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'lhll culuntlon of !uhotiu proqrm of the. Mency foz i

: ,Intotmtlml ncvol.opunt (AID) was undzrtaken by the Merine 'rochnical

Auhuncc Group (MTAG), of the Ocean Poncy Compittee, in recpons~ ko
a requast from that agency. It is pert of a larger stutly of U.8. . '

~technical assistance and cnoperation in oceanography, marine fishuries,

and inland fisheries, including aquaculture. This report inciudes a
brief review of the pattern of AID assistance efforts in Cisheries

.>llncc World War II, detiiled analysis of three major ficheries .
programs, summaries of a numbar of regional programs, and a serics of
':onclullon- and recommmdations on how the cttoctlvonen of futute
progtm night be llptovod. : S

L Imdiataly fonoung World War 1%, U.8. !ouign anistance m R
.fisheriea was . directed mainly toward the development of modern ;
. commercial fisheries as a wmeans to strangthen the «oononies andi :npidlv,
‘{ncrease the food supply in countries with serious food dcﬂciu. This -
-effort involved large-scale programs to provldo boats, gear, hltbom, .
-and: ptoooumg equipment and to retrain local fishermen and fisheries
.workers in the use of modern esyjuipment. tmu\ny AID was directly

.‘ rnponlibh for. hiring experts and supervising programs. utgo-scal.e
‘programs in Korea and India followed this pattcxn. as did a nu-bot of
‘mnor p:ogrm in other partn of tho world. ) L

Dutinq the late 1960-, U.B. !oteign anunnco began to ba diucted
_-oro specifically tovard the poorest people in developing countries. =
‘Lu:go industrial ficheries development prograns were curtsiled in. favor
of ad 15;9_ projoeu. qunonny tied to agricultural developmert
progrm. AID attached a lowered priority to fisheries dvring this
period: md most of the sgency's own expertise in tuhotln was lost.
-AID did. serve as tbo lead U.8. agency in a domestic ptogru largely
’cauhd out by the mzuu of Commercial Pisheries (now the National
Marine Tisheries Bervios) du:ing the late 1960s to develop a process
for produc(:im ‘of fish protein concentrate. ‘The prognn vas a: fniluto
_.lnd m:tbo: reduced AID 1ntcrnt 1n urino tuhouu as a u:got tor .

thnlopunt n-lltmcn.
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‘More recently there has been increased interest in fisheries within
AID, much of it directed toward aquaculture. However, fisheries
activities are accorded a relatively minor position within the
administrative structure of AID, and funding for fisheries programs
constitutes only a small portion of AID's expenditures for enhancement

of food production techniques.

At leaat three factors justify an expanded fisheries program within
AID: ‘ .

* Coungressional support for such an increase is indicated by the
inclusion of Sea Grant Colleges within the Title XII revision of the
Foreign Assistance Act and by the inclusion of fisheries as a priority
area of food production.

* Limitations in agricultural production are becominyg apparent
in the decreasing amount of land available for agriculture and in the’
increasing marginal cost of agricultural production. Fisherics
assistance often has been suggested as an econcmical alternative to

.enhancement of agricultural production.

. Developing countries are expresginc increased interest in
.exploiting and controlling the resources within their recently acquired
200-mile exclusive economic zones, and the United States has an
"interest in gaining access to these zones for trade, scientific

research, and for defernse purposes.

The report considers the following project mechanisms ‘used by AID
to support fisheries programs. :

1. Direct funding and supervision of programs by AID, usually
involving AID employees in an operational capacity in a foreign country.

2. Use of U.S. universities as sources of expertiae and sometimes
.a8 management entities for development programs.

3. Funding through a regional or internationeal organization, which
assumes responsibility for managing the program. :

4. Joint programa_in which foreign governments'exercise
operational control and the United States provides funding, expert
advisers, and training.

The Marine Technical Assistance Group did not examine all of the
mechanisms by which AID's fisheries assistance is carried out, although
the mechanisms selected for study are typical of those used in other
fisheries assistance projects. Restrictions of time and money limited
 the analysis to review of AID reports and evaluations supplemented by
information provided by program participants. The programs that were
examined in greatest detail were the Korean Fisheries Revitalization
'Program (1956-64) and programs at the University of Rhode Island and
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- Auburn University, funded under Zection 211(d) of the Foreign: o
- Awsistance Act during the period 1969-79. The Korean program is an -
1_.;;;p¢pq@£¢l ﬂ1ngtétunqidudnd;AID-luporviuod:qtfort»to‘a-iiqt the
~commercialization of fisheries. The latter two programs illustrate ths
~use of vhiversities as .executing agencies and sources of expertise for -
AID fisherics operations. ' Through their outreach activities, the -
‘university-bagod programs aleo.involve coopsration with foreign = .
‘governments.  Various mechanisms described in paragraphs 3 and 4 above
.are illustrated by projects reviewed in less detail; these are the
. Guinean Trawiing Survay (1262-66), the Bast African Preshwater

' Fisheries Organization Project (1967-72), and fisheries development
~Programs. in ‘the Philippines (1970-81) and in India (1952-52).

- KOREAN PISHERIES REVITALIZATION

- The Korean program was intended to revitalisze the local commercial .
£isheries that had been devastated by war and economic hardship.. New
.veasels, goar, processing facilities, and fishing methods were -~
successfully introduced through fishery experts who were hired by AID
and were able to gain the confidence and respect of the Korean
fishermen. The project was designed to develop an export industry and
~to'modernize facilities for fish handling and processing. However,
‘there-was little apparent attempt to develop artisanal fisheries or to.
»follow’ththQh,on‘certain'aquaculture'1n1t1at1vesi:,An_existing system
-of government fisheries administration an1 management wae revised to
‘make it responsive to the needs of the new fisharies, and technical
capabilities and scientific fisheries institutions were strengthened.

, The Korean program was quite successful and probably was a major
factor in the reemergence of Korea as one of the world's leading
fishing nations. "Success appears to have been achieved in part through
the strong, -ontinuing support from AID and through effective .
supervision and the employment of experts with considerable field
“experience.  Success was due also to the enthusiastic involvement cf
‘Koreansat all levels in the program and the willingness of fishermen -
‘and others in the industry to accept change. - The postwar conditions in
‘Korea and a large U.S. presence, both physically and financially, also.
had a good deal to do with the success of the program. Another.
important factor was the existence of an office for fisheries in AID at’
that time. and the availability of fisheries expertise within the AID
central organization, which provided strong management support to field
operations. ' e ' : T

- PISHERIES AND AQUACULYURE PROGRAMS AT U.S. UNIVERSITIES

" U.8. universities have long provided expert field staff for
£1sheries programs of U.8, and U.N. assistance agencies. This
- involvement of the universities was formalized when Section 211{(d) vas

_qdd@QUtéfthgfro;q1gthlsiqtan¢e;Act in 1966. vThé‘pqrposexof_thg
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‘section was to .enable AID to provide funding to 0.8. educational and
Jreeeerch inutitLtions “to strengthen their capability to develop and

carry ‘out programs concerned with the economic and social development
of lene developed countries.” AID selected two universities to serve
as centera of excellence in fisheries; Auburn University was to be . -
responsible for aquacultuze and: inland figheries, and the University of :
‘Rhode Island was to ba responsible for narine fisheries, elpecially
small-scale and ertieanel fisheries.

,'- The Univereity of Rhode Ialend eeteblilhed the International Center
for Marine Resources Development (ICMRD) as the vehicle for the.211(d)
effort. This was a coordinating unit with a director and a small staff,
whose function was to encourage the involvement of the university
faculty in marine resource problems of developing countries. In this
way, the university was to have built up a large pool of committed and
experienced faculty members who would advise on AID programs and would
‘themaelves become involved in overseas activity. The approach was only
partly successful, however. Oniy a rather limited group composed mainly
of resource economists became actively involved, although fisheries
scientists, food technologists, and others were active from time to
‘time. The 211(d) objective of establishing linkages with other
universities was achieved to a limited extent, in part because the
International Center for Murine Resources Development was the
administrative office for the Consortium for Development of Techrology
(CODOT), a food science and technology group representing five major
U.S. universities. Overseas programs were pursued most actively in
Central America, although a few short-term or seminar activities were
carried out in Africa. AIDL exhibited little interest in. marine
tieheriel during the period of the 211(d) program at the University of
Rhode Island (1969-79) and made relatively little use of the expertise
‘developed under the program.

The 211(4) grant to Auburn University was intended to strengthen
the university's existing activities in overszeas aquaculture
. development, including the International Center for Aquaculture (ICA),:
a unit within Auburn's College of Agriculture. Ti.e operation of ICA in
. responge to requests from ‘AID was largaly independent of the university:;
‘there was little invclvement by other members of the Auburn faculty or
by professionals from other universities. The staff of ICA maintained.
close contact with AID and was frequently called upon to conduct
_ surveys and demonstration projects overseas. ICA played a key role in
carrying out AID's program in pond aquaculture, the principal focus of
AID's interest in fisheries over the past decade. Although the center
for aquaculture carried ou: some research and trained a number of
. students, it func’.ioned mainly as an extension of AID and maintained
only limited contacts with the rast of the university. The .objectives
-~ and function of ICA were narrowly conceived and greatly limited the
adventages AID could expect from working through a university. The
research tended tc be project-specific rather than ‘concernad with basic
- issues in aquacultura: development activities strussed technical
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flettere end ue:e ueeu in eociel end econo-ic eepecte of developlentz
end the extent ot linkege with othet inltitutione was -ininel." ‘

!he Univereity ot Rhode Ielend end Aubu:n ptoqrene both suffered .
'fzoe ‘a lack of: policy direction: from. RID. " This clearly arose in large
pett frou the: leck of hiqh-level expertiee in fisheries within the
agency. . Althouqh it is reasonable to: expect univereity unite to act
‘independently. policy 9uidelinee are needed, and a point of contact
with tiehery expette et a; high level within AID ie -oet deeireble.-~

. Thie evaluation ot the tvo univereity-beeed programs doee not
reeolve the queation of ‘whether universities should be encoureged to
develop reletively eutononoue quick-response units primarily for oo
overseas. operations or should promote interest in developlent-releted '
_ectivitiee among faculty in exieting depertnente., The Auburn program
denonetreted that in supporting a. univereity unit dedicated to overaeea'ﬁ
eeeistence ectivitiee, AID loses some of the advantages of uorking with
a universi: On the other hand, the Unive:eity of Rhode Ielend' '
approach: lecked the close coordination necessary to. pernit extensive
perticipotion in-AID's: overeeee operetione.. Both programs de-onstrated-
the need for establishing formal contacts among institutione and
indiv:duale within the United States and abroad. It is poseible_thet
‘the inetitutiovui support grants under Title XII of the Foreign
Aseietence Act will. ‘provide for alternative mechanisms involving more
univeraitiee and coneequently more extensive ratworks of institutions .
end fiaheries experte concerned with problems ot developing countries.

hdventages end dieedventegee ot regionel epproechee to tieheries
developlent are discussed in light of the rather small body of evidence_
ptovided in the reviews of AID projecte discussed in Appendix B.

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

_ . The. following ieauee, discusgsions, and: reconmendetione are
eleboteted Rore tully in the text.

1.. Bhould the Uniteo Stetea provide fisheriee essistance to .
developing countries? - : , :

.8. tieheries escictence programs have potential benefits, both o
'innediate and long-term, far outwaighing their costs. These would
accrue to both the United States and the recipient countriee. On
.belence, U.8. fishing industries and consumers would benefit from such
prugrams.. - Moreover, U.S. fiehe:iee ‘assistance would edvence verioue ,
'netionel politicel end etretegic objectivee. : .

| fRaCOHHBﬂnnTIONa The U ted States should provide fisheries
P 8 ] e 1
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_ ‘2. ' Does the United States have the technical and institutional
;capebility to provide fieheriee eleietence in developing countries?:

. Although fisheries constitute e relatively e-ell part of the u. s.
economy, the United States pousesses considerable scientific,

~technological, and -anegeriel ‘expertise in fisheries-related fields.

"Much of this expertise is unavailable elsewhere. In addition, various

Ue8a inetitutionsvheve the capability and experience to assist
developing countries in their fisheries programs. The United States

- therefore could make valuable cont:ibutiohe to global fisheries
develop-ent. ' :

o RECONHBHDATION: There_is a significant body of fisheries expertise
end tecggo;ggx within the United States that should be made available

. to developing countries seeking to survey, exploit, or manage their
fisheries resources. U.S. orqanizations and agencies should be
-encouraqed to participate in fisheries programs in developing :
countries, including joint programs in concert with other donors.

3. Should AiD be the lead U.S. agency for deliverinq U.s.
assistarice to developing countries in fisheries and.aquacultu:e?

. RECOMMENDATION: Becaugse of its statutory mandate as the central
U.8. foreiqn assistance agency, AID should remain the primary sponsor .
and coordinator of U.S. fisheries assistance programs. AID should -
maintain close contact with other organizations that have fisheries

expertise, particularly the National Marine FPisheries Service. AID
should use thase organizations as executing agencies and, . where
appropriate, enter into joint grojecte with other tieheriee assistance

donore.

4. Is the present AID structure adequete for: the adminietration of
’large-ncale fisheries aneiatance programs? v

: :RECOHMBNDATIONz AID ehould enlg;ge its in-house fisheries staff,

inéluding‘tegrgeentation at the policymaking level, and should remove
fisheries programs from administration by the aqricultural office. The

AID tiehg;ieg gtat! ehould detine a coherent AID fisheries development -
t i '

.nggggggg texs in !lghingtog lhould be supplemented bx ilheriee
'gtoteglionglg -ervigg in AID field missions.

: 5. Should AID ‘seek participation by U.S.. universities in its
‘fieheriel proqrene ebroed?

nncmnmmom AID A4 use the . gxpertise of U.S.

”dnivetlitiee to the !ul;ggt extent possible. However, the core su gpgtt

-;echeni ; such as the Section 211(d) or institution-strengtheni




_ "6+ What lessons can be gleaned ftOI past U.5. fisheries assistance
programs? . v

. Successful AID fisheries ptogra-n examined by MTAG have been
digtinguinhed by major U.S. financial backing, long~term commitments,
broad integrated programs: encompassing all aspects of the fishery from
capture to market, expert advisers with practical exper .ence  (domestic
and overseas), working relationships with local institutions, and
flexible program administration that reflects the fundamental nature of
fisheries. Successful programs have occurred in regions with good
resource bases, traditional izportance of £ish in the local diet and
econony, and strong tecipient government commitments to fisheries -
development.

. RECOMHBNDATION: Prggggﬁlé for AID fishgricl gtggg should be .
agsessed in liggt of the gactogn, enumerated above, that have txg tied

st successful progr lection of recipients should be based on
the likelihood of nuccc-l. Program evaluation should he a gontinu_gg

priority. AID 1153;1.. shou;d gxanige tho factors that hav. contributed

to success or fai e o

‘AID should recognize that rccigicnt needs and the ingredients fog
!uccess may ovolge over time.

7. How can AID best address the noeds of . tecipient countxies 1n
its fiaheties ptogtans?

v RLCOHHENDATION: The pressing noedg of developing countries requir
emphasis on improved management and better use of current fish stocks

through capture fisheries programs. At the same time, AID should not

lose sight of the enormous long-range potential of aquacultura. AID
fugdigg patterns in fisheries should reflect these priorities.



