquestionably a need for further surveys, and 

it is recommended that the R/V "Dr. F.N." project should 

be continued, with regards given to the recommendations in 

this report. 

2. The first and major objective, appraisal of the fish 

resources, has to a large extent been fulfilled. The 

other main task of the project, assessment of the catch-

ability of the resources, has been fulfilled to a limited 

extent only. The training objective is regarded as most 

important by the recipient countries, and steps should 

be taken to ensure the best possible outcome of the 
training effort. 

3. The aims and the objectives of the project should be 

reconsidered and redefined in regard to the achievements 

and the experiences so far. FAO and NORAD should agree 

on these and they should also reach an agreement for the 

assignment of responsibilities amongst the institutions 

involved. 

4. As a consequence of the inability of R/V "Dr. F.N." 

to operate in shallow waters (under 10-15 meters), and 

limits in the assessment of catchability of the fish 

resources it should be considered to associate R/V "Dr. 

F.N." with a smaller inshore going local research vessel 

and/or a commercial vessel. 
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5. For scientific purposes the reporting and presentation 

of data is adequate and prepared in a very competent 

manner. There is, however, a need for a commentary report 

where the implications of the findings for fisheries 

planning, and commercial purposes are explained. The 

commentary report should be produced in the language of 

the country concerned, and preferably in collaboration 
with local staff. 

6. The team strongly recommends that the follow-up acti­

vities are extended and upgraded. Both FAO and NORAD 

should bear a greater responsibility in this respect. A 

fund-in-trust should be established, and a person assigned 

the responsibility for follow-up activities on a full 

time basis. 

7. It is concluded that the most effective use of the 

vessel will result from a concentration of effort, e.g. 

completing coverage in particular areas and more detailed 

studies of particular stocks or promising areas for 

development identified. There are many reasons why effort 

should be concentrated, a most important one being that 

of securing the integration of the survey work to the 

fisheries development in the recipient countries. 
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A. INTRODUCTION. 

A.1. Appointment of the evaluation team. 

In accordance with discussions in NORAD during the 

fall of 1981 that an evaluation of the R/V "Dr. Fridtjof 

Nansen" project should be carried out during the latter 

part of 1982, and after having informed FAO on the matter, 

NORAD in September/October 19 82 appointed an evaluation 

team. NORAD wanted an evaluation of the project because 

of mainly three related factors: 

- the ongoing negotiations with FAO on the future cost 

sharing arrangement between FAO and NORAD 

- the increase in the costs of running the vessel that 

had occurred during the years was another factor of 

concern 

- thirdly, the benefits to the recipient countries from 

the project were not known. 

with the following members: 

- Mr. Abraham Hallenstvedt, Professor Organizational Theory 

Norwegian University of Fisheries (team leader) 

- Mr. R. W. Ellis, Marine Biologist, UK 

-Mr. C. E. P. Watson, Fishery Development Adviser, UK 

Ms. Kirsten Bjøru, sociologist, acted as sectretary for 

the evaluation team. 
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A.2. Terms of reference. 

The terms of reference were written up by NORAD and 

sent the Fisheries Department, FAO, Rome, for comments. 

The task of the evaluation team was stated as follows: 

"The evaluation team shall: 

1) Discuss the procedures for selection of survey 
countries, both with regard to bilateral and multi­
lateral programmes, and assess if this selection has 
been reasonable regarding registration of needs and 
likelihood of efficient use. 

2) Assess if the communication with the survey coun­
tries, before, during and after the surveys, has been 
adequate. 

3) Discuss the administrative set-up and division of 
responsibilities between FAO, NORAD and the Norwegian 
Institute of Marine Research, regarding operation of 
the vessel and the arrangement of surveys and final 
reports. 

4) Discuss the relevance and adequacy of survey methods 
including the follow-up with the national fisheries 
authorities of the recipient countries. 

5) Assess the quality and relevance of the reports and 
the form of presentation applied in the final reports, 
and report on the actual or planned use of the resource 
information in these reports in the elaboration of 
fisheries plans or for other purposes. 

