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INTRODUCTION
SFP FIPs research Program
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Defining a FIP

• Originally described by SFP as a “Fisheries Improvement 
Partnership”, that engaged international buyers and supply 
chain directly in fisheries management

• Later defined as a “Fisheries Improvement Project” to 
accommodate other FIP models

• A fishery improvement project is a multi-stakeholder effort 
to address environmental and social challenges in fisheries

• Definitions: sustainablefish.org, or solutionsforseafood.org
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SFP’s “Original” FIPs

• Almost all focus on globally commercially 
significant fisheries with serious problems, 
that have been internationally traded for 
decades.

• Focus was on “Fixing the worst problems 
first”;

• By engaging buyers, importers, processors 
into the fisheries management processes.
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Fair Test for “Fixing the worst first”
• “Fixing the worst first” means:

• Focusing on improving the most serious problems
• Ignoring minor declines in good areas (unless they 

decline below acceptable levels) 
• If biomass and fishing mortality are fine, then concern 

is lower over management quality or fishers 
compliance.

• Hence a “fair test” of such FIPs is check to see if the 
worst problems were actually addressed;

• NOT see how performance changed on “average” 
across all FIPs, or did they achieve MSC, or some other 
measure
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DATA AND METHODS
SFP FIPs research Program
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Data Comes from FishSource
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SFP’s online website showing the status of fish 
stocks and fisheries: FishSource.com. 



FishSource Scores
Score/Criterion <6 (fail) 6 to 8 (conditional) >8 (good)
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Score 1: 
Is management 
precautionary?

• No reduction in F 
required as B 
declines below Btrp

• Some reduction in 
F required as B 
drops below Btrp

• F reduces to 
zero as B drops 
to Blim

Score 2:
Do fishery managers 
follow scientific advice?

• Managers set TAC > 
25% above 
scientific advice

• Managers set TAC 
12.5% above 
scientific advice

• Managers 
follow scientific 
advice

Score 3: 
Do fishers comply?

• Catches are > 25% 
above set TAC

• Catches are > 
12.5% above set 
TAC

• Catches are at
or below TAC
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Score 4: 
Is the stock biomass 
healthy?

• Biomass is below 
Blim

• Biomass is 
between Blim and 
Btrp

• Biomass is 
above Btrp

Score 5: 
Will the stock be healthy 
in the future?

• Fishing mortality is 
50% above Fmsy

• Fishing mortality is 
0% to 50% above 
Fmsy

• Fishing
mortality is < 
Fmsy

8
Source: http://www.fishsource.org/indices_overview.pdf



Biomass and FS Score 4 Example (Barents Sea cod)
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Data Issues
• Many fisheries either don’t have or don’t publicly report key 

data, which impacts FishSource scores as follows:
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Data Not Reported Impact on FishSource scores

Point estimates of B or F • Available info used to infer interval scores (<6, 6 
to 8, >8)1

• If no info, FishSource Scores 4 or 5 not possible

Scientific advice for TAC • Assign interval, or FishSource Score 2 not possible

Illegal fishing estimates • Assign interval, or FishSource Score 3 not possible

1. For analysis, <6 assigned a 3, 6 to 8 assigned a 7, >8 assigned a 9



The FIP graphical profile
FishSource scores (Y1 axis) 
Numbers denote each 
score, 1 to 5

Blue-shaded area: FIP active 
period. Not applicable for 
active FIPs. 

Blue-bolded: FIPs stages, sx, 
where x denotes 1 to 6 (Y2 
axis)
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FIPs Included in the Analysis
• There are 109 FIPs globally publicly reporting (as of 1 June 2016)
• It takes a couple of years for FIPs to get going and deliver impacts
• So our analysis focuses on the 81 “mature” FIPs ≥ 3 years old
• Only 57 of those 81 “mature” FIPs currently have reasonably 

complete FishSource scores that can be used to measure impact, 
and are “in” the analysis here

57 (70%)

24 (30%)

In analysis
(with up to
date series of
FishSource
scores)

Out of
analysis
(incomplete
or outdated
time series of
scores)
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Attributes of FIPs in versus 
out of the analysis



RESULTS
SFP FIPs research Program
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Starting conditions matter (as expected)
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FIPs impact on “red starters”: harvest strategy
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FIPs impact on HCR and Biomass

17

FIPs impacts greatest on 
the most critical problems

HCR & B 
improved

HCR 
improved, 
B declined

HCR & B 
declined



FIPs impact: FIPs starting 
with scores in the “red zone”

Averages Score 1: harvest 
strategy

Score 2: scientific 
advice followed

Score 3: fishers 
compliance

Score 4: target
stock health

Score 5: future 
stock health

Start 3.2 3.4 3.3 4.0 3.7
End (or current) 5.4 6.7 6.8 5.3 6.0
Sig. of dif. (p) <0.001* <0.001* <0.001* 0.11 0.014*
Equal var. (p) <0.01* 0.09 0.013* <0.01* <0.01*
n 26 18 17 10 14

FIP start FIP end (or current)

s1

s2
s3

s4

s5

s1

s2
s3

s4

s5
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Impact: FIP groups’ performance 

s1 s1

s2 s2s3 s3

s4 s4s5 s5

 Artisanal FIPs

 SE Asia FIPs

 Developing 
country FIPs
(UNDP “Low” or “Medium”)
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CONCLUSIONS
SFP FIPs research Program
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Conclusions
• FIPs trying to “fix the worst first” should be judged on 

that basis. The results show:
• Most FIPs have delivered independently measurable 

results
• Serious problems were consistently improved
• All types of FIPs improved: industrial; artisanal; SE Asian; 

developing country
• Performance varies – why?

• Did the most impactful FIPs do anything special?
• Were specific stakeholders key?
• What FIP practices were most important in creating 

impact?
• Environmental impact scores are being added, will help 

assess FIPs focused on habitat, endangered species etc. 21



SFP FIPs Research Program

• Consolidate SFP’s knowledge and data on FIPs.
• Make data on FIPs more accessible to researchers.
• Collaborate with researchers in other independent institutions 

to build and verify a common database.
• E.g., With GEDB, who are coding and adding actor/strategy data

• Main goals for SFP:
• Facilitate high quality academic research;
• Build consensus on measuring FIP impact;
• Improve understanding of the causes of successes and failures;
• Improve understanding of critical good practices;
• Improve performance.
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Thank you!
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