PuRoE

o ‘nu pont!.cal ordor o! tho 'Oﬂ.d'l oceans hu changod drutican.y
during the past decade. This change derives from a combination of -
technological advanoces and: diplmtlc/pontlul initiatives, .
‘particularly in’'the United Mations 'Conference On the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS).  As a: ruult. ‘moSt ¢oastal developing oountrtn have alreadv
_chimd cnhrqod jurualcuon over ‘adjacent ocean: Spaces. 'rhoy will
-11kely :oquut external assistance to mtltu returns from the ]
fisheries resonrces off their coasts.  Tho U.8. Agency for Intornattonal.
‘Developmant (AID) has been the primary U.8S. government. actot n
fisheries u-unncc and probabl.y will administer future U.S. auuumcc_
'_-:ctloru. AID therefore requested that the Rational Research Council's
‘Oosan roucy couitm evaluate its overall fisheries: ‘assistance’ ptogun’
_vvlth I vuv bonrd umtuying prcnuing mhanhu !or tuturo pro'joctn. :

l‘hh ropo:t wu propnud by thc lhrtno 'hchnical Auhunca Group

: (H‘!M) -of the Ocean Policy’ pu-um., The 1n!omtton contained horoin
5T} q-thoud as:part of ‘a study: undoruken by WTAG with: fundlng !rou
_the Depertsent of Stats, National Oceanic and Atmospberic S
“"Mllnutntlon, Aq.ncy for .. mtoru-tioml D.volomnt. -and. tho L
‘Departwent of the Navy. Its ‘PUrposes arc to. ‘examine: past a.s. uatine -
- tachnical” auicuncc ‘objectives and ‘mechanisms ‘and to'make. -

: tmdattono ugarding ‘future U.8. aui.lunco to developing

g oounttiu in tiuhor!ea nnd ocnnoguphy. = ,

Dutinq thc poriod 1948-00, thcro nn nurly 120 !uhcriu projocu :
wpporud whony or in part by AID or it prodmuor, the mtemational, .
jcoopnnuon ml.nutution. “These hava: ‘ranged fuom provision of -
‘short-term oxporu or tnini.ng to: hrgc ‘schenes. I.nvolvi.ng lhips. '
‘equipment, ‘and scientific pouonnol. - Mumerous agencies both public- and
private have putietpaud in these projccu. and’the adainistrative
Iochlnl.ul used have' ‘varied vl.dol.y. ''The: uuccnn or failure of ptojects S
-and progunl u duﬂcult ‘to munro mauu thc nlultl lhould be


http:fiuhrtf.er
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ntS) luehl loc;:_l; ml or chnnqn of qmrnunt. ukniu. tha
ning of Sucoess and failure may shift as perceptions of o
e int" ‘evolve. and as’ rohtionu botvnn thc lmu:od sw:u and thc‘_

iuclplont.oomtzy undergo change. . Lo -

nsequently, ‘NTAG his not attespted a comprehensive avaluation ot o
11 AID fisheries programs. Given limited time, resourcos, and . -
' {nformation (only aocmmu avaihbl.e from U.8. agencies), WTAG clectod )
‘to eonﬂ.m its evuuuuou to a'feu ‘large prograns selectad as .
"'inultutln ‘of the vatious mechenisms vsed by AID in: u-mucs
*ugllunoo WPAG chose exanples that would ptovidc a fuirly e
npuuntativc ulpl.e. but not an proqun mhanim uud by AID are
~j1nn1udod bou.; I _ ‘ e S

v ll'rAG‘l ovaluationc were Nud pr:luruy on 1n£orntion provided by
_AID from: 1tl internal files.! This information included rsports by
:project porsonnal (£11ed both in mid~course and at the: tcrnination of
. the projects) and avaluations perforsiad by teams of reviewers
_‘.cc-iuiomd by AID. Constraints of time and money prevented MTAG troa
- interviewing project staff ox recipients !.n the field and pncluded the
gathering of primary data cn impacts (althouqh oau amcdoul evidence .
.vas obtained from AID or project pouonml).l liomvor. linco these =~
- pzojoctl represented major AID ccmmitments: nxtonding ovcr long periods .
L of" tm. numerous AID. reports were available. - 'I'ogcthu. they were felt
gto provide lutticiont detail for this raport. The focus of this report .
._1. not the success or failure of particular: projocu but.. tho broader
“igsues of thQ match between AID's objoctivu 1R tishcriu ‘development
pregrans lnd the. mchmim used. to mlilh ‘those. cbjoetivn. mm :
; conudcud the general diuctionl of ‘past AID thhetlu nsiotance
‘Progcans and the lessons that could ba uutul to the duign and
'--;_cxocution ot tutuu tuhuiu uliltance. R T B

'nu:n progrm nte choecn by t:ho H'rAG Bvaluation ‘I'un fox' a.nu.a -
',,analylin ‘the first phau of the Fisheries Revitalization. P:ognn in
_the Ropubnc of Korea- Dbetwes; 1956 and ‘1964, .and the Section 211(d)
-"-’1nlt1tutional-luppozt gunts awardod to the Intcmational c.ntct for .
'.;-".lhunc -Resources: Dlvolopnnt. of the Univeulty of ‘Rhode Iphnd. and -
the. Intcznltional Center for Aquaculture, of Auburn University. These -
‘_f:th:« vo:o cboun !to- along ‘the many. AID: unhoriel-telated ptoguu ot
,‘;_zth‘ put two clocndu for the touowing .L@REONGs availabiuty of s
‘=,f-.’oxt¢nliv.:; docunnu:y 1n£otution tegatding the. pzognlu njoz AID
'-',_;Hnanch _commitments; long-tor- natur.. of the. prograns, which. .
--";-indicntcd conunuing”cc-umnu by. AID and’ providod some. chance to
I anEeBs - :qtmlpocthr'cl their cutput. and inpacts; and some dutotcncea
“in’ the ways: An:which: these proqnu verQ adni.nutcud. a].though tvo of ,
" the three were obviouoly linuu. R R : N

e luatiom'n: 'thc tuult ot .:to:t- by a tivo-pouon BT
£rom the ranks of MTAG.: Conclusions were ‘reached .
'_‘;.;through joim: dimuion-'and nvuion of: dutt- producad by 1ndividullb
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‘team llﬁ.!l.\ A unuon tomt toz tlu oval.uation- 1ncl.udod the
fcuovinq chuntu o oo . PO

Ovctvtmn dottntion'and hutoty ot tlu progtu md nctpient -
1n-tizution at eountty. - . '

‘-'Adninhtntiom p:ognl objocuvu, she of thc ptogn-, _
' ndainutntivc lt:uctute and: lpociﬁc projoct o
uchanlm uud. S

Aceowullnantu ptogn- uutputs, attunnnt of toml
' objncttvu, and 1mct- on dcvnlopnnt. ‘

- Qualiﬁcatlonu adli.nhtmtivc ditﬂculuol. dnwbacl:s to
- the wechanisa, ‘and unwatnntod anumtion- in des*gn :
or exocutton.: : :

Summary unrlu: qcmral co.ont., concluaims, and poncy
1q>ucations. o : o o

By focusing on a fow lutgo ptogtm. tlm -tudy undaubtodly 1qnoua ‘
‘ ,nunerous small filhoti.u ptojocu conductod by the AID niuions wi.thout
" extensive- ovenlght froa hndquartcu in Iluhington " Por ‘these" ‘ :
f‘,projects, documentation ia limited and anecdotal cvldtncc could be L
. gathered only thtough extenuve field 1ntotv1n1nq, which was' ‘not ‘
- poscible for this p:ojoct. The' evuluatton therefore does not - eonvcy an -
‘:inclusi.ve pictuu ‘of total AID !iuhoti.u nltmunco. However, by - '
3£ocusing on the luqnt. ptoguns, the study ‘oovers the major: pottions :
- of :AID fisheries expcndttuzu ‘and those’ £isheries programs to which AID:;
:_p:esu-ably attnchcd u hlqh pti.ority.

o Chaptet 2 providu a gomul di.lcuulon o! tbc pouclu and levels
" of !unding for AID H-hnriu anhtanco programs. - Chapter 3. isa
detailed: ovaluut!.oh of the Korean !'i.lhetiu Roviuuntlon Program.
" 'Chapter -4 ‘evaluates the International Center for Aquaculture and’ the ’
Intemational Center for Marine nuourcol Dov‘lopunt and discusses
_AID'S’ 1nlt1tution-:tunqthon1ng gnnt- as a mechanisa for ﬂshories
: 'unhtancc. ‘Chapter S dllcunu oth.r AID fmmu- auuunce N
: -_uchanim. Chapter 6 dravs general eonclulionl about the- nchlnisns 5
- employed by AID in u-.- pnt fulm:in o!fo:n and uku uco-.rdutlonu ,
"for future: AID fisheries prograns. Appondix A presents tigutu on
,.put, present, and’ ptojoctod AID. tuhctin n-utancc. Appondi.x
- contains brief summacies of a series of: projects in India; a ptog:n o
‘conductad jolnt!.y vlth ‘the Bast: M.'rtcan Freshvater Pisherias Ressaxch
Organization on Lake Victoris, a series of ‘aquaculture projects in the
v'-.'Phnipplnu. nnd the Guinean !'uwung sutvoy conducud through. a.
. subunit’ ot the thunintion for African Unity. ‘Por these: prograns, AID
.-wal not able to provide WTAG with sufficient informaticn for detailed -
f.i-cv"luatton. - In the: !Muppino case, the ptoj-ct is ongotng and the
: ‘final results cannot yet be ascertained.  Appendix C is 'an inventory of
_Ml ";-u.buy and nqumltuu projoct- undntakon bctmn 1969 And-1979."




_:;c’mna-fz .

- 'FISHRRIES PROGRAMS WITHIN THE -

ABRNCY !08 INT!RNA&IOHAL g;g;ggguzlru.

Over the pa:t three decades. it haa becoue claa: that the
”population of developing countzies ic growing. fanter than traditional
-agricu-tural produetion can be expanded to meet needs for- food Harine_
~and freshwuter fisheries increasingly have been recognized as an o
;i-portant means for aug-enting food supplies for developing countries
a8 wall as providing a spouzce of foreign exchange and enhanced income
ffor local ‘fishersen. Thus, filhe:ies development has ‘bncome an
‘inportant component of technical aaui-tance nftorts in developing
countries. Since the early 1950s, the United Nations has beean the
"major supplier of fisheries asaistance. Other important supplists
"include the Unitad States, . Jﬂpan, Canada, and European nations with
long tiahing traditions, such as: Norway and’the United King&am.'_Unitéd’
_Nationa £iaheriez exportn have typically een drawn. fron the United
]States, Cansda, the United Kingdou, and countriea of Northetn Europe

: Eormal U, 8. fishetiel progranl dute back to eftortl by the -
”International Cooperation Ad-inistration during the early 19503.; ‘ ‘
' Since then, U.S. fisheries assistance has waxed and waned as. functionf_
‘of  both overall: foreign asli-tance policies and particvlar ¢vents -
,within the ‘fisheries gector. U.8. fo:cign aasiaeance objectives lince .
‘World War II have evolved from a desire to ece countries modernize -
through inftaatructuze develop-ent and cepital’ inveltlnnt. to pti-ary .
‘emphasis on: onhancelcnt of food producrion, to the recent euphasiu on

‘improving. the lot of the poorest psople in devalcping countriea.
" The United States has provided strong support to international S
*aslistance agencies. ‘BORNG ot vhich include tinherica in theit prngrall

In tho early poatwar years. fishwrieu vere a significant co-ponont,-
}ot U.8. food-zalated a-nistance. a8 . evidancea by large programs in
;India and Korea and smaller activities in certain: Hediterranean. and .
-Latin’ Al-rican countriia. Duting this phuue, roughly fron 3956 to:
'1964, thc' ntetnational Coopo:ation Adninintration (and latet AID)
. few large-acalc fisheries assistance programs ai-ed at .
J,ﬁg commercial :ilhcriel alplnying fniriy larbe tithing vousoll

1Y
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pfor rspid industriel grovth. Onm such progrsn in Korea seems to have
‘been particularly successful. because of a number of unusual 3
fcirculstences. including the devastation ‘of war and the willingness of
_the Roreen governlent to support revitalization of the industry. On
‘the other hand, a concurrent program in India yielded few immediate ,
fresultsy slthough India's recent euergence as a major fish exporter may
be related at least in part to U.S. assistance. ’ : S

o In the second phnse of U.S. fisheries assistencs, roughly
corresponding to the decade 1965-75, AID began to focus on the basic
needs of the rural majority in most developing countries. Increesed :
-production of food for domestic consumpticn became the keyaote of AID
policy. but fisheries activity dropped considerably. Instead, elphssis
was placed on rural development and improving the yields of basic farm =
-crops, cereals in particular. Fishecies, especially capital-intensive
‘commercial fleets, were seen as competitive with agriculture and
inconsistent with a distributive approach that gstressed equitable
‘growth. The ' "new directions” policy imposed upon AID by Congress in
1973 reinforced this approach by requiring that ‘assistance be directed
primarily to enhance the productivity and income of the rural poor.
- Fisheries were downplayed also because of the uncertainty of the law of
" the sea negotiations and the expanded jurisdictional cleims being made
by coastal developing countries. Consequently, there was only sporedic -
AID support for large-scale industrial fisheries programs. Most. ’ o
fisheries assistance during this period consisted of ad hoc responses
to requests for equipment or technical help, or small 0omponents of .
lsrger. essentially sgriculturel programs. o v

_ : One nejor v. S.<e£for- was mounted during this. period to develop _
fish protein concentrate  (FPC) through a multimillion-dollar reseercha o
development, and demonstration program. Although the program was .
: initiated in the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, which carried out most
“of the. laboratory work and received most of the increnentsl funding,
AID was designated as the leed -agency. The progran was besed on the
‘assumption that the introduction of a few grams ot FPC per day into the
diets of" undernourished people could eliminate protein malnutrition. .- _
_FPC was thua considered both a pecwerfil weapon . i{n the war on hunger and -
a technological solution tc the problems of using abundant but "
jzunexploited fish stocks’ and distributing them worldwide. Although FPC
was not a new idea (it had been experimented vith 4in other countries -
-’end even tested as a dietary component in several), the scale of the
C UdBe prcqram and the promige of the technicel research stimulated: new
projects in: many perts of the world. Despite the substantial resources _
" committed, the U.S. FPC program failed in practice because of C
unrealistic expectstions and politicel factors that have been thoroughly
explored elsewhere.” In fact. PPC ie a useful nutritional additive
. and’ ‘lately there has been & resurgenc: o£ interest in !?c-like -
materiels.’j“ : :

Lo The PC experience had very stronq adverse effects on AID's fishery v
';ettorts. It tended to. discredit fisheries snd fishery experts in the
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‘t{A_ID aa_qlgtt_l" and, o some axtent, of Congron. AID beceme wary
"uktng"'lny new: large-acale !hhulu programs. Instead, the
‘agency choss to deal with' probleas of woz1d hunger primarily through
‘agricultur ,llut:i.tion ‘experts concluded that in most cases, protein
‘,nalmittltion results from inadaquate food. intake and is not independent
of ctloric uhmtriticn ac_had baen. prcvi.ouul.y bcncvod Thus, bonof
._;1n thc valuu ot !hh zs a hiqh-protcin tood co-poncnt was dhininhed.- :

‘rhil ucond phuo ot u.s. fi-harin n-i-tunce allo coinclﬁed vith
__,a notlbh rile in U.N. fisheries activities. These activities ninly
involved the: Food and Agriculture Organintion of the United Nations .
mm ‘a8 the executing agency, with financing through: the United .
‘Nations. Denlopnnt Programme (UNDP) and the United Rations Chud:en'
‘Fund (UNICEF).. Projects were vwidely spread. th:ougbout the developing
world and included gctivities such as stock assessment, training, -
1nfzutructuu davelopuent. rec cometciauntion (pilot plants),. and
.’conltru\.tion of filhe:i.u resn:ch vessels. Some U.N. programs were
qui.t. largo and. wom sounted on a long-tern basie with involveaent of
._exports trc- many nations as ‘well as. strong m-cuuntty pa:ticipation. e
Many 0.S. fisheries personnel were seconded to these U.R. programs.. .
: Horaover. there was some sentiment wvithin the U.S. foreign sssistance -
‘community that fisheries development should be left to the U.N. while
_the United States coiicantrated instead cn agricultural developmnt. .
whete we had cxpe:tin not avanable froa other donor countties.