The main emphasis on the evaluation will be on issue 5) 
The discussion of the remaining subjects should be 
geared towards a meaningful answer to issue 5), in 
order to evaluate the end-use of the information 
collected by R/V "Dr. Fridtjof Nansen" in the countries 
surveyed." 

At the initial meeting of the evaluation team in Oslo 

during October 1982, the terms of reference (Appendix 1 (a)) 

were discussed in the light of additional comments received 

from FAO Headquarters - Kojima telex dated 13th October 

Appendix 1 (b)). 
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The original text of the terms of reference was 

accepted as basis for work by the evaluation mission, 

since FAO's suggestions would have introduced only minor 

changes in emphasis. It was however agreed to bear FAO's 

suggestions in mind, particularly as regards "changes in 

survey methodology as a result of experiences gained" 

(§ 4 terms of reference), and added emphasis to the 

"evaluation of actual or planned use of the survey data, 

reports and recommendations by recipient countries, 

NORAD and FAO". 
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A.3. Work schedule for the evaluation team. 

Four main lines of approach were used by the team 

in the conduct of the evaluation. These were as follows 

a. Field visits and interviews: 
* 

The principal part of the evaluation of the project 

was carried out by visiting a sample of the countries 

where the research vessel had operated and interviewing 

personnel in relevant institutions within these countries. 

These institutions usually consisted of the following: 

- the fisheries departments within both the national and 

regional ministries or other agencies responsible for the 

administration of marine fisheries. 

- government agencies responsible for general policy and 

planning. 

- fishery research establishments both within government 

and universities. 

- private and state fishing companies. 

- NORAD representatives when present in a country. 

- UNDP and FAO country representatives and FAO staff 

members associated with fisheries projects when present 

in a country. 

- staff of bilateral aided fisheries projects. 

Most of the appointments were made prior to the team's 

arrival in the country usually with the assistance of 

local UNDP or NORAD representatives. A comprehensive list 

of the persons met during the trip is shown as Appendix 3. 

As well as information directly related to the terms 

of reference, both prior to and during the visits, the 

opportunity was taken to collect general information on 

the fisheries sector of the countries visited. It should 
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perhaps be stated here that all of the people interviewed 

were extremely helpful and appeared genuinely grateful 

to the Norwegian Government for providing them with the 

services of the vessel. 

b. Postal enquiries: 

Since it was clearly impossible for the team to visit 

all of the countries which had been surveyed by the 

research vessel, an attempt was made to obtain information 

from the remaining countries by sending enquiry letters 

to the agencies which would otherwise have been visited. 

A sample of the letter is shown as Appendix 4. In 

addressing these letters, special attention was given to 

those local administrators or scientists who had parti­

cipated on cruises of the vessel or had received subse­

quent training at the Bergen Institute. The response to 

this postal survey is discussed in a later section. The 

countries contacted and those which replied are listed 

in Appendix 4. 

c. Contacts with agencies involved with the administration 

and conduct of the surveys: 

Both before and after the field trip, the team had 

extensive discussions with" appropriate staff members of 

NORAD and the Bergen Institute. The team was also for­

tunate to have an opportunity, in Mombasa, Kenya, to visit 

the research vessel, inspect its facilities and to hold 

discussions with the onboard scientists and crew members. 

-» 

FAO Headquarters in Rome was the first stop of the 

field trip. The Fisheries Department staff most concerned 

with the operations of the research vessel were assembled 

for a meeting with the evaluation team and the discussions 

proved to be very useful. The FAO Fleet Manager was not 

present in Rome at the time of the team's visit but it 
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proved to be possible to meet him later in Bangkok. 

Similarly, FAO arranged for the team to meet in Paris 

with their Project Coordinator for the East Central 

Atlantic Fisheries Commission (CECAF), to discuss survey 

findings in West African waters. 

d- Assessment of acoustic survey methodology; 

Among the terms of reference for the team was the 

requirement that an assessment be made of the acoustic 

survey methodology used by the research vessel. 