, Bince the early 1910-, AID and the lultil.atenl devclopnant bankl C
‘have’ ‘expressed renewed interest 4in fisheries. Since 1975, the- ‘resources’
comnitted to fisheries programs by AID have increased nubstantially. R
During the five-year period 1970-74, AID 1n1t1aud only seven new.
finheries projects totaling { 2 million.” In. ‘contrast, during the
following five years, AID initiated 23 new projects . in fisheries nnd
aquaculture funded at a level of '$53.7 million in grants and. loann. In
/1980, two other large projects totaling $3.3 million nu bogun. ulo
Guring tho 1975-79 period, three NOAA filheriu experts were seconded
'to AID on an advisory services contract under the authcrity of the 1967
Gonoul. ‘Agreement between AID and the Department of. CO-orcc. . Ag Of .
September 1980, there were 14 projoetl in fisheries. and aquacultuu ‘
_funded by the Development Bupport Bureau, including core support for:
ICLARM, - the Title XII' strengthening grants, and Collaborative: Research
Support. P:ogn- (CREP) projacts. Seventeen additional projectl were
funded by the ‘Regional Bureaus and Country: Missions. Most of thcu
projects are in 3outheast Asia and Latin ‘America, but the largest . -
_sinqh projvct u 1n ngpt (824 nin!.on fro- xoonoulc support !'und-). '

_ Dupu:c thu lncrnu. nuhorin rmins a small mt of tho MD o
budgct. For FY 81, the: ‘AID. Devalopment: ‘Support Buresu's Aqricultuul
*‘Dtucu included uquoatn for $2.3 million for fisheries and aquacultun._
‘or" nboue 'S percent of the tot.nl. budget request of $50. 2 million. - :
vruhoriu programs. roqumtod through the mtonnl burezus during FY 81
- amounted ‘to roughly t!b -u.ncn. or. hu than i poro.nt ot t!h tom 01 :
bn..lton budnt. : S o S
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~ AID's renewed emphasis on fisheries stemmed from a variety of - .
faetoxo. inciuding heightened world interest in marine resoirces; 0.8,
conaressional interest in fisheries, as evidenced by the specific
‘inclusion of fisheries in the Title XII ‘amendment to the Poreign
Alii-tanoo Acty dovoloping count:iol' toquclt. to’ alniltanco agonciec
for. norino-tolatod services) and a ‘reawakened interest among
»sciontistn. tochnologiltl, and agriculturul -gconomists in aquaculturc
as:a food production system. This lact factor has atimulated AID :
_ot!ort. in aquaculture because it coincides . (at- least theoretically)
with thc onphasia on smaller-scale projects cf direct benefit to- tbm-
rural and poorest segments of recipient eountries. Hovaver, the
enormous difterenc‘o in. catch: between capture finhoriol and aquaculture
(the former account for about 96 percent of Gurrent world fish
production) cannot be ignored, and some marine capture fisheries
projects are also. curtently under vay (e.g.; EQth'o tinheriea projectn'
in the Red Bea).- . : _ '

Anothet factor contributing to the ronaiunance of fishotiel within
AID is the Board for International Food lnd Agriculture Dzvelopment
(BIFAD) created in 1975 by the Title XII anond-ont to the Foreign
Agssistance Act. The Title XII amendment requires that, within the
guidelines of the "new direccions® mandate, AID use more extonsively
and effectively the resources of the land-grant and Sea Grant v
institutions in carrying out foreign assistance programs related to
food and nutrition. BIFAD's Letln of :efcrence include fisheries and .
aquaculture as food production: ‘methods. . Sea Grant institutions are
represented through NCAA on BIFAD's principal committees. BIFAD's
resources include the inltitution~|ttongthaning grants-ouccoooors to
grants provided under Section 211(d) of the Foreigyn Assistance Act of
1961, -as amended-~which in FY 80 totaled 64 grants amounting to $8
million. BIFAD also oversees the Collaborativo Rosearch Support.
Program (CRSP), for which $1.75 million over two years was requested in
FY 81. One of the nine priority areas in CRSP is fisheries and
aquaculture, althougk meat support went to agriculturo.? A seven-member
Consortium for International Fisherias and Aquaculturul Development has
been established to provide leadership in setting up CRSP projcctl in.
fisheries and aquaculture. Consequently, fisheries has been formally
recogniled by AID as one leann to improve the nutrition and inco-a of
the rural poor. : :

AID fishetics aasistance has been adliniotcrcd differently during
these three phases. During the first phase, the AID office responaible
for fisheries assiatance was called the Office of Agriculture and
Fisheries within the Technical ‘As@istance Bureau, vhich became the .
Development Bupport ‘Buteau in 1977. Late in the second phase (1973),
"fisheries". vas droppcd t:ol the title of the office. A Division of
rioheriea vas eltablilhcd in 1976 within the Technical Assistance
Dureau's Office of Agricultu:o. In 1980 a reorgunisation within the
Office of Agriculture placed tilhorios/aquaculturo personnel as well as
agticulturnl porlonnal in a Renewsble Hatural Resources Management
Division. ono ot four new: divilions within the otfioo of Aa:icnlturo.
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'In 1981 the Dovolqnont Support Bureau *as reorganized into the Science -
‘and ‘Technology Bureau, consisting of four directorates. As of August
1981, organization of npccuic otncon undct the tour dluctontu -

remuined to be done.



CHRPTIR 3

IVRLUATEON 0! !Bl

KORFAN PISHERTES REV TEALTEATION PROGRAM

OVERVIEN

, Fron 1910 until the end ot World War 1I, xorna was a ter:itorlal
adninint:atlon of Japan. The Korean fishing lndult:y during that
‘Period was organized and regulated along Japanese lines with the
_assictance of Japunole capital and technology. Japnncle !1lher1el
-administration was designed to protect small Roroan coastal fisheries
hy closing cartain !1lho:1ng azeal to trawleis tron othe: Japaneae
territories. - , : _ D

Korea was a lajor tilhing country prior to World War II.» ‘Aceording .
. to FAO statistics, the 1938 Korean fish catch was 1.77 million Ratric
tons, making Korea the third-ranked fishing nation in the world after
" Japan and the United States. ‘The ‘principal coaponent of thic catch was
. the Japanese sardine taken by’ Korean and Japanese. purse cninn:n off tho
‘northeast coast of Korea. In 1938 more than a nillion metric tons wa:ef
taken from this stock, but by 1943 the ' catch had Zallen to zero.
. Xorean tilherles prior to Worid War II were largely coaltal and
-nearshore (in the Northuost Pacltlc). for domestic use (Forea and ,
Japan), labor’ 1ntonlivc. and seascnal. Though ptoviding a major local
source of food, Korean ficho:lon gensrally occuplod a low social status;
:1n thct: predonlnantly zu:al co-nunities. ‘ -

A!to: the Rorean wa:. various conditions prcvalllnq 1n Korca .
‘coabincd to. lhapc the extensive fisheries assistance programs ‘conducted.
‘first by the United Nations and then continuod by the United States.
'Durlng and 1lnodlatoly after the war yaars, there occurred a fundamental
- redistribution of populatlon in Koraa, with a large influx of 1lllgrantl
to the bnnleally agrarian louthorn half of the peninsula. As a result -
“of ‘this: migration, there was a decrease in availatle aqricultural land‘
An the. South,. acco-pnnisd by ‘increased urbanization and Republic of
Korea: (ROK). government cnphalin on industrialization. Together, these .
‘factors creatod food lhortagCl and a potcntial market for new fish
,productl.: L : _ .

f tlo‘tiohing 1ndultry was -.tkod at this ti-n bv inactivity and
1a ‘ge':o.ulting from the var.._!u:thqr. the industry was hampered by

16
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‘high taxation of fish products, poor credit arrangements, and outdated
fuhorhn laws. A scientific infrastructure in figheries existed, but
'u:s activitiu were nogugiblo. Officlils in Korean gcvernment. agcncics
"onootnod with uahcriu were poorly traimd and were o!ton appohtod
vtbrough poutical pntromgc.

81nce 1951. honvor, United !lationa relief agcnciu had b«n .
_opcnting fisherics auinunco programs - in: Korea. Many of the porsonncl
in these prograns were U.8. citizens who later directed the U.8. ‘
efforts. ' SBubstantial amcunts of money, material, and boats had been
‘delivered by the U.N. and were on hand at the initistion of the 0.8,
assistance program in 1956, Most important, the United States had put -
a_high political priority ou !urt.horing POK economic development. -
Aﬂ:o: the ‘change of ROK governments in 1960, Korea made & strong .
‘commitment to fisheries development, which permitted drastic changes.. in :
!hhﬂ:hn policy and administration and anhanced the coouperation and
cqordinution of governmont agencies concerned with fisheries.

AOMINISTRATION

: “In this context, tue vnitud ‘States 1n 1956 initlated najox
tcclmical ard financial assistance to the Xorean fisheriss sec'or.
. MTAG examined the first phase of this program, covering tae pariocd
"1956-64,"7 The objective of this program was the revitalis~tion of

the llouan fisheries industry in the broadest terms. Bffectiwo use of
 Korean fisheries resources was sought in order to provide increased
animal pzotoin gupplies for the Korean people and to pmw:lde foraign :
exehanqr \hzough export of urino products.

'l"he Konan pzogun vas ndniniotoud onunly as &m AlD prrgras
-using U.8, fisheries experts ca temporary consuitants. These idvisers
- all had practical fisheries experience, and most of them sles had
oxporionco ae fishories advisers in developing ccantries. A csparat>
,‘!'ishcrios Branch was established within tm lccal TSAID missism to
,nnago the various component projects. wide-unging, integrated
;“approach was used in thig program in order to address all aspacias of
the local £ishing industry that required assistance, from caplure
- through- marketing and distribution. U.8. private investment in RIK
fisher.es was. cnoounqod, including participation in tue dwemwnt off
a diatant-vator tuna fleet. ‘ihe cooperustion of U.8. Arny ocoitingents
“stationed in Korea was enlisted to provide markets for the new fichecies
- products and tnining groundo for Korean entorprha- in mting the
joanitat:lon standards of an export market.

- The. opoutional objoetivu of the proqmn 1ncludod the tollauing
’..'clmntn . .

‘e . Modernization of cxisting fishing gear, introducticn and
. demonstration of nev gnr ‘and u!.bodl. a.nd i!pruvmm: of
“'fishing mhnoloqy ‘
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*  ‘provision of materials and oxpcttico for fishing boat

conltruetion. renovation of existing boats in the ROK. and
‘lunply o! new vollcll !ron overseas. .

° 'Bottnr uoo ot known resources and oxploration for now
' ‘tolourccs 1n eoastnl, ot!ahorm. gnd Qistant waters.

L 'Ilprovcnnnt ot bandling and prtlorvation .of catch both on =~ .-
vessels and at points of landing) improvement of proceuning
through 1nttoduction ot new oquip-ant, tachnology, and T
ltandardn.. v L

e Inprovcnant of dintributiéa and marketing ptocedﬁresp’ =
1ncluding nev market tacilities at landing points.

i Removal of 1npedinonta to davelopnnnt of the fiohing 1ndustry
through measures such as credit and loan programs. revised
fisheries legislation, new taxation and customs procedures,
and asaiatarce to local fiahing organizationu, espacizlly
Korean cooperativea.- : .

. -Advice on: reorganization of Korean govetnment fiahernea -
‘ ‘adninisttation. : :

. Developnent of frashwater fisheries, . 1ncluding fres.watot-
: aquaculture. E

. .Training of Koreans in all aspects of the fishing induastry,
including dicsel engine mechanics, boat construction and
‘maintenance, ané science and technelegy. Training tcok plsuce
in Korea, in the United States, and in othe £ishing nations.
of tha reaion (Javsn and the fhilippines). ~ S

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

“The Rorenn Fisheries Revitalization Program resulted in a rodernized
and @fficiont Korean fishing industry. During the eight years of Phase
2, the program. rehabilitated existing fleets and added new vessels,
introduced new fishing methods and equipnent, assiated in the better

‘uge of krown resources, and helped expand the f£ishing grounds and the
 tange of mpncion exploited from the inshore zone to distant-water
areas. U.8. eiforts during and after this period appoar to have buen a
principal factor in the subsequent dovelopuent of the ROK as « major
world fishing riation. 1In 1978, the ROK had a £ish catch of 2.35
_nillian metric tons (oighth in the world) and sn export trade in f£ish
products worth about US$63% milljon (third in the world}. In adéition _;
t0 export products, the Korean domestic fish conlu-ption has resumed
‘the leval reached during the yaarz befors World War II.. Althouga the
Rorean diet is; gonarmlly low in animal protein because of a lack of
vmoat muorlies. finh now provides the laraest source of animal protein



‘1n thc diet. Thin nituation geeng zoasonable ovidonce of tha success
of the U.8. asuiatanco ‘program. - Although other dovolopncnt assistance
‘agencles were active ‘An Korea before, during, and after the U.S.

'effort, the U.B. ‘program vwas by far the largest and most conprehenaive.

QUALIFICATIONS

- The ovatall abjectivee of the U. s.-aﬂsiatance program 1n Korea were
" largely armompliahaa. Despite this apparent success, several drawbacks
should be notaed that could affect the application of this model to
*itfarwnt rocipient ¢ont@xts.

° %ha U.8. program focused initially on provision of new
offshoroe. vegsels and gear and principal landing port
- fagilities. xather than on existing nearshcre fisheries..
_Impzovaaanta of gear and metheds in the nearchore/coastal
Figheries (artisenal znd small-scale) apparently were delayed
untll copaiderably after these in offahote and hxgn seay
‘: v&ﬁh@ i@@c o

‘ .,”@w fiﬁhﬂng veesels and eqnipmanf that weze auppliwd by *he '
UeB. prosgran in some cases had already arcived in Kevwa
Athr@ugh U.H. sources but wore awalting distribution; in other
cases the supply of new vesasls (a.g., for the tuna and other

nigh sees £leata) were supplied through arranscuents reuulting
from a Prapco~Italian agreement in 1962 to £inance new Korean
tisning viesels. In other words, without the vesssis already:
on hand and financed by other agencies, the U.5. program woul&.
nut have attained auch imnsdiuate rcauxta.

e Processing and preservatica of £ish products waa greatliy
improved but tazgeted for tis awport markets it is not known
whather such. improvements wore ol multaneaasly achiszved 1n
udo-estic ROR murkeis. :

. ,Although inportant dewonstrations of distribution and :
. marketing. ptoccdures ‘took place at several major centers,. 1t
. is difficult to judge. whether a national integrated o
distribution and marketing syatem emerged beyond the major
;fiahing potta ac a result of the program.

o 'It was only atter the change of governnent in 1960 that
;;officials at the highest levels of the Korean government
becare receptive to the removal of institutional barriers to -
finhetio. devclop..nt, as auggeated previously by 0.8.. ' ’
vadvisero. and gave priority to development of a ‘national
-fisheries policy. Before that political change, the U. 8. .
“advisers had not recoived local cooperatlon and ware not
.jachioving nuch succecc. E . :
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 'Although there was an initial effort in freshwater fisheries, -

“including !tithltﬁt lquacultaro. this. clphalil was not S
;nultainod._ _ : '

* gInitially. horo appeatod to be a lack ot 1nvolvelont of local

‘ academic inscitutions in aspects of fisheries research and
management; this was probably detrimental to the gpeed and
quality of the development program.