Professor Kjell Olsen of the University of Tromsø was 

commissioned to prepare a review paper, which is incor­

porated in this report as Appendix 7. 



1 

- 16 -

A.4. Time schedule for the evaluation 

1982 

20/9 

11/10 

12/10 

14/11 

16/12 

The secretary for the evaluation team started her 

work. During the period before the team was 

appointed preparatory work for the evaluation was 

carried out. A post enquire letter was sent to 

all the recipient countries as well as to the 

individual local scientists who participated on 

board the vessel. 

By the 11th of October, at a meeting in Oslo between 

the members of the team, the Evaluation and 

Research Division, NORAD, and the Fisheries Divi­

sion, NORAD, the team as a whole had been appointed. 

A preparatory meeting was held in Bergen between 

the researchers connected to the R/V "Dr. F.N." 

project at the Norwegian Institute for Marine 

Research, Bergen, and the evaluation team. 

Out of the recipient countries 6 were selected for 

case studies. Preparatory work for the country 

visits was carried out subsequently. 

Field work. The evaluation team made visits to 

- FAO, Rome, 15/11-16/11 

- Burma, Rangoon, 17/11-22/11 

- Bangkok, Meeting with Mr. Fitzpatrick, Fleet 

Manager, FAO 

- Sri Lanka, Colombo, 23/11-26/11 

- Pakistan, Karachi and Islamabad, 27/11-30/11 

- Kenya, Nairobi and Mombasa, 1/12-4/12 to 9/12-11/12 

Met with the vessel and her crew in Mombasa 4/12 
- Somalia, Mogadishu, 5/12-9/12 

- Mozambique, Maputo, 11/12-15/12 

- Paris, 16/12, met with Mr. Everett, of the FAO CECAF 

project based in Dakar, Senegal. 

See Appendix 3 for a comprehensive list of per­

sons met. -
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1983 

19/1 Meetings with the Fisheries Division, NORAD, and 

the Evaluation and Research Division, NORAD, in 
Oslo x 

20/1 Meeting at the Norwegian Institute for Marine 

Research, in Bergen 

20/1-

21/1 The evaluation team meets for discussions about 

conclusions and recommendations. 

4/2-

5/2 Final meeting of the evaluation team 

28/2 The manuscript is delivered to NORAD 
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A.5. Selection of 6 sample countries for field visits by 

the evaluation team. 

Between February, 1975, and December, 1982, the vessel 

has operated in the waters of 38 countries throughout the 

Indian Ocean, the Mediterranean and the coast off West 

Africa (see list of countries in Appendix 4). 

On the basis of criterias agreed upon between the team 

and the Evaluation and Research Division in NORAD, and on 

discussions in NORAD, at the IMR Bergen, and among the 

members of the team, the team was able to shortlist the 

most desirable criteria for the selection of the six 

countries where case studies should be conducted. These 

criteria were: 

1. Different levels of technology within the fisheries 

sector. Where applicable: Take account of regional 

differences within the country in question. 

2. Multilateral/bilateral use of the vessel. 

3. Norwegian main party countries should be included. 

4. Geographical distribution. Atlantic/Indian Ocean and 

within the Indian Ocean. 

5. Countries where the report is used/is not used. 

6. According to duration of survey period/One or several 

seasons covered. 

7. Early/late in the history of the project. 

8. According to capacity to respond; knowledge; training; 

technology. 

9. Economic criteria - Importance of the fisheries sector 

(share of GDP, employment, increase in catches ace. to 

species). 

10. Type of economy; centrally planned, mixed or mainly 

private. 
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It should be noted that how each of the countries 

perform/is placed according to some of the criterias, 

was not yet known, and would form a part of the findings 

of the evaluation. The countries selected were: Burma, 

Sri Lanka, Pakistan, Somalia, Kenya and Mozambique. See 
Appendix 5 and 6. 