SUMMARY REMARKS
The olcgance of the Korean tilhorioa assistance ptogtam was 1n 1tl-
timing and in knowing when and whera to intervene. It is a case in
which a small capital outlay ($4 million) produced a great benefit in

the rebuilding. oxpwnnion. and node:nization ot an 1lportant gector of
- a developing countty 8 economy.

This assistance program is one of the first exa.ples of an
integrated approach, ranging from captura to marketing, to the o
development of a f£ishing industry in a developing country. The program '
used 2 wide-ranging and flaxible zpproach that could adapt readily to :
‘changing conditions both in Korea and in distant-water fisheries.® ‘
Some of the initial projects pointed out new cpportunities that became

_subsequent program objectives; for example, exploratory fishing for new
stocks led to later exploitation of those stocks. These evolving
objectives narrowed the program focua somewhat (e.g., away from

- aquaculture) but produced long-term industrial growth as well as

immediate economic results throcugh increased catches. These visible

benefits may havs played an important role 1n the incouing government' 8

support of filhegies after 1960. :

The U.8. assistance program benefited greatly from the enthusiastic
involvement of Korean fishermen and fisheries industries personnel who
_saw the process as advantageous to them. This was partly a result of
the willingness of the fishing experts hired by AID to wotk on khe
fishing boats and the fact that they were able to gain the :eupect of
the - fishermen. These factors ware 1lpo:tant reascns for the ready
'acceptance ot-new tochnologxol and changqs 1n fishing patterns.

Thore were several 1mpo:tant characteristics of the Korean case
whieh influenced the outcome of the fisheries program:

¢ gggg;gggz_ There were abundant marine resources within close

proximity. Korea is a peninsular ccuntry in vwhich the marine

* environment slvays has played a key role in local scciety and
culture.; 4

'f ;"Diet - Pish producta hi-torically had conatituted a major patt'
- of the aninal protein availablo to the Rorean population.
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*  Ggopolitics - After the Forean War, the reconstruction and
modernization of the Korean economy was a high priority for
the U.8.: ‘government. In addition, a large U.S. military
presence provided a market for high-quality Rorean marine
products.” The raconstruction of Korea was viewed as a
potential "showcase® of what U.S. assistance could do for a
‘developing country. This U.S. commitment provided a basis for
Korean competition with neighboring f£ishing countries.

. ‘Fishing Industry - A £ishing industry existed prior to U.S.

© assistance efforts. ‘The United States was able to build upon
an existing infrastructure, including research and extension
stations, and government agencies that were, like the industry
itself, in need of rebuilding and tevitalization. Korean
:Zishermen and industry personnel were receptive to new methods
and willing to change old. ways to improve their own economic
situation.

‘: ROK Commitment ~ There was a major commitment to fishery
development by the ROK government, particularly following the
teplacement of the Rhee govetnment in 1960. :

. Administrative Structures - An otganizational and legal
structure, aithough somewhat antiquated, was already in
bPlace. In other words, the Koreans had been introduced to a
regulated system of fisheries management. Substantial changes
sometimes were required in these systems, but this probably
presented fawer problems than if the United States had ’
attempted to create new systems.

* Timing ~ In the aftermath of a war that had partitioned the .
country and destroyed or damaged much of Korea's socioeconomic
infrastructure, the United States was able to stimulate change
within a fluid situation.

* Intetnational ngggtation - Korean development was not solely
the concern of the United States. Rather, U.5. agsistance was
provided alongside eubatantial aid commitments by other '
nations and multilateral agencies before, during, and after
thc U.S. assistance effort. The United States initiated its
assistance program at a time when many of the needed materials
had alteedy been provided by the United Nations relief effort,.
and the United States facilitated the flow of this aid into
Korean sociaety. ‘

' The Roreen experience gives rise to a number of general
: observations that have policy implications for future fisherias
- assistance by AID:

. 'Both donor and recipient countries need to make a fitm
‘commitment to fisheries development and recognize that many of
the notential beanefita are lona-term.
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It is essential that the direct recipients of assistance see
_that the development activity has advantages for them and that
they cooperate with the experts provided by AID. On the other
hand, 1t“;9 essential that the field experts be willing and
able to communica%a with the people receiving assistance and
actually to work at the operational level. Technology
transfer in this sense will succeed only if there is mutual
respect and trust. : :

AID projects need as far as possible to be complerentary to,
or coordinated with, other fisheries ausistance programs
- (bilateral, multila‘’eral) in the recipient country.

There is need for long-term programs and follow-up of
promising directions, including sustained technical support
(fisheries experts) from AID headquarters to the country _
missions (the first phase of this program lasted eight years
and was foliowed by another eight years' service by expert
advisers). The quality znd experience of the advisers and
their ability to communicate with the people they are
apsisting at the technical and working level are most
important.

There is need for clearly defined goals implemented by
experiencad advisers. Regardless of size, fisheries programs
should be broadly bosed and integrated even tirough the initial
project addresses only limited aspects of the overall plan,



. In 1966, the !'onign Auistance Act wu mnded f-o add section

211 (d), which pc:littod AID to fund U.8. educational and research
'1nnt1tutions in order to. 'ltrangthen their capability to devolop and

carry out proguu concerned with the ccononic and social dovalopnnt
.ot leu dsvclopcd countrin. The first. gnnta undot Bection 211(d)
‘were made in PY 68. By 1975, AID had nadc 54 such gunt- totaling =~ .
'-nearly 843 aillion to 45 univeuitiu. Soction 211 was repealed by the :
,Intomational Dovolopunt pnd Food' Auiutanco Act. of 1978 (Public Lav
‘95-424, 92 Stat. 942). A function similar to_Section 211(d) is now
,being played by 1nlt1tution-stungthoning guntl a\utdcd to: land-gunt

and Sea’ Grant institutions to pto-otc international dcvolopnont R
.activitiu. 'rhou, granto are awarded undor ptovinionl "ot :l‘itle P
xn-—ranine Pravention and l'uedon !‘ro- Hunger--uhich vas,. added to the .
‘Fonign Auiutanco Act with the pasaage of. the Intcrnational S
'Development and’ E'ood Auutance Act of 1975 (Public Law' 94-161, 89 T
. Stat. 849),

ol 'I'he pzilary objoctive of the 211(d) institutional .uppo:t granta
‘was. to create lultidilcipunary centers. of excollonce in areas ulcvant :
‘to AID's foreign assistance mission. _Domestic institutions would.
‘thereby acquiu expcrt:iu in addreuing the problm of dovcloping
countriu -and would boco-o incrcasingly axpczienccd and. 1nvolvc.! in
overseas activu:iu. The 211(4d) uchaniu also npncitly adduued
other AID objcctivu. By invol.ving the acadenic co-unity. AID could
draw. from a broad ‘range of disciplines in attacking dovelopnnt _
problems. Active pa:ticipation of aeaduic _experts et ..lld cnbanco thc =
: !orlulation ;n_q:fduign ot A_ID ptogtm; ally, '
® 1tde

v he U.S. acadesmic: co-unity by -iintaining
_c].ou and ugular __contnct with a’ !nv leadingf 1nltitution| 1n key tields.‘» :

:'o »__,concctn to &ID; (2) ovoruu oipirionco. 1nclud1ng"tuin1ng of
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f!otol!l students; and .(3) previous experience working with AID. In
practice, some of tho initial Section 211(d) ‘grants wvere made to
-:oplnc. or luppleunnt cxtctinq AID atrnng-lontl vith unlvctcltlo-.’*_;_]v

}“x !voﬁlnsttta&ianl ucro tnlttally coloctod by AID to uork in e
fisheries=-Aubur ; Tiiversity and ‘the University of Rhode Illlnd. Both -
.unlvnzaltlgc estoniished seperate adlinlltrattv. unitn thtough which to
}lnnlqo the grants. The fisheries field was implicitly divided botw.tn .
£he two qrantocl. ‘with Aubarn Univorclty responsible for inland =
»!tlhorlel and aquaculturo and’' the University of Rhode Island responsible
for. na:ino roloutcns. olpocially l-all-lcale and articanal marine :
cnpturp tinhurlel. - : . :

THE I!?I'BRNA'I‘IONAL cmn FOR MARINE RESOURCES nxvmumu',
UNIVBRSIT! OF RBODB ISLAND

Overview

. AID avatdod a 211(6) grant to the Un!vorslty ot Rhode Island (URI),
in 1969 to strengthen the university's research, training, and service
fcapacitiec in marine resources, especiaily . tisheries, and to axtend its -
capabilities into international dovclop-.nt activities. Capnbilitica
in a variety of dilcipllnos (marine resouzce economics, marine blology,
oceanography, ocean enqinecring, fichorlan traininq. tllhing gear
research, food technology and: -arine cxtcnlion work) were to be directed
toward the problcls of devoloplng ‘countries: through the International ,
Center for Marine Rnsourcol Dovolopmﬂnt (ICMRD).. ‘In 1974, AID directed -
Icunn to ‘concentrate on llall-lcale fisheries dcvelopi.nt. expnnd
its advilory and 1n£ornation responss -orvleul and to 1lpro~n its
linkngol with other: domestic and foreign 1nst1tutionn. Supplemental
grants were awarded in 1974, 1975, and 1977. The initial grant to URI
-alonntod to. 8750.000 spread over five years, vhilo later lupplennntary
}gtanta up to *ornination of the project at the end ot 1979 totalod ‘
‘82 01 uillion. :

, AID cupport tor ICMRD allictanco-rolated actlvitiol. as’ di-tinct
from core support, is, ditficult to diatinguilh 4dn the documents
‘available to MTAG. There appears to have been some additional project
lupport !ro- AID but not at a level sufficient to sustain much direct
technical ascintancc to dcvoloping councriol thtough the AID £iold j
allnionc._ Some . luppOtt was rocolvcd from other sources, such as the
'Nationll Science roundation. ‘the’ latlonal Marine richcrloc Service, and
lator, a s-all grant from the Tinkor !bundation. Kou'vct. ‘the 1ov01 of
auch lupport al.o 1- dit!icult to a-cortain‘»

A portion ot thc aclictanca-:olatod lctivitioc of ICNRD occurtod
thraugh projectc executed by the Consortium for- Dovclop-.nt of ‘
:!bchnology (conor).: conom is a joint oporation of food science and o
‘technology departaents of five univ.rcitica-ﬂnlvorlity of Rhode =
Illand. Uhivorlity ot Califo:nta (Dlvic). llchlgln stuto Univotcity.» g
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University of Washirgton; and the University of Wisconsin-~and provides-
_tralaing and research assistance to foreign institutions in food-related
‘areas. URI through ICHRD acted as the administrative unit for CODOT.
It s unclear how muci: of CODOT development assistance activities were
‘Performed dirsctly by URI or ICMRD steff, but it should be noted that
fisheries technology was only one compenent of CODOT activities. .
However, AID specifically encouraged participation of 211(&) grantess -
in conmortia 1ike copor. Such' involvement enlarged 1CARD international
experience and provided access to a large inter-university ‘network in- -
one of the fields vital to fisheries in ‘developing countries. o

‘Mnainistration

~. - The mechanism used by URI to meet the ‘objectives of the 211(d)

- grant was the International Center for Marine Resources Developrient, -
-established as a separate unit within the Graduate 8chool of .~
Oceanography. Permanent appointments under 211(4) were limited to the

. ICMRD director and his small staff, who coordinated program activities
by various faculty groups throughout the university. By this .
arrangement, faculty in marine-related disciplines were oriented by
ICHRD toward marine resource ‘problems of developing countries. ‘

URI was ox_p‘cctéd'to perform the fdliqninq specific tasks:

~®  Recruit new staff with interest in the international
dimensions of marine resources and foster similar interest
. among present faculty in various disciplines, with a
Particular focus on' the socioeconomic aspects of fisheries
development; '

marine resources, especially fisheriss, in developing
countries (later with a pq'rti_cqlar emphasis on small-scale

. -"pe_stgh_'ahd conduct a series of multidisciplinary studies on

‘fisheries);

e Duiqnand conduct seminars, courses, and _iv’orlti‘hobp for degree
- and non-degree programs related to marine resources, food and

nutrition, and developmental problems;

. ‘Provide training to foreign and U.8. graduate students,
~4dministrators and researchers from developing cotntries, and
persunnel from U.8. private and governmental agencies,
‘including AID; o o ‘

*. Provide advisory, technical, and extension services on marine
-resources in developing countries; ‘ -

*.  Provide. information services, !ncluding network development,
‘information aissemination, and a Ubrary; :
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‘Bltlblilh &nd nnintnin linkages to- tilhnricl institutions in -
,doveloping countries and to othot nntionnl and intotnatlonnl

fisheries 1nnt1tutions.

Accomplishments

= Bocnule of limited resources, MTAG attenpted no evaluntion of the
xltilato success of ICMRD's overseas field projscts. However, AID .
svaluations over the period of the contract stated that ICMRD had -
largely met AID's expectations in the performance of its duties undet’
the 211(d) grant. The ICMRD fostered a sccioeconomic perspective on
fisheries in developlng countries. ICMRD activities were multi~
disciplinary, even though the majority of gtudies it published were
within a single discipline (resource economics). It developed an
information service that responds to requests for assistance from both
the United States and abroad. It made contacts abroad and held .
workshops in conjunction with colleagves from developing countries.
ICMRD was responsive to the few specific AID requests for overseas
field work it received and had frequent contact with AID headquarters '
in Washington. .The program at the University of Riiode Isiand matched
AID's new emphasis on the socioeconomic aspects of dovelopment.

Qualifications

Despite the overall success of the program, there are ciusters of -
problems that hampered the functioning of the 211(d) mechanism as
adninistered through ICMRD. Some of these problems. were inherent in:
the mechanism itself, while others originated with the parties to the:
contract. The latter involve unclear or opposing assumptions about the
nature of the mechanism and the associated responsitilities, and the
ways in which personnel interpreted or execnted the 211(d) contract.

ICMRD's activities covered a wide range of research topics and
disciplines, almost to the point of being too diffuse. VYet
despite this multidisciplinary approach, moat ICMRD Studies up
to 1973 vere undertaken by the resource ecOnomicﬂ group.