During the first part of the selection procedure 

Senegal was included as a 'representative of the West 

African countries, and because of the location of the 

CECAF project, while Kenya was not selected. Mainly 

because of the timing of the fieldwork just before 

Christmas it was difficult to incorporate the journey 

to Senegal within the itinerary agreed upon. Secondly, 

Senegal and the rest of the West African countries 

(except for Cape Verde) had only received the cruise 

report and not the final report yet. On the other hand, 

because the inclusion of Somalia and Mozambique involved 

travel routing through Nairobi, Kenya was selected as the 

sixth country. Because the team was able to meet with 

Mr. Everett, the coordinator of the CECAF office, in 

Paris on the way home, some information from West Africa 

was provided. 
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B. THE NORAD/FAO "DR. FRIDTJOF NANSEN" PROJECT. 

B.l. Project background. 

In 1971, FAO asked the Government of Norway if it 

could provide a research vessel to the Organization, 

suggesting that FAO covers part of the operating costs. 

The request was approved by NORAD in 19 71 and an agree­

ment between FAO and the Norwegian Agency for International 

Development regarding the construction and operation of 

a fishery research vessel was signed on 27 September 1971. 

An agreement between FAO and the Institute of Marine 

Research regarding the operation of the vessel was signed 

27/9-1971 (see section B.2). 

The Working Group proposed the establishment of a 

FAO/NORAD programme for the operation of the fishery 

survey vessel, the operational tasks, kinds of resources, 

areas of operation, and periods of assignment were the 

following (see the Final Report of the Working Group, 

January 1971): 

"of having available a vessel for new projects whilst 
these are awaiting delivery of their own vessels, 
which often takes a very long time, or for projects 
which are experiencing extended periods of inoperation 
of their own vessel due to a major breakdown. I can 
also foresee other important uses for such a vessel, 
for example to extend the activities of certain pro­
jects, for limited periods, both in scope and in 
geographic area. 

The main tasks will thus be related .to the survey and 
appraisal of resources, and the assessment of their 
catchability. The vessel should be able to carry out 
clearly fishery-oriented biological research and be 
able to use modern fishing gear of various kinds for 
experimental fishing. Thus it must be equipped with 
advanced acoustic fish detection instruments. As a 
secondary task, training may be undertaken. 

The vessel should be able to use commercial-sized 
gear so as to determine realistic catch rates. 
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The resources to be studied will be both demersal 
and pelagic fish species of commercial importance. 
Thus the vessel should be equipped to carry out both 
bottom and midwater trawling as well as purse seining. 

Simple arrangements should be made for longlining. 

The areas of operations will be tropical, sub-tropical 
and temperate waters, such as the Indian Ocean area, 
Indonesia, Brazil, Southern Argentina and Chile, as 
well as the Atlantic coast of Morocco. Both air-
conditioning and heating will therefore be necessary. 

Periods of assignment to individual projects will 
normally vary from 9 to 18 months." 

The construction costs of the vessel were met by 

NORAD and the vessel "Dr. Fridtjof Nansen" was delivered 

from the yard in October 19 74. It was made available to 

FAO from January 1975. The vessel's first project (1975-

19 76) was the "North Arabian Sea Survey". In Appendix 5 

is listed the survey assignments to date including maps 

and a table of seasonal coverage by country surveyed. 

During 19 77, due to financial difficulties in UNDP, 

FAO was unable to meet their previously agreed share of 

the expenses. For this reason the vessel was used bilate­

rally during 1977, 1978, half of 1979 and April-December 

1982. This was certainly a constraint on the cooperation 

between FAO and NORAD from 1977 and onwards, and in effect 

put a heavier burden of responsibility for planning and 

follow-up particulary to the Institute of Marine Research 
in Bergen. 
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B.2. Administrative arrangements/project organization. 

a. The Working Group and the Final Report. 