ICHRD did not have a staff or adjunct faculty of its ovn apnrt
from the director and hie administrative staff. It therefore
acted more as an administrative clearinghouse than as a center
of research and training. Under this atrangcnant, linkageu ‘to
other university departments and other ;nstitutions are -
essentizl for attracting individuals and projectn. WLthin the
univezsity, ICMRD's principal collaborators were located in
‘the. Department of Resource Bcononlcs. Moreover ICHRD'
linkage with the other 211(6) grantee (Aubutn) was weak, 4nd
linkages with other U. S. universities, U.N. ‘agencies, and’
‘developing country institutions appear to- ‘have been 1nadequate;
or nonexistent. ‘AID could have been more helpful 1n ) f
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'.hctnutlm tluu ‘i.nkaqo-. puticu!.n:ly vitb i.t- othot
.4_"211(63 qnnm. 4 -

- VICIGD oonccntutod 1tl field activitin ia CQntnl Altrica!
‘its -activities elsewhere were limited to information utvtcn '
ond. a few eontozoncn. It may not be justifiable to S
- eRtrapolate .results from Centiral America to other regions,

- upochuy those outside the tropica.: . Barly work of ICMRD
- showed an apparent lack of perception of ﬁ-lnttu development
ptoblm in tropical countries outside Central America, as

. 'well as limited use of previous ocientuic work and ulults 1n '

_those othe: l!‘“l. ’ . :

o .f"-Sc-c of ICI!RD'o problm aho derivo ttm magmnt _
“‘,ditficultiu within the parent university, as evidenced by the~
, v-rntt:ur froqu.nt changes of Icm diuctor. S

"rhe solectim of URI as the site of thc hunnns and
-administrative office of CODOT has led to some confusion 1n

- determining how aany of CODOY's activities weras actually :
. performed by ICMRD staff, PFor administrative connnioncc. URI"
elected to place the CODOT office within the ICMRD gtructure,
.‘and thias ceems appropdatc enough in view of the 1ntetnatioml’
-.orientation of both argmintionu. URI is only one mr of .
. conm', which in any case is concemod with food problems in

3 general, rather than strictly fish products. But CODOT is g
' important, as evidenced by the development of nnngu ‘batween
- URX and other 1n|titutions. and by the participation by URI in
oveuen nctivitiu 1ndnpondent1y of 211(d) tunding., '

';z’xt 13 difficult to detemim from ICMRD reportl to AID the

" number of foraign: students and pxofenionah receiving .
tra!.ning under ICHRD auapicu. as separate from URI totals..
.;-;Hoat figurel quoted are for- the univeulty as a vholc. o

'_No special courael on needa of dcveloping countries were .
"established, although in many cases, faculty and student
- research: ptojectn were clearly: related. Formal ‘short-term
. training programs. !or personnol from developing countriu were
‘-'-not ntablilhed._ Lo . : ‘

Given the propoud socioecononic thrult ot ICHRD. pzoblens of .
‘:-matkoting and distribution. wsre not’ sufficiently elphuized, '

and processing and p:esetvation received. attontion only -
- later.. Despite AID'a evolvlng progun enphases ‘and the 1974
i:nandate for ICMRD to forus on artisanal fisherier, there was
:;11!:1:10 enphuis on problema atfectlng ‘artisanal fishermen,
:-such as income inequality,: undeu-pluyunt. or the tole of
wouen 1n davelomnt. _. o _

Direct fishexles technology work dom by ICHRD wu ninimal. x
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4hc1ud1nq ‘a predominately agucultuul. projoet in the houl.
‘the promotion of cxtonlion urviou appauntly ‘was not - :
m.i.d. o :

»Thort is llttlo convlnelng ovlaoncn that: tho nu-.:ouo but
scattered artisansl and small-scale fisheries in most
developing countries are capable of taking advantago of the ‘
hithy sophisticated socioceconomic -odoll empioyed by ICMRD.
It appears that ICHRD has not evaluated the lpplicability of
Lhese nodell. nor is 1t clear thnt ollplo: apptoacnol were
exploud. R

-AID daia not clearly indicate to URI what cubstantiv. program
development was expected. Thus, personnel at ICMRD pursued

research of interest to themselves. Some vf these intarests
did not metch AID's, eithet at headquarters or in the field

lllllonl.

AID ai4 not lndicato to URI its pa:tlcular interests in
‘small-scale marine ficheries. URI approached the problems of
small-scale marine fisheries primarily from the standpoint of
microeconomics. The independent faculty approach did not
‘foster the type of lultldilclplinary studies envilloned in the
21'(6) g:ant program. : _

In viow of the p:edouinancc of a:tlllnal and lnall-lcale ' :
capture fisheries in the world fish catch and the multitude of
problems in that sector, creation of only one center of
excollonca, ICMRD, was probably lnadequate.

AID. anttotpatcd that 21i(4a) g:anteel would roc:ivo additlonal
support from AID and elsewhere. Indeed, some support was ’
obtained (€eg., NSF, NMPFS, Tinker !bundltlon. Saudi Arabia).
However, in many cases ICMRD functioned as 2 managerial
cloatlnghoule rather than carrying out alnlltanco actlvlties
dltcctly (o.g., cobor bulinoll office).

Co:tainly, long-term support was naeded fro- AID 1! it wished
“URI students to work abroad in higher degree programs.
‘Likewise, additional funding was necessary to underwrite
‘assistance activities in areas more distant from the United
States than Central America. AID failed to recognize that URI
support for continuod overseas activitiss by ICHRD would be
ltnilal.

Nolthot AID hoadqultto:a nor tho country -1llion- made use of
ICMRD in policy formulation or field work. Given AID's lack
of ‘a policy for marine capture fisheries, it is unlikely that
'AID could have ef!octively used the capabilitlel assembled" by
ICIRD. . » v . . .
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Summary Remarks

rhe approach follouod by URI to -eet the objectivee of L 2ll(d)
grant program was to focus the inteorast ¢t existing: faculty oroups
_involved in marine activities on the fisheries oroblels of develaping
~countries. The institutional mechanism for this was *he ICMRD, which
consisted principally of the director and a small administrative ataff
_for organizing confersnces and facilitat!ng research. and developnent
programs by various faculty groups. While there was some broadeninc. ot
interest aad capability within the faculty as a result of the rogram,
_the nout significant invelvement from outsida the marine-related
;depart-ente ‘at URI was from the Resource Economics faculty. Social
scientists were involved in various aspectis of the overseas fishery
studies, which were later concentrated cn Cencial America, ‘

- Projects developed around existing faculty interests without
evidence of any strong cohesive plan from the central afministration of
ICHRD. This provided the opportunity for widespread faculty involvenent
in studiee of fishery development problems and could have led to- R
-creation of a large pool of faculty experts to assist AID. But this
potential was not zezlized. Informal linkages were established with
experts outeide ‘URI through the participation of foreign experts in
vorkshcps and symposia and through the connections of participating URI
faculty with colleagues in other institutions, but no formal networke
were established.

v One exception, however, was URI's participation in the Consortium
for the Development of Technology. The housing of the CODOT office
within ICMRD opened a rather large network involving four najor U.S.
universities bes’des URI., Faculty and staff from URY have baen
involved diractly in overseas operations of CODOT, some of which have
been concerned with fisheries and thus have extended the experience of
‘these individuals. But it is important to recognize that the
‘activities of CODOT managed by ICHRD from a Lusiness standpoint have
been independent of 211(d) activity. Although there has been close
‘coordination between such activities, e.g., in Central Amezica, funding
is separato and indepondent.

Although there was some increase in expertise and overseas
‘activities ‘among URI faculty, there is little evidence that ICMRD was
capable of immediate response to AID requests for ficld services in
fisheries. Moreover, AID made relatively little use of the capability
developed by ICMRD. There was little overt interest in capture
fisherius on the part of the AID Washington office or by the Country

Missions, even though a number of the missions are situated in countries
whose major supply of animal protein is derived from such fisheries
f(e.g., Irdonesia, Philippines, Sri Lanka, Thailand). No clearly stated
policy on narine fisheries was de¢' . cloped by the agency. The current .
‘concentrai:on on artisanal and ymall-scale fisheries within AID was a
‘consequence of - the "new directions” policy, which focuses attention on
the rural pocr, auong whom are included small-scale fiehernen. :
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The URI Centrel Alericen {Costa Rice and Guatemala) progre- in

.'eaell-lcele tieheriee focused primarily on economics and -arketing.

" although a- technologicel component was introduced later. Thus, the URI
. research and developlent activity abroad has been aligned with recent

- ANID goels even: thcugh 11tt1e AID. develcpnent activity has proceeded in
‘this eree.

_ AID-uponeored reviews of the URI progren have generelly concluded

_that it is meeting the 211(d) objectives. Bowever, it is difficult to
" jJudge the accuracy of this conclusion since thezre has not been a
eignificant.hlc demand for services by ICHRD AID's review teams to
'keveluete ICMRD included only a few nongovernnental members and only a-
. few lonberl with extensive expertise in tropical fisheries.

THE INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR AQUACULTURE, AUBURN UNIVERBITY
Ovetview:

, -Auburn University was chosen by AID for 211(d) institutional
support in inlznd fisheries and agquaculture because of its technical
‘capabilities and previous international development activities in
aquaculture. - Auburn therefore differed from the University of Rhode
Island in that the 211(d) grant awarded in 1970 was only one component
of a broad and continuing involvement with AID. In this respect Auburn
was more typical of the 211(d) grantaes in other fields who had
'extensive previoua experience with AID in oversees operetions.

. Auburn s aquaculture develcpment activities overseas were
.originally funded by the Rockefeller Poundation in 1965; AID funding
began in 1967. The complexity of AID funding arrangements with Auburn
before and during t'.e period of the 211(d) grant are indicated in the
-following table. Various mechanisms were used by AID tc provide Auburn’
both core support and funding for specific projects in developing
countries. For example, before receiving the 211(d) grant, Auburn had
exncuted surveys of fish culture potential in 32 countries (1581 Basic
Grant)vand had initiated long-term aquaculture projects in Thailand and
Brazil (2270 Basic Ordering Agreement). The funding arrangements '
'nhifted with time, as evidenced by the change of core support from a
Basic Ordering Agreement to the 211(d) grant and the subsequent 1978
‘shift of overseas advisory services from the 211(d) grant to the
aUnivercity Services Contract 0039. Furthermore, during the course of
the 211{d) contract, Auburn was involved in a large number of extension
activitiec Zunded under other AID contracts in various countries. At
the expira’“‘on of the 211(d) grant in 1978, Auburn was ‘awarded an
_aqueculture technology development grant (G-0039) for expanded
information. dissemination services as well as continuation of its other
- development services. Finally. a Title XII strengthening grant (G0150)
awarded for a five-year period beginning in 1979 has provided funds for
two additional faculty poaitions in econonics and one 1n extenlion
services. : :
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Administration

‘ The 211(d) grant awarded to Auburn was designed to continue and -
" supplemant ongoing overseas operations in ‘aquaculture development. The.
- objectives of the grant were to strengthen Auburn's capabilities in
‘inland fisheries and aquaculture assistance and to provide more support
‘for .the International Center for Aquaculture (ICA). The latter was
.astablished by Auburn as a separate entity within the College of
‘Agriculture. The initial grant placed special emphaeie on reaearch
pregrams, intormetion sources, and training of personnel in developing
countries.  The technology development grant that succeeded the 211(d) -
grant in 1978 stressed dissemination of information as well as
continuation of training, development of staff capabilities, research
and demonstration stations, and advisory services for on-site overseas
projects. As mentioned above, the Title XII strengthening grant
permitted the establishment of ‘additional faculty positions in the ICA.

-Auburn University was expected to perform the following tasks:

Recruit and support faculty and staff for use at Auburn and -
overseas; A

Construct and operate reseerch and demonstration stntions and
‘ extension servicee at Auburn and overaeas;

Identify socioeconomic, biclogical. and climatogical
'consttainte on development of aquaculture and inlnnd fisheries;

Develop and maintain institutional linkeges in the United
‘Stetes and overseaas} ' 4

4Develop an 1nformation center including a library, information
networks, and dissemination programs on matters related to
aquaculture and inland fisheries;

‘Develop rescarch programs, including socioeconomics, critical
.analyses of the state of th. ~rt in agquaculture, and the
suitability of freshwater species for adapiation to culture
techniques; ' '

Develop traininq programs for-graduate students as well as
“special non-degree programs for personnel from developing
countries and U.S. agencies, foundations, and industry.

Accomplishments

It is the consensus of the evaluations conducted by AID that Auburn
~ fulfilled the objectives outlined above. For example, the ICA developed
tecilitiee ‘and staff of considerable expertise and bacame a recognized |
vleaderbin world aquaculture. The ICA responded to numerous requests
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!or"ervicen from AID COuntry lillione and entered into numeroue other
.:e”vith AXD for field work. A 1ibrery of equeculture Iateriele
vas OQtlbliahea and an increeeing number of !oreign students have
studied at ICA.  Nesearch ‘and demonstration stations and extension
servicas have ‘been eetebliehed at Auburn and in developing countries.
!xteneive reporte ‘have ‘clearly docunented ICA activities. Pinally, the
ICA has conforaed ite ectivitiee to the changing priorities end .
objectivee of AID. - S

‘Qualifications

h The tollowing p:oblen arnas were ‘evident in the ICA's generelly :
succeusful discharge of its zeeponeibilities under the 2ll(d) grant.

As in the program at URI, these problens derive from the inherent
ditficultiee of universities operating as development agaacies end from
Zanbiguitiee and nieunderstendinqo of the 211(d) agreement..

e ,j{AID did not have a coherent view of the petential role of
faqueculttre in development and of its relation to fisheries
.asgistance. AID uncritically accepted the fundamontal
feesuuption that aquaculture could make an important and
;innediete eontribution to alleviate world protein shortagea. j'

;ﬁf 'AID'e ateted objectivee for the ICA were vague, diﬁfuse, end
‘general. During the course of the grant, congresaiomal
mandates subetentielly altered AID'g criteria for progrem
‘deaiqn and eveluation. ‘ - :

. .AID aeeuned that Aubuzn would provide policy guidence to AID -
jin aquaoulture but did not make this expectation explicit.
Auburn's responsiveness in meeting AID requests constrained
-ita initiative with ragard to policy issues as well as
‘renearch relevant to tha tundeuental problems or tropical
jaquaoulture. : : ‘ .

. ?The inetitutionel eupport grant vas not . intended to underwrite
‘extensive ICA tield cperations. Such support was provided by
other contractual arrangements with AID.. Institutional
,support ‘by Aubuzn was also necessary. These arrandements
complicated aduinietration and meneqement (see table and text
at p. 30-31). ' :

i ICA interpreted ite reeponeibility narrowly by focusing almost .
entirely on inland eqneculture to the exclusion of inland
‘capture tisheriee, brackish-water aquaculture, end the
frelationehip between capture fieheries (both inland and
ner:nn) end developing countriee' equaoultura potential end
poliey. - . _ ) S B
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'~"f!hsrs was littls attention devotmd tu weaioeaononic and othez :

problems: clossly related to aquacaltvvenﬁfish proceuuing.
“prcsstvstion, -srksting, ard distzibutacn._i ,

"t’ICA aads scvsrsl assu-ptions about the pftqn“ial for

, squnculturs vsntures in davnlopina Launtxiea, 5ncluding the i
'tolloving: - : :

- -svallability of land Ccr agusrultural use

-lack of competition among varicus lend uses-

~ ~-ease of integrating aquacuiture with other

 agricultural and pastoral operations _ ‘

‘ -sbsorption of tha preduct by local markets and

' acceptance by cunsumers Co
‘~receptivity of developing countri@s' decision makerg to

agquaculture

-bensfit of sguacuilture to the ey

ICA,,Auburn. and AID eh&r@ responsibility for a lack of
feedbeck mechanismg to help identify and resolve problems.