A working group with members from NORAD, FAO and the 

Marine Institute, Bergen, was established in 1970 to 

settle the operating conditions for the proposed 

FAO/NORAD fishery survey vessel. 

The working group should according to its terms of 

reference (Paragraph 3.6) study the following: 

"The running of the vessel especially with 
regard to the allocation of responsibility between 
the field projects, FAO Headquarter and NORAD." 

The FINAL REPORT of the working group was presented on 

the 15th January 1971. 

In paragraph 6 of the Final Report the responsibilities 

for operation and administration of the vessel and the 

surveys are stated. 

- FAO's responsibility was to plan and implement the 

vessel's research programme. ! 
* 

- FAO's determination of areas of operation should be 

done in consultation with NORAD. ! 

-' FAO should also obtain permission for the vessel to 

operate in territorial waters. 

- NORAD through agents, should take care of formalities 

in harbours. ; 

- NORAD/Marine Institute, Bergen, should be responsible 

for the proper running of the ship and its operation. 
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In paragraph 5 the annual budget and the sharing of 

costs are outlined. The annual budget for the operation 

of the vessel was in 1971 estimated to be about US$ 365 000 

According to a letter from Mr. Jackson, Assistant Director 

General (Fisheries) FAO, 17th April 1971, it was estimated 

that FAO could contribute US$ 150 000, or roughly 40 % 

of the total cost. 
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b. The FAO/NORAD Agreement (Appendix 8) 

To avoid the necessity of making individual agree­

ments for assignments to different projects, it was 

recommended that a general agreement should be made 

between FAO and NORAD on the use of the vessel. Such 

a general agreement was concluded in September 1971. 

The Agreement is mainly concerned with the operating 

costs, their sharing and other budgeting arrangements. 

Almost nothing is said about assignments of responsibi­

lities between the parties involved, except for the . 

technicalities related to budgeting and cost sharing. 

This might be seen as a forewarning of what should be 

a key question in the implementation of the whole project 

In Article IV - OPERATING COSTS (which covers two 

pages out of a total of three and a half) it is stated 

in paragraph a (iv) that FAO 

II anticipates that it will make payment 
to the Institute of 40 per cent of the yearly 
operating cost of the vessel". 

The lack of a firm financial committment from FAO 

which can be read from this, results from the fact that 

FAO is not authorized to 'commit itself on a long term 

basis because of the dependence of allocations from the 

UNDP for their own funding. A reason for stressing this 

fact is the observation that the sharing of cost between 

FAO/NORAD of 40/60 % became more or less a fixation 

point in the discussions to come. 

One reason why very little is said about assignments 

of responsibilities in the FAO/NORAD agreement might have 

been the following statement made in the FAO/NORAD agree-

ment: 

"The vessel shall be placed at the disposal of the 

Organization." 
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This of course was a statement in accordance with the 

whole idea behind the project. FAO had the research 

vessel at its disposal and was responsible for the 

planning of the survey programme and also for its imple 

mentation. 

In Article III in the Agreement it is stated that 

the vessel shall be operated: 

" by the Norwegian Institute of Marine 
Research, Bergen". 

Detailed arrangements for this operation should be set 

in an agreement between FAO and the Marine Institute. 

c. The FAQ - Marine Institute Contract (Appendix 9). 

The contract between FAO and the Marine Institute 

was signed the same day as the Agreement between FAO 

and NORAD (September 27th 1971) . In Article I in the 

contract "planning of the use of the vessel and the 

budgeting of operating costs", it is stated that FAO 

will submit to the Marine Institute a plan for the use 

of the vessel by 1st August each year. Based on this 

plan the Marine Institute should submit a budget pro­

posal to both NORAD and FAO for approval. The rest 

of the contract describes the detailed arrangements 

and responsibilities concerning the vessel's operation, 

manpower, maintenance, financial procedures, etc. 

d. Problems inherited in the project organization. 