.There was a lack of uvonzistent institutionai linkages, .
particularly with AID and the University of Rhode Island as
the other marine 211{d) institution, but alac vith industry,
other U.S. governmental agencies, and international agencies
_(unnp, FAO) .

381r1ng for ICA was largely confined to Auburn graduates or
scatf. There was little apparent effort to bring in outside
people, nor was there much external contact with outside
aquaculture sxpetts. gither dcmestic or foreign.‘

ICA demonstration and research sites in the United States were
‘located in a temperate region, even through the target was
warr~water fisheries. No apparent attempt was mzde to'
‘simnulate tropical conditions through artifical environments,
“or to diversify the species used in aqusculturs projects.

Summary Remarks

Lackina aquacultural expertise axcept through a seconding
rrangement with NOBA's National Marine Fisheries Service, AID came to
depend mora and more heavily on Auburn to implement its aquaculture L

programs.  Aguacultire 'has a strong attraction among AID fond and
“nutrition st taffs, who are primarily sgricultursl elperts. On the other -
hand, marine ?iuhazxes, which involve capture rather than husbandry,
-are nelther well understocd nor supported by AID staff. Auburn itself -
‘appears to have vame ‘to aquaculture by a land~based agricultural route,
‘restricting it i{nterest to pond culture in inland. rather than coastal
-settings. - S : LT ‘ 7 D .
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In respondinq to AID, Auburn assembled a tightly knit group of
aquncultuxa experts with impressive technical and practical expertise,
but who cperated primarily in a rather narrow field defined as
warn-water aquaculture. This group seemed to operate to a large extent
independently of the rest of the university and indeed received little
or no financial support from the univergity. The ICA thus became
virtually an AID unit within the university and, perhaps not
‘unexpectedly, as a result tended to operate primarily in recponne to
AID requests and suggestions without apparent consideration of its role
as a component of Auburn University. In addition, it is not clear what
effect, if any, the Auburn group had in the evolution of AID policy on
aquaculture (even though ICA executed many field projects for AID).

The ICA seemed to be concerned primarily with supporting AID field:
programs on an ad hoc basis and with improving and to some extent
‘adapting known. techniques for the culture of particular warm-water
fishes such as tilapia and carp. There was little truly innovative
work in the more ‘fundamental aspects of aquaculture, such as
reproduction, nutrition, genetics, or disease. In addition there secems
to have been little effort to identify more suitable culture fishes
within the countries in which project teams worked. Nonetheless, there
18 no question that the group Rii develop strong expertise in the
culture of certain fishes and was able and willing to transmit tbis
knowledge to developing countries through training of individua’s and
conatruction of demonstration and broodstock ponds.

The fact that this did not result i.i widespread deve’ opment of
farmpond systems may have been due in part to the faiiure of Auburn to
develop capability in socioeconomic fields. ICA activities were
essentially one-dimensional and pertained almost exclusively to the
technology of pond fish farming. Although AID review teams periodically
criticized the lack of a sociceconomic component in the Auburn program,
the agency should have insisted that such capability be included on
Auburn project teams.

A b;cader continuing problem seemz to have arisen as a result of
the isolation of ICA within the university. This involved an
institutional introspection, which caused the group to develop
centripetally. It greatly hindered the establishment of linkages with '
other scientific groups working in aquaculture, causing the ICA programs
to function within narrow limits.. Presumably the establishment of
centers of excellence &t universities was intendeda to provide AID with-
both specific expertise and casy access to a broad range of dicciplines
and irgtitutions linked through a core institution knowledgeable abou:
the subject area. In addition, AID presumed that centers of excellerve,
bacause they would be situated in universities, would have easy and
continuing access through professional networks with other sources of
information and expertise. At Auburn, AID got.a highly focused,
strongly motivated and, within their purview, highly effective .
technical support group. However, in most activities this group chose -
to remain somewhat insulated from the usual academic and jndustrial -
information networks.. It is important to determine whuther this



36

isolation was primarily a conaequence of Auburn's policies, AID's
policies, or the lack of a policy. There is some reason to think that
it was because of the lack of a policy. ICA grew independently as an
AID adjunct, fueled by AID grants and cont:acts and busily meeting
_fairly det: led and often changing AID requirenents in its overseas
operations. .

Again it shoul¢ be noted that the situation arose in large measure
because of Auburn's zeal in meoting AID requirements as Auburn
perceived them. Tais committed the time and effort of the major Auburn
participants quite fully to day-to-day business and apparently left
little time or opportunity for long-range planning and university :
program development. AID for its part was concerned primarily that the
needs of its country and regional missions were being satisfied and was
also perhaps reluctant to interfere directly with internal university
arrangemerts. Clearly a stronger direct commitment by the university
0 the ICA and its program would have eased the situation. This might
have been facilitated by a stronger expression of interest by AL in
the total university involvement.

PROBLEMS IN THE 211(d) MECHANISM

~ Three problems inherent in the 211(d) mechanism emerged: unclear
and ‘inconsistent sponsor expectations, institutional isolation, and the
need for continuing AID support. Pirst, AID did not define with
precision what is wanted from the grantee institutions because it felt
that the exact nature of the programs should be determined by the
academic experts themselves. Moreover, the recipient institution
expected substantizl latitude in designing programs; AID. apparently
expected assistance from the recipient inatitutions in defining its
fisheries policy but never formally requested or used them in this
capacity. ICA was called upon reqgularly to provide short-term advisers
and services for AID, while ICMRD generally was not. Uith the passage
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1973 (Public Law 93-189. 87 Stat.
714) , which established the so-called new directions pulicy, AID
grant-renewal reviews suggested that both programs be focused on
activities more consistent with AID's new priorities namely, emphasis
on assistance that directly benefits the poorest people in recipient.
countries. Both recipients responied well to specific AID reguests for
services, but neither initially displayed much leadership in suggesting
new approaches to AID in their respective fields of expertise. The
211(d) mechanism appears to require a delicate balance between AID
direction and recipient initiative. Substantial latitude must be given
to the recipient institutions during their formative years, but the
sponsor must also clearly define the type of expartise sought and the
moans by which this expertise will be applied to AID field operations.

A seccnd problem for university components created to perform
applied developmontal tasks for AID is isolation, both intra-
institutional and inter~-institutional. The former problem was
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particularly evident in Auburn's program; the narrovw technical’ focus. of
‘vhidh dia not . confora to ‘the nultidisciplina:v appzoacb mandated by -

A “;ﬂuch ‘intra-institutional isolation: ‘reflects an inherent . . -
;tonslon?botu.cn univo:sltios and’ oporational agonciol ‘1ike AID. By -
attc-pting to tap 1nto the flow of ideas within the academic coununity
-thtouqh a capturod' unit ‘of the univaxlity. AID may exacerbate this
unit's: 1uolation (by: virtue of its different: ‘orientation and funding -
_lourcl) tzon ‘the remainder of the univorsity. "AID correctly . perceived
‘that linkages to other similar institutions are critical to maintaining
the cttoetivcnol' of ‘such" dovolopn.nt—alliltanco units. However, .
;tornal linkagcl with other institutions’ ‘were: conaiston*ly noglectod by
the zncipicnt univqrsitins. although cxtonsive formal contacts were
-oltablinhed. ‘Linkages with overseas- 1nlt1tutions tended to be sporadic
and. for-al.‘ ‘Despite. repeated reccsmendations in its program reviews,
AID must bear:partizl responsibility for failing to. prod or assist the:
rectpxcnts lutﬂiuiontlv to achieve the desired linkages. Linkages with
dovoloping country 1nlt1tutionl lhﬂald bo ln olsentill part of futu:e .
_core supporr pzog:ans..‘ » ( Y : ‘ ,

- Third. ¢he illue of continuing sponsor lupport hll relained
unresolved. wlthln AID, After creating institutions vith valuable .
expertise and overseas oxporience, AID must provide core support to
maintain that expertise as well as aupplenontlry funding to use it in ‘
field operations. AID program: evaluations have. unanimously eoncludod .
that ICL and ICMRD would founder without continued AID support. State
leagislatures are unlikely to fund 1nt¢rnationa1 development alliatance
activities, and university administrators generally do not see such
Prograns as. part of the educational or relearch -1asions of the ,r‘
univorlitiol. o : S : S

tilhnzigléspobificaPrpbleln

... -During the initial period of these grants, fisheries aid received a
‘voty low priority within AID. ' This began to be reversed in 1975. AID
_goals for enhancing food. uupplios from 1965 to 1975 were basically
'_nqziculturo-orlontod. retloctlng the training and cxporlonce of
‘mid~level.and senior AID. officials. Not ouzpriuingly. uqunculture

- received a higher AID prio:lty than capture fisheries because of its
-assoclation with, and similarity to, aq:icultural operations. Because
of this, the:ICA ‘program was more heavily. used. and: promoted by AID than
vjtho ICMED program for cupturo fisheries. . ‘This. relative. 1lb01anco in »
AID p:iorition persisted, though marine fiahcrlo- began recclving -ore ; ,
attention’ ‘after the 1974 midterm reviews. This reorientation. val part '
"of a more’ qoneral rocognition of the 1nportanco of small-scale : v
gtinhoriun, ‘as’ a result: ‘of: the 'nov dirocticnn' policy.. Llnkagcs wlth o
‘.other organisations, in che United States and abroad, having' major .
.programs in these. t!olds dld not rocoivo adoqultc lttontion f:ou tho RS
f211(d) rociplcntl. : s L o
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:Policy'lnplicationé.

HTAG'. cvaluation of the tuo 211(6) grants 1n tilhcticu -uggcotl
sevetal critical issuec in deaigning future fisheries assistance .
‘programs involving U.8. ufiiversities. Pirst, proper use of donootic,
centers of excellence in fisheries or aquaculture would seem tc be
enhanced by & coherent AID fisheries policy developed by fisheries
experts. This is not to say that fisheries should necessarily be a -
~high AID priority, but that major expenditure on fisheries programs
should follow from a coherent fisheries strategy. AID should not have
to roly on contracting institutions or consultants for its policy
direction. The AID administrative structure should recognize fisheries
as a co-norcial tood-production activity separate from agriculture.

. *Becond, AID must address the basic issue of whether to establish
university-based centers of excellence as a principal mechanism for
providing fisheries assistance to developing countries. There is an
apparent trade-off in maintaining quick-response, foreign-aasistance
units within the university rather than encouraging broad irvolvement
and introduction of ideas by univerasity personnel. Financial support
to university-based fisheries centers must necessarily be gubstantial
‘and open-ended. Indefirite support will be required both to maintain
the necessary level of expertise and to use it in field operations.
Given the expense of supporting 211(d) institutions, AID may wish to
explore other mechanisms (consortia, ad hoc groups of experts, service
contracts, or nongovernmental organizations specializing in' fisheries)
for fisheries assistance. Moreovir, core support appears to reduce
somevhat AID's flexibility in using other assistance mechanisms. The
two 211(d) grants consumed a large portion of the small AID budget for
fisheries, especially during the first five years of tha grants when
AID fisheries interest was at a low ebb. For example, nearly all the
AID-funded aquaculture projects during that period were executed by
Auburn. While gaining a "captured” institution and staff, AID may
sacrifice a broader network of contacts within the academic coamunity.

Closely related to this issue is the adequacy of AID's using only .
‘two institutions in the fisheries field. Alchough Auburn appeared to
be well structured to handle the aquaculture projects requested by AID
field missions, URI's responsibilities were much broader. It is
doubtful that one university-based program could hive successfully
handled all the requasts to AID for assistance in :apture fisheries,
~especially given ICMRD's nature as a coordinating unit with a very
small ctaff. The imbalance in global production between capture
fisheriee and aguaculture hardly seems to justify the approximately ,
equal division of AID resources. Although the aquaculture sarvices are
in luiicreceing demand, this emphasis on aquaculture would not seem
justified for some time to come. Moreover, increasing demand for all
types of fishories assistance would clearly justify a number of
fisheries assistance institutions. In light of the funding levels
rsquired for this assistance, AID may wish to acquire access to a
number of U.8. institutions without committing the major portion of it-'
resources for fisheries to a few universities.
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R “Thltd' to uee the 211(6) -echenien ettectivaly tequiten e tho:cugh ,
‘unde:stending of: obj”itivee and reeponeibilitiel by both’ parties to the
contract. Althouch;the ‘research and 1n-t1tution-buildtnq aspects of -
Ethele q:ente necesaitate. coneide:eble latitude, the 211(6) machanism
was ‘not eonceived an a. certe blenche €0 unive:eitiee._ ‘AID must ensure
jthet the recipiente e:e gulded toverd neetul p:oducte -eeting AID needs.

,'.- AID eeeelbled ilpre-eive poole ot expe:tiee et theee unive:eitiee,}-
-but apparently had given little thought to the question of how o use
this ‘talent in fisheries projecte. This was less a problem for Auburn,
‘which had & more focused program and a history of contacts with AID
field. hieelone ‘and develnping country gowernlente.- Core support
:egteelentl euch as these would seem to require a clear underetanding ot
the cepebilitiee and lilitetione of universities as development
anlietence agents, e.9., the problem of freeing large numbers- of
un1Vetetty faculty for simultaneous overseas eseignnenta.v AID should.
have a clear concept of how it 1ntende to use the staff of grantee
institutions and must ensure that they are in fact used by AID's
_operating bureaus. . Vagueness and enblguity in the grant terns L
lcunttibuted to neny ot the p:oblele encountered in theae e::engenente.--

rou:th, AID tequi:ed 1net1tutione1 linkegee. both domeatic and .
.inte:netionel, as a condition of past 211(d) grants, but ehould p;ovide_,
more active assistance in creating those linkages in future fisheries .
grants. This.would include linkages to other fisheries organizations,
_to potential cliente within AID~--central bureaus, :egionel bureaus, . end<
;countty nieeione-end to potential clients abroad. . Naturally, the
'prinery reeponeibility lies with the contracting. unive:eity. but AID
could devote: more: ettention to. these linkages. AID rarely took the. lf
-initiative to bring its 211(d) fisheries institutions together for an
,exchenge ot viewe, divieion of labor, or 1nput into AID policynaking.,;_

Finelly, fieheriee centerl ahould be ettuctured to. aaintein broadp N
‘programs that are both geoq:ephicelly and tunctionelly diverse. The R
-focmer. 1Ipliee field ectivitiee not concentrated within pac ticular
countries or regions. "Projects should be designed with a view toward B
applicability. in other developing countries ahd other regions. With
their limited resources, the 211(d) grantees should perhaps stress
regional projecte. ‘as these potentially benefit multiple recipient .
‘countries.. This 1lpliee a lultidiecipllnery approach: to fisheries. . -
'develop-ent ‘probl.ems in which a broad range of eervices are eveileble_ﬂj
to neet requeete of recipient countries. : T o



CHAPTER 5

OTHER MECHANISMS FOR FISHERIES ASSISTANCE

: The three major progtams reviowod above exeuplify either direct AID
‘management or university-shared management of programs. Some . '
additional project mechaniams described in Appendix B have been uged
»with vary'ng success. For example, AID has operated ac a nino: or.
complementary player in projects manageu by international agencies.
This was the case in the initial stages of the Korean program before
1956. Conversely, the United Staten was initially a najor player in '
Indian fisheries developnent during the late 1950s but later scaled
back its efforts and was largely replaced by other ‘donors (Appcndix
B.l). In subsequent cases such as East Africa, joint or conpl‘nontary
1e££orts with:other donors appa:ently have worked well. However,
‘success in these programs must be measured against the" international).
agency's. objectives. which nay or may not coincide with U.8. aims.
‘Aasistance through international agencies must always 1nvolve a
‘trade-off between smallet U.8. expenditu:es and reduced U.S. control of .
tho progran—-a good bargain in gome.caces and a diuaotot in others.,."