In summary the responsibilities for the R/V "Dr. F.N." 

project were assigned in the following manner in Septem­

ber 1971. 
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I. FAO was assigned the responsibility for the 

planning and implementation of the survey pro­

grammes. FAO "anticipated" that it would pay 

40 % of the operating costs. j 

II. NORAD's responsibility was to pay for the con­

struction of the vessel and cover at least 60 % 

of the operational costs. 

III. The Marine Institute should be responsible for 

the operation of the vessel according to plans 

submitted by FAO. 

Logically, the agreements and contracts are mainly 

concerned with how to operate the research vessel, since 

the vessel would not be operational before 1974. Quite 

naturally, the main concerns were the practical questions 

of technical and financial nature. Looking back to this 

agreement 11 years later, and after 8 years of operation 

it is more natural to ask questions about how the survey 

results are handled. 

No responsibility was assigned regarding the handling 

of the survey results. Survey-reporting is not mentioned 

at all nor are any follow-up activities relating to the 

surveys. However, from the fact that FAO was responsible 

for the planning and implementation of the survey program­

mes, it follows that FAO also had the responsibility for 

the end use of the survey results and for the follow-up to 

ensure application of these results. In other words: 

the application of the survey results was supposed to 

be related to ongoing or planned FAO fisheries develop­

ment projects. As it is said by FAO that it has found 

it necessary to obtain a fishery research vessel 

" in order to implement its fishery field projects" 
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e. Financial problems and organizational breakdown. 

At the end of 1974 R/V "Dr. F.N." was constructed 

and ready for survey operations. 

An agreement was concluded between NORAD and the 

Marine Institute in November 19 74 on the management of 

the vessel. By January 1975 R/V "Dr. F.N." was avail­

able for charter to FAO, and started surveying in the 

North Arabic Sea as a part of the UNDP "Indian Ocean 

Fishing Survey and Development Programme". The charter 

contract between FAO and the Marine Institute is an 

extensive description of objectives, tasks and respon­

sibilities . 

For two years the vessel was operated in accordance 

with the intentions as they were outlined in the planning 

documents, agreements and charter contract. 

From 19 77 however, FAO was not able to pay their 

share of the operational cost of the vessel, and their 

role as survey planners was not executed either. This 

ment that the whole idea behind the research vessel 

project was changed. The main actor in the administra­

tive arrangement did not fulfil its role. In consequence, 

the function of survey planning and implementation was 

left to NORAD and the Marine Institute. 

For two and a half year the vessel had to be assig­

ned bilaterally with NORAD as contract partner. Con­

siderable strain was imposed on the FAO/NORAD relation 

in this period concerning the 40/60 per cent cost-

sharing. 

It should be said that there has been to much 

emphasis on the financial aspects of the project exe­

cution. The sharing of the operational cost of the vessel, 
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important as that may be, should be second to the ques 

tion of assignments of responsibilities for planning, 

execution and above all, for the implementation of the 

end product from the surveys. ! 

Since the summer 19 79 FAO again participated finan-

cially and chartered the vessel on an ad-hoc basis 

until 1982 when NORAD again sponsored the operation 

100 %. 

There is a need to organize the most important mana-

gement-functions in a way that is not directly dependant 

on the cost sharing between FAO and NORAD. FAO's two 

most important roles was survey programme planning and 

their role as a link between the surveys and fisheries 

development projects. The implementation of the end 

product should not be too dependant on who is paying the 

bill. 





\ * * 

- 29 -

C. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS FROM THE COUNTRIES VISITED 

AND AGENCIES CONSULTED BY THE EVALUATION TEAM 

C.1.1. Minutes of the meetings at NORAD, Oslo, 

October 11th 1982 and January 19th 1983 

Officials interviewed: 

Mr. Ole Andreas Lunder, 

Ms. Vigdis Langsholdt, 
Head of Fisheries Division ' 

Senior Officer, Fisheries Division 

Mr. Lunder gave an overview on the history of the 

vessel and its operation. The background and the thinking 

at the planning stage in 1971/72 was discussed in rela­

tion to the period 1975-82. In particular the annual 

cost of operations and the cost sharing between NORAD 

and FAO was a central theme in the discussion. The origi­

nal agreement that FAO should pay a 40 % share of the 

annual operational cost lasted only for two years (1975 

and 19 76). From that time on FAO was not able to pay its 

share of the operational cost and this imposed some strain 

on the NORAD-FAO relation concerning the project. 