uinor involvenent in :ecipient governnent-funded activitios is
another mechanism ‘that has been used by AID in fisheries assistance,
‘This most. comnonly involves providing U.8. university or private
vexportile, paying other costs (equipmant, supplies, etc.), and training
foreign nationals in lpecitic skills. In many such cases, AID :
‘technical assistance is critical, since the foreign govornitnt o
involvonnnt “may actually be financed by a 1ong-torn. lov-intorost 101n
‘from AID ot from a developnont bank. This is anothet :olativaly : _
lnexpennive ‘way . for the United States to furnish a-llltanco. -again with
the risk that final achievenments of the projzct may or may not natch
U.S. interests. This. machanisl also offers a good prospect for S
ginvolving U.5. companies (e.g., fishing companies and marine oquiplent
‘supp) iers) ‘in ways that can be potentially helptul both to the
tecipient country and to U.S. 5nterents. DR

The Gutnean Ttawling Survey (Appondix B, 2) reprelontl another o
mechanlsm in which AID channeled funding through a regional organtzatlon
and retained no formal: ‘management responsibility. The: Organization of
‘African Unity/Scientitlc, Technical and Ressarch Commizsion (OAU/STRC)
hired a project director, leaacd filhlng vonlcls, and allanblod its own:

40



41

»aultinational ‘stagf, Qpetational details were handled: by the ditector,
“who- ‘Teported. ditactly to the oau/srnc and only: indirectly to AID thtoughf
la leiantitic advisory connittaa.' In part, the sciantitic nature of
‘this p:ojact permitted such atranganeuts, as the tasks were narrowly -
gdatinad and involved few additional tuchnical ‘aesistance conponenta.~
‘The ptincipal output of the. project wis the survey; training or local -
¢inatitutiona1 davelopuent wére. not objectivas of the ptojact.‘ Under .
‘this arrangement, AID had little operatioial control over the ptoject '
~but’ banefitad from the teaulting flaxibility and siuplicity of .
nanaqannntu Hoat of the project. staff and the acientific advisory :
‘connitten wate axpatiancad sciantintn from the United States or Butope. ’

Another variant of aID' regional apptoach waa the Baat Aftican
Freshwater Fisheries Project conducted on Lake Victoria during 1973-80
-fhppondix B.3). 1In this case, AID worked through a regional technival
‘organization, the Eaat ‘African Freshvater risherias Research- L
‘Organization (EAP!RO), vhich was a ‘technical arm of the East African
‘Comtiunity. Unlike the Guinean Trawling Survey, this’ teqional
organization was nepatately funded and already conducting -an active
‘scientific ptogtan. .Rather -than a aingla research product, the
vobjective in East Africa was training and wide-ranging technical
assistance to augment the capabilities of EAFFRO. Field opatatives _
were hired directly by AID, and technical aaaiatanca wag deiiveted to .
BAPFRO inatallations. : . o

In one aenaa, the East hftica program tatlacta a nacaanaty -
evolution in ‘regional aid uachaniana from the Guinean Trawling Butvay a
decade: aatliat. ‘Local technical organizationa were oparating in Baat
Vnttica and the initial lciantitic groundwork had been laid by: othot
tachnical aaliatanca and local research programs. In this situation,
formal administrative control of the progran: rests titnly with the
tacipianta.. The donor agency has little control over the acxantific
content of ‘the ptojact, although axpart adviuata still exercise great
influence. ' It would appear that future aid ptogra-a vill hava to adoptﬁ
'thia pattatn ot ahatad conttol over projectu. v : . _

rha Philippina ptogtlll ata a patthvork involving ditect AID
~aaaiatanca. u.8. univataity activity, Philippine univarsities' =
involvement, and Government of the: Philippincn {GOP) departmental -
action’ (Appendix B.4), The Southeast. ‘Asien Pisheries Davalopnant Center
”(SBA!DEC) has patticipatad in this prograw from the outset, and: lataly o
the’ International Center for Living Aquatic Resources Management S
(zcnanu). which receives ditcct ‘core support from AID, has joined. these
efforts. ' In addition the various fisheries activities of U.N. agencies
4n the Philippinaa intatlact the U.s. opatationa at many points.. Thua -
the' situation in the Philippinaa is very coaplax, but the overall '
'di:action ‘of the program is titnly in GOP hands. The AID program auat N
‘be’ taaponaiva to local needs as patcaivad by the Philippina govarnaant,,.
which is" activaly aaakinq, and ia opan to, U 8. aciantific and o >
: acanical adviea. v R R . R
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The core funding for ICLARM represents a departure from past AID
policy for fisheries. ICLARM resulted from a Rockefeller Foundation
initiative to create an International Institute for Fisheries similar
- to the successful international agricultural research centers but
without the large, permanent physical structures associated with them.
ICLARM conducts fisheries programs and. projects with a primzxy emphasis
on problems related to fisheries development. In 3supporting this
enterprise, AID is following its pattern of support for the agricultural
centers and is obtaining access to a group of fisheries eiperts who are
outside university systemg and are free from control by any national
government. ICLARM could : a very useful resource so long as its work
is competent and accepted . nd its policies are generally in line with
AID objectives. ' '

Increasingly, U.S. fisheries assistance is offered within the
framework of recipient government requirements and control. This is
the apparent situation in the very large aquaculture and Red Sea
fisheries programs now under way in Egypt. HNevertheless, selection of
experts is essentially in U.S. hands and since the developing country
is highly dependent on advice from these experts, a considerable
measure of control is still held by AID program managers.

Similarly, U.S. fisheries assistance is increasingly delivered in
collaboration with local institutions. The proliferation of technical
institutions in developing countries reflects the growing importance of
marine resources to developing countries as well ag the cumulation of
past assistance in technical training and institution building. Such
institutions present new opportunities for cooperative programs and for
ongoing collaboration. Local institutions can provide focal points for.
new programs as well as local definition of research problems. They.
are also centers for ongoing scientific data collection and monitoring.
Local fisheries institutions could become an active constituency for
fisheries development within national policymaking and development
agencies. The political strength and expertise of these national
fisheries institutions may vary widely within » particular region.
However, they do permit areater emphasis on reyional programs because
most states in the regirn will derive some benefit from such programs.

For aid donors, regional programs tend to be larger and more
expensive, but they may permit more productive use of funds and the
promotion of technical cooperation among developing countries. Regional
imbalances in technical capabilities have always presented the strategic
issue of whether to focus technical aid on the very progressive or the
very impoverished countries. The key task seems to be to design aid
programg that will ensure that the more advanced developing countries
become transmission belts to the less developed for the skills,
technologies, or knowledge involved in the project. .

The evolution in ARID fisheries assistance mechanisms also reflects
changing recipient needs. The earliest postwar projects were directed
toward mechanization of fleets, introduction of modern gear, and
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iexploratoty .£imhing for new stocks. In most articanal fisheries, these
jtelein the eelentiel needs. However, the needs of developing countriese
{in 1980 tend to e much broader than in 1960, For example, fishermen-
in some: coeetnl or insular developing countries, such as the
.Philippinel, have: adapted repidly to new gear and fishinj techniques.
‘Their principal neads now include: processing technigues for export .
‘markets and managenent of stocks being heavily fished. Aquaculture and
naricultute projects require not only technieal knowledge in figh
.fet-ing, but also related expettiee in areas such as economic and
environmental impacts, engineering, and coastal zone management. For
the ‘more advanced developing countries, ascistance will increasingly
take the form of cooperative research or ehort-tetn advisers aesieting
in nutually agreed upon projects.

In ahort. fisheries in developing countries now vary from artieanal
to modern export industries. Requests for fisheries assistance are
increasingly diverse. They require a wide variety of project mechanisms
by donor agencies as well as expertise that often transcends traditional
-disciplinary boundaries. The agency providing fisheries assistance
must employ various patterns of institutional linkages with recipient
country agencies and institutions. - Recent AID assistance mechanisms,
guch as the 211(d) grants and the multiple arrangements of the
Philippine case discussed in Appendix B.4, indicate AID eftorts to
adjust to this evolving situation. _ "



CHAPTER 6 -

CO!CLUBIONB AND RRMHDM.‘ION B

. 'This section presente the general conclusione drewn from MTNG'
_eveluetione of ‘AID. fisheries assistance programs. - It is etructured as:
a series of queetions, each followed by discussion and a reconlendation
to guide future AID fisheries assistance programs.’ . »

(i) Should the United States. provide fiaheries eseistance to :
developing countriee? .

, There are tuo alpecte to this ieeue, the first of which reletee to '
_the role of fisheries in overall U.S8. eeeietence Btrategiea.. Given the
‘basic policy decision to assist development in areas of critical need,
'eapeciely food eupply, then fisheries would seem a necessary couponent :
of the U. g. assistance progranm. Increased prctein supplies through
fish production are an immediate goal of many developing countries, o
fperticulerly those coastal states now ‘acquiring extended jurisdiction
‘over adjacent ocean spaces. FPigh. constitute about: 25 percent of the
fworld'n ‘pProtein supply; developinq countries take about half of the :
‘world's catch but account for only about one quarter of the world trade
in fish. AID, as the largest bilateral assistance agency, ehould not
‘exclude this critical aspect of development from its agenda. An
integreted epproech to development assistance requires that AID be
~capable of addressing the.entire spectrum of food production methods,
includinq fisheries and aquaculture. U.S. fisheries expertise should
not be foreclosed from developing countries seeking assistance because
ot some pect AID project failures, as was the case in the early 1970s.

. The eecond eepect of this issue ie the costs and benefits likely to
accrue to the United States through fisheries assistance. Other than -
project expenditures by AID (which, in an absolute sense, are :
relatively small), the costs to the. United States appear minimal. S
There is currently little direct competition between the U.S. fishing .-
induetry and fishermen in developing countries except in shrimp and, to
some extent, in tuna. Entry into U.S. coastal fisheries by foreign
dietent-ueter fleets is now reguleted under the u.8. zoo-nile zone - of
fisheries juriediction. : P .

“
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: On the othor hand. £isheries ‘assistance offers many potcntial
’bonotltluto U.8. tishorios-rclatod industries. Increased gish S
fc¢nlu:ption throughout the world could create new marikets for U.S. fish_
;ptoductn or:make new gources ‘available for. U.8. procollorl. The
icxploitltlon -of new stocks prol.nts opportunities for U.8. investments
.and Joint: tllhctlol vonturol. ‘Fisheries dcvolopunnt ptovidel potential*
marikets tor U.8.: v.ll.llp gquip-.nt. technology, and expertise. '
jrllhczio- ‘assistance may further U.8. scientific understanding of
tropical QOOIYltill.v Proper management of local: tisheties stocks
‘Permits more realistic: plannlng ‘by U.8. distant-water fleets.
Likawlua. filh!tlel management could prov.nt econoaic dillocationu.
_luch as the. Peruvian anchoveta decline, as well as the = :
’ovotcapitalization of developing ‘countries’. tlshing fleotl, which couldA
eventually add to exploitation prclsure in other tegionl. o _ '

, Othor benetitl nay atcrue in the diplonatic sphere. Floherien
aloiltance promotes a climate of cooperation between the United States
~and recipient countries. This could facilitate trade-offs in other
areas, such as passage for warships or entry of scientific vessels. 1In
the event the law of the sea deliberations do not produce a global
ocean treaty, fisheries assistance projects could become useful.
bargaining chips in bilateral negotiations with developing countries
over activities within the zones of extended jurisdication. likely to be'v
claimed by most coastal states. There is already evidence of a trend
toward strictly bilateral agreements for marine resource exploitation. -
If the United States does not provide asniutance. developing countries
.nay seok help ellovhere. : ‘

, In the political sphere, tiohetieu ausi:tanco contributes directly
‘to the overall U.S. foreign policy objectives of foctering political
'stability and economic interactlons in the developing world. By
1ncreal1ng the amount of protein available to developing counttios.
U.8. fisheries. alllstanco could reduce the possibility of political -
contlict over food resources, -both vithin recipient countries and. )
‘across national borders.. By providing the expertise and equipment 'o:
_dcvoloping countrltl to feed themselves, the United States could help
* reduce future dependsnce on food aid. Strong econtuies based on :
thealthy populationc increase the potential Zor U.S. overseas trade and
investzent in all. economic sectors. Rnlativoly minor oxpenditurel may .
;bo luftlclent to upgrado tinhories capabilitios in many areas.

: u!mc recognizel that tisheriol anliotanco is but one of -any areao
3ot davelopncnt with pressing needs and potentially great benefits. In
. political ‘climate of reduced AID budgats, clarion calls for expanded
‘programs in one area must be tempered by practicality. However, MTAG
feels that filhorion alsictanco deserves recognition within AID as a
jptincipal ‘and often overlooked means of . meeting the priority objoctive -
of: oxp.ndinq tood production in developing countries. Moreover,
fisheries have a direct and immediate linkage to ongolng iaw of the sea
,n.qotiatlonl and- ctitical 0.8. ‘marine interests, including defense and
;-cionce.; !br thoso toaoon-, fllhoticl a-niltanco appcarl to provido an



46

fettective ‘use ot AID tunde and to. -erit greater organizational
'proninauce and support by AID. : :

<. Fisheries. agssistance therefore has potential benetite tc the United_
'_8tatea, both ismediate and long-terl. far outveighing its costs. .These
would accrue to both the United States and the recipient countries. On.
balance, U,S. fishing. industries and consimers would benefit from such -
Programs. - ‘Moreover, U.S8. fisheries assistance would advance various
'national political and atrategic objectives. .

- RECOHNBNDATION:. The United Stateg should provide fisheries :
assistance to developing countries. Such assistance is warranted both -
"for -humanitarian reasona and from the broadly utilitarian gg spective
of aohievigg U.8. foreign policy objectivas.. . : ‘

(2)' Does the United Stateu have the technical and institutional
’ capability to provide fisheries eaaistance to developing
countries?

It might be asked how a country that imports. 60 percent of the
fishery products consumed by its people while surrounded by extensive -
fishing grounds (which until recently weras fished mostly by foreigners)
can asgist other countries to develop thei: fisheries. Compated to-the
fisheries in countries such as Norway, Iceland, and Japan; fieheries
are a very small part of the U.S. eccnomy. -F¥cgpt for tuna, and to a
lesser extent shrimp, the United Stzius has not recently competed
effectively in internaticnali fisheries. Few racent developments in
fishing technology can be said to have originated excluaively in the
Unitnd States.! .

_ Inatitutionally, there is no formal 1inkage between the U. S.
fishing induatry and U.8. universities as there is in agriculture.
Even with the advent of the Sea Grant collegas, linkages have still
beon tenuous at best. Of course, there are exceptions, as a few
universities do maintain contacts in a limited but continuous way.
There is some scholarship and instruction in fisheries in U.S.
univereitiea. and this is augmented by the scientific activities of the
National Marine Fisheries Bervice, which maintains strong zeletionehipa
with certain universities. Unfortunately, the great body of fisheries
and aquaculture knowledge in U.S. universities is primarily in
telperate and cold-water £iaheriee. whereae undezetanding of tropical
vfieheriea ia limited.