Basically, the agreement made between NORAD and FAO 

in 19 71 has not been changed. FAO should be handed over 

the vessel, and should be responsible for the planning 

of its use and also for the follow-up. NORAD should mainly 

approve the budget and pay its share of the operational 

cost. The operation of the vessel itself was left to the 

Marine Institute based on an agreement made in 1974. 

The two first years of surveys in the North-West 

Arabian Sea can be regarded as successful seen in light 

of the original plans for the project. Since then, it 

has been a problem not only with FAO's financial commit 

ment but also with the management commitment. 
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NORAD had felt that institutions within the reci­

pient countries should participate at the planning stage 

to a larger extent, but that would require longer plan­
ning periodes. 

The "Nansen Class vessel" is regarded as a good 

construction, but there are limitations to its opera­

tion, e.g. inshore waters and bottom schools are not 

fully covered. 

The team was also informed that the Fisheries Division 

was not directly involved in the training of scientists 

on board the vessel. The question of training was mainly 

handled by the Marine Institute and institutions in the 

countries involved. (NORAD-fellowships are handled by a 

special office within NORAD). 

The used of R/V "Dr. F.N." and the selection of 

countries and areas for operation had been discussed 

several times in the NORAD "Fishery Advisory Group", 

e.g. Pakistan 1977, Mozambique 1977/78, Seychelles 1978 

and Sri Lanka 1978. 

Finally, the Fisheries Division stressed that much 

of the decision making process between NORAD and the 

Marine Institute was of a rather informal nature. 
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C.1.2. Minutes of the meetings at the Institute of Marine 

Research (IMR), Bergen, 12th October 1982 and 

20th January 1983. 

Officials interviewed: 

Mr. Gunnar Sætersdal, 

Mr. Rolf Sælen, 

Mr. Roald Sætre, 

Mr. Tore Strømme, 

Director 

Operational Manager 

Scientist 

Scientist 

Director Gunnar Sætersdal gave an introduction about 

the operation of R/V "Dr. F.N.". 

IMR has regarded the vessel and its operation as an 

important project. The Institute regarded the operation 

of the vessel and the surveys technically speaking to be 

of normal standard. 

Sætersdal would have liked to see more follow-up work. 

The efforts made had not been sufficient. IMR had parti­

cipated when FAO and NORAD had requested it. More should 

be done to make the information from the surveys under­

standable. The type of seminars/conferences held in Karachi 

and Colombo should be arranged more regularly. 

In the discussions about the reports IMR expressed 

concern about what actually happened after the reports 

were delivered. 

Concerning the training of local scientists IMR had 

the experience that the benefits varied quite consider­

ably. It was seen important to get the local scientists 

involved in the surveys also for the follow-up. But often 

it was too little time available for prior contact and often 

difficult to establish a workable relation to institu­

tions and scientists before surveys. This is the type 

of knowledge and relations that is established as a 

result of the survey work. 
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On the question of selection of countries and regions 

for surveying and whether one should concentrate on a few 

countries or cover large areas, Sætersdal answered that 

this very much depends on the objectives of the research. 

If you are out to monitoring the resources for management 

purposes, concentration is a necessity. If your purpose 

is stock assessment for general planning, concentration 

is not so important as long as your surveys cover the 

different seasons. 

IMR felt in some instances that FAO asked the vessel 

to go for too many areas. 

In many areas already surveyed the work done should 

not be regarded as sufficient, partly because of seasonal 

fluctuations, but also for other reasons. Some countries 

want more catch rates than the research vessel can give. 

Examples given of need for repeating surveys/comple­

ting work to be done: 

Mozambique waters have got 6 complete covers of off-shore 

resources. Resources are abundant, and more work is needed 

related to the fishability of resources (gear and vessel 

application). Mozambique also wants research collaboration 

for development of their own fisheries research. 

In Somalia resources are underutilized. They need infor­

mation for better assessment of stock size and about the 

kind of vessels and gears that should be applied. 

In West Africa a monitoring type of work would be use-
full. 

More research is also needed in Pakistan and Burma waters 

and there is generally more to be done related to the FAO 

project in the Bay of Bengal. 

In general - it is always a need for continuous surveys, 

methods are being improved, resources fluctuate etc. 
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On the question of Oceanic fisheries, e.g. tuna, 

Sætersdal would rule that out as a realistic possibility. 
4 

As to the question of the use of the survey result 

IMR felt that one of the greatest achievements of 

the R/V "Dr. F.N." project has been to prevent developing 

countries from overinvestment in deep sea fisheries. 
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C 2 . FAQ, Fisheries Department, Rome, 15th and 16th 

November 1982. 

Persons interviewed: 

Mr. N. Kojima, 

Mr. M. J. Mann, 

Dr. H. D. R. Iyengar, 

Mr. C. M. Monrufet, 

Mr. I. J. B. Robertson, 

Dr. Armin Lindquist, 

Mr. S. C. Venema, 

Director, Operations Service (FIO) 

Senior Project Operations Officer 

Africa Group (FIO) 

Senior Officer Trust Funds (FIO) 

Assistant Fleet Manager, Fleet 

Management Unit (FIOF) 

Senior Fishery Industry Officer, 

Fishery Industries Division (FII) 

Director, Fishery Resources and 

Environment Division (FIR) 

Fishery Resoruces Officer, 

Marine Resources Service (FIRM) 

Record of main meeting is contained in the following summary minute 

covering the principal points of comment and discussion 

with regard to terms of reference (Appendix 1). 

General remarks to the R/V "Dr. F.N." project and its 

administration. 

FAO was mainly happy with the arrangement, but feels 

it has not been consulted as much as it should have been 

in deciding the detailed work programme for the vessel. 

More active follow-up on supporting trainees after the 

cruises is needed. FAO should be consulted in advance of 

any changes in the original programme and should be more 

actively involved in determining proposed cruise tracks 

than has been the case in the past. 

The efficiency of the operation of the vessel was 

regarded adequate indeed, and the record of effective 

days at sea under difficult conditions was admired. 
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Selection of survey countries. 

The selection of survey countries was based on the 

following criteria: 

1. the need for information or confirmation of 

existing estimates, 

2. the existence of institutes or other institutions 

that could be expected to make use of the survey 

data, 

3. requests from governments, 

4. linkage with other UNDP/FAO projects, 

5. NORAD/Marine Institute preferences (which sometimes 

overrides FAO's preliminary selection). 

The team was informed about a number of country selections 

based on the criterias listed. 

Methodology. 

The surveys done by R/V "Dr. F.N." were in many ways 

pioneering, but provided only a part of the information 

needed for resource assessment (e.g. noncoverage of bottom 

species, shallow inshore grounds and surface shoaling 

pelagics etc.) FAO is the main source for data on these topics 

in the developing countries and needs to be more involved in 

compiling such data. Benefits would flow from encouraging 

firms such as SIMRAD to update R/V "Dr. F.N."'s acoustic 

capability with latest equipment under development - e.g. 

situation display sonar, and surface ranging gear for 

tuna etc. and perhaps NORAD could make a financial contri­

bution to SIMRAD to stimulate such developments. 

Test fishing to establish catch rates (rather than 

for species identification and composition of catches) 

should be kept separate from acoustic surveys. R/V "Dr. F.N." is 

not particularly well equipped for commercial catch rate 

work (also accepted by IMR), therefore more active colla­

boration with local research and commercial fishing craft 

is needed. 