. In addition. there is curruntly little U 8. expertige in
small-scale and artisanal fisheries, particularly those involving
tropical environments. Fisheries historically have been a very small
.part of AID's activities, and the agency has obtained its fisheries
_oxpertiae on loan from NOAA. Other bilateral and multilateral donors
'traditionally have provided most of the fisheries technical assistance:
to developing countries. They may be better qualified to continue
doing 80 by virtue of interest, experience, and expertise (although
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other developed nationa may also lack expertise in tropical fisheries).
f!or these: reasons; it hae beéan suggested: that direct fisheries o
ﬁeeeietence lhould remain & low priority for AID and thet leederehip and’
;lerge prodecte be lcft to othor donore. _ ' . S

. On the other hend. U 8. technologicel echieve-ent extende to nany :
‘ereee relevent ‘to tieheriea development. Other donors may be unable to -
,provide the renge of technical services eveileble through the U. 8. o ‘
gecientific and technical infrastructure. For example, thers is - = =
‘extensive U.8. expertine in fundamental aspects of fisheries biology. .
jtechnology. ‘and management that is of general applicability to :
~developing countriee._ The word "management” here means governmental
‘control and regulation of fisheries operetione in various localities. -
‘The other principel areas of U.S. expertise that could be applied to
‘fisheries in developing countries are fundamental science and research =
training, industrial menagenent. end the ability to apply technology to
precticel problems. o :

.In aquaculture, there is emple expertise among U.S. inatitutions-~
and government agencies, particularly in the West and the South. Once
again, this expertise traditionally has been concentrated on -

~ temperate~zone epecies. mainly trout, salmon, catfish, and cysters.
Nevertheless, there is a substantial amount of knowledge about modern .
fish culture nethods, and there is considerable U.S. research being
done in. this field, including study of tropical species (tilapia).

In eunnery, elthough~fisheries constitute a reletively smell.part'
of the U.S. economy, the United States possesses extensive scientific, -
‘technological, and managerial expertise in fisheries-related fields.:
Much of this expertise is unavailable elsewhere. In addition, various:
U.8. institutions have the capability and. experience to assist = -
developing countries in their fisheries programs. The United States
therefore could make valuable: contributions to globel fieheries
developnent.-l v :

; RECOHHBNDATION:'~There is a significent body of fisheries expertise
and technology within the United States that should be made available
‘to developing countries seeking to survey, exploit, or manage their
fisheries resources. U.8, organizations and agencies should be
‘encouraged: to participate in fisheries programs in developina -

countriee includin oint roqrams in concert with other donor

‘;(3)1 Should AID be the lead U.S. agency for delivering U. 8.
' assistance to developing countriee in fisheriee end
equeculture? .

urus's review hee pointed out verinue ehortconinge in AID
:edninietretion ‘of fisheries projcams, as well as some notable
successes. These shortcomings appear to have stemmed .largely from: the

‘low. priority accorded ‘ to fieheriee development by AID and fron the leck“.

of in-houle fiehoriel expertise in program management.
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For example, MTAG's review indicates the lack of a clear direction
in AID fisheries policy. Projects in fisheries and aquaculture are
governed by the legislation, policy formulations, and program guidelines
for agriculture.. Beyond the overall objectives of providing protein,
jobs, and income to the rural poor, AID does not have a fisheries
strategy as such. There is no official statement of position with
regard to fisheries development, nor any long-term strategy to guide
program development in regional hureaus or country missions.

This lack of fisheries strategy may be due in part to the lack of a
separate fisheries office in AID. Because fisheries programs have been
adininistered through the Office of Agriculture within the Development '
Support Bureau (DSB), program managers trained in agriculture sometimes
have misunderstood the nature of marine capture fisheries as well as
‘their potential role in development. AID has emphasized aquaculture,
an area with as yet uncertain effects on £ish consumption and income
enhancement in developing countries. Moreover, the AID approach to
fisheries assistance lacks integration: programs in aquaculture,
inland fisheries, brackish-water systems, and marine fisheries are not
coordinated with one another or with overall food production goals.
Without clear priorities, the favored type of fisheries development
vacillates over short periods, with short-term programs addressing
inherently long-term needs. '

One alternative to AID administration of fisheries assistance
programs is to shift responsibility for these programs to other
agencies more familiar with fisheries problems. The most logical
candidate is the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) within the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). HNMFS has the
requisite technical expertise in fisheries and aquaculture, has
personnel with experience in assisting developing countries, and
operates a set of regional laboratories, some of which possess good
contacts with developing countries and expertise in tropical fisheries.

Despite the technical expertise assembled in NMFS, there are other
overriding factors that would indicate continuing AID management of
U.S. fisheries assistance programs. First, overseas technical
assistance is only a peripheral mission for NMFS, whose primary
statutory responsibility is development and management of domestic U.S.
fisheries. NMFS is not structured or funded as a technical assistanca
agency. It now performs some technical assistance and other overseas
functions, but the NMFS component offices involved in these activities
would require substantial enlargement to manage large-scale overseas
development programs (NMFS is fully cominitted to a support function
under the Fisheries Conservation and Management Act). On the other
hand, AID's principal statutory mission is development assistance, and
it maintains permanent overseas field missions to assist in project
identification and oversight duties. Second, as a development
assistance agency, AID is more accustomed to taking a longer view of
development beyond the confines of a particular project, and to
integrating fisheries projects into overall development plans.
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)Long-terl assistance nechanisns, such as institution-to-institution
:relstionships. are better handled by agencies that hav' such a
long-ters perspective. . ‘ _

HTHG‘s conclusion that tisheries assistance should re-ain centered -
fin ALD is. not meant to imply exclusion of NMFS from fisheries
assistance. 'In fact, the latter: agency must remain an active partner
with AID if effective fisheries programs are to be implemented in the
future. -NMF§ ‘can seive as a source of fisheries expertise for
.project-specific tasks and AID policy formulation, as an exscuting
agency, and 8 manager of certain technical and cooperative programs in
developing countries. :

Moreover, AID shoulad seek linkages with other fisheries institutions
in order to supplement its small staff of fisheries exparts on loan
from NOAA. Other federal agencies, such as the Coast Guard and Overseas
Private Investnent Corporation,- could provide some components for
fisheries programs. Domestic organizations, such as universities,
state agencies, and private industry could be sources of fisheries
:expertise. Other development assistance agencies, such as the Peace
Corps and religious relief agjencies, have extensive field experience in
assisting artisanal fisheries. On the international side, various
development assistance agencies with active fisheries programs could -
support AID fisheries programs. These include other national ald
agencies, the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization, and nongovermental
‘agencies such as the International Center for Living Aquatic Resource -
Management (ICLARM) and the Oxford Committee for Pamine Relief
- (OXFAM) . Some developing countries operate fisheries departments or
research instituticns with extensive expertise in local or recional
fisheries. All of these agencies could complement or participate as
co~donors in AID fisherles programs. ' Linkages with such groups are
‘essential to ensure that fisheries expertise, field agents, and
executing agencies are continuously available to AID.

QECOHHENDATION- Because of its statutorz mandate as the central U.8.

foreign assistance  agen agency, AID should romain the primary sponsor and
cocrdinator of U.S8. !isheries assigtance programs. AID should maintain

close contucts with other organizations that have fisheries expertise,
particular’y the National Marine Fisheries Service. AID should use
these organization: as’ _executing agencies and, where agprogriate, enter
into joint g 2jects with other fisheries assistance donors. '

- (4) Is ithe present AID structure adequate for the administration
of - large-scale fisheries assistance programs?

_ MTAG's evaluation has indicated several deficiencies in the _
adsinistrative nechanisns by which £isheries programs are initiated and "
axecuted. These were elshorated on in the preceding discussion of
AID's role in fisheries. The prinary problems cited there were the
lack of in-hnuse. fisheries expertise, lack of clear directions in
£isheries assistance policy, and lack of clear priorities for food
production from fish. : v



In-house expertise appears to NMTAG to be especially critical for

the formulation of an AID fisheries strategy.* AID must be capable of
eddressing such issues as the priority to be accorded to fisheries in

development, the circumstances under which capture fisheries or
aquaculture will bz stressed, and the criteria for selec! ing recipients
for major fisheries development programs. Likewise, AID must be
capable of responding to the broadening range of assistance requests
from developing countries. This implies an overall fisheries strategy
developed by experts within the organisation rather than advisers or
consultants. Fisheries projects derived from this policy should be
administered through a unit organiszationally distinct from ag-iculture
witiiin the AID structure.

As of September 1981, AID fisheries expertise in Washington
consisted of two fisheries advisers provided by NOAA under the terms of
an interagency agreement initiated in 1976. Although the interagency
agrecment also provides for a senior fisheries adviser, the position is
now vacant. Through normal turnover and lags in recruitment of
replucesents, these three positions have not been continuously filled
in recent years.

Until recently, centrally funded fisheries programs were located in
the Fisheries Division of the Office of Agriculture within the
Development Suport Bureau (DS8B). In 1980, the Fisheries Division was
consolidated with several other divisions into a new Division of
Renewable NFatural Resources Management within the DSB Agriculture
Office. A 1981 AID reorgauniszation changed DSB to the Bureau for
Science and Tachnology (STB), which contains four directorates: (1)
Food and Agriculture, (2) Health and Population, (3) Energy and Natural
Resources, and {4) Buman Resources. As of September 1981, organization
of STB below the directorate level had not been completed, Fisheries
logically could be placed under eitaer the Pood and Agriculture
Directorate or the Energy and Matural Resources Directorate. However,
the fundamental problem affecting past AID fisheries programs has been
that moat decisions reagarding fisheries have bean made by pecple whose
trzining and expeir ancs has been primarily in agricultural methods of
focd production.

MTAG has concluded that effective AID fisheries and aquaculture
programs will require both structural changes and recognition of
fisheries as activities distinct frum agriculture. MTAG therefore
suggests several measures to clarify and enhance the position of
fisheries within AID. Pirst, there should be a fisheries/aguaculture
expert stationed at a policymaking level to represent fisheries in

*A 1957 conwultant's teport evaluating the Indian program makes the
same plea .or "a technically trained fishe:ries man...to supervise and
coordinate all fisheries programs.” Richard van Cleve, "Survey of the
TCM Pisheries Program in India,” (March 1957), p. 15.
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fovcrall p:ogra- formulation and’ intarnal budgeting reviews. - This -
representative could be dociqnatod a special adviger reporting directly-
-to’ the administrator or: ‘to.the senior assistant’ adninint:abor (Sciencc
‘and Tochnoloqy Burean). or the newly created 0££1ce of the Science
Mvisor. Second; this ‘£isheries adviser also could head a special -
staff office attached to one of the 8TB directorates (probably Pood and.
Agriculture or Energy and Natural Resources) and staffed.by the three
fisheries advisers on loan from NOAA. This staff office could both
assist in the formulation of AID filhetio- policy and provide technical
advice ‘to the rngional bureaus and to other directorates within STB. - .
AID fisheries experts light eventually either replace or eupplalunt the .
‘advisers on loan from NGAA. In addition, fisheries advisers could bo
stutioned in each of the regional bureaus and in the regional fieid
offices. In the event that AID fisheries programs are -oxpanded -
significantly, making a .arger fisheries staff neceasary, then the

staff office for fisheries could be upgraded to become the fifth
-ditoctoratc within the Science and Technology Bureau.

'MTAG considers this step delirable to provide the nocoslary
technical and profcllional expertile to place fisheries on an’ equivalene
footing with agriculture in pclicy debates over the relative merits. of -
plant versus fish protein for meeting the nutritional needs of the
rural poor. Pisheries and agriculture programs would remain under the
- dame ‘policy guidelines established for food and nutrition and. '
adninistered by the Scionce and Technology Bureau. However, 1t 1.
important to recognize that fisheries are an alternative ctrataqy for
‘supplying protein and in somo cases may compete with, or be prototablc
to, lqricultural means. Fisheries, especially capture. filherios. are

activities distinct from agriculture and very different. Ain their
opctutlng modes, constituencies (a common prapcrty tcsourco) and
cdonceptual framework (hunting and gathering as opposcd £0 fltning).
When administerad jointly with other resources subject to more -
managerial certainty, such as agriculture, fisheries tend to bc
n.qlnctod or accordod a vcty low priotity. o

Anotbct aspect. of thtl dichotomy botunon fiuheties and agticulturﬁ o

,1. that freshwater aqueculture (pond culture) would more naturally be

-oupod with agriculture, as its production techniques and constituency
aAre more clearly akin to traditional farming oparations. The firheriee
_ltaf! office could then be responsible solely for marine resourcss
(marine and inland capture fisheries, mariculture, and brackish-water
‘culture). Yet, this lopnration would tend to fthlont, and engender
funding competition between, two fields that have a great deal of
‘scientific ‘and operational commonality. ©This ie a nagging- - -
'orgnnl:utlonal problem that probably has no easy solution. Bouovnr.
the central point to NTAG is that fisheries be administratively .
.rteoqnilnd as a distinct: ‘function and be provided with its own cadre of‘
cnp.rel .nd ccnoettuoncy within thc actonco and !lchnology Bureau.

: oehnr ocgantlltlonnl measures appour nncolsa:y o cnhancc the
ottocttv.noaa ot AID tilha:lon proqranl. !ho ovnrall policy and
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program initiatives developed by AID fisheries exparts within STB must
be communicated both to the regional bureaus and to the country missions
and offices in recipient countriesc. Thic is particularly iwmportant in
light of AID's decentralized structure and relatively autoriomous
regional and country offices. AID personnel qualified in fiecheries
shonld be stationad in the regional bureaus and in the field offices,
particularly in the regional offices that serve multiple recipient
countriea. (As of July 1981, two missions managing fisheries and
agquaculture projecte--Indonesia and the Philippines--had in-country
fisheries experts attached to the country mission.) Besides managing
projects, field personnel with fisheries expertise could ensure that
recipient desires or needs in fisheries are adequately represented in
the Country Development Support Strategies (CDSSs) and in the project
identification process. An alternative approach would be stationing
marine affairs represent:atives in AID missions in coastal countries,
giving them overall responsibility for all marine-related programs,
including figheries.

Finally, AID's institutional memory regarding £isheries projects
needs to be strengthened. Some institutional awareness of fisheries
projects conducted by other donors would also seem desirable. It is
likewise essential that AID fisheries policy be communicated to the
National Marine Fisheries Service and other centert of fisheries
axpertise, both academic and industrial. This would facilitate .
coordination and ensure that AID policy receives the extevnal feedback
necessary to remain consistent with academic and applied fi ‘heries
knowledge.

RECOMMENDATION: AID should enlarqe its in-house fisheries staff,

including representation at the policymaking 1evel, and should reaove
fisheries programs from administration by the agricultural office. The

AID fisheries staff should define a ccherent AID fisheries development
strategy that includes the types of assistance to be offered, the

pric ity to be accorded to various types of fish production methods,
and the criteria by which requests for fisheries assistance will be
assessed for funding. The stationing of fisheries experts at AID

headquarters in Washington should be supplementcd by fisheries
professionals serving in AID field missions.

(5) Should AID seek participation by U.S. universities in its
fisheries programs abroad? -

Univereities are valuable sources of individual expertise for AID
programs and have been used in this way since the beginning of overseas
projects. Enrollment of etudents from overseas and the broad interests
of university faculties have generally ensured that scme work relevant
to AID interests has been ongoing at many U.8. universities, although
the extent of this activity has varied widely. In many fields, U.S.
university faculty have expertise and research skills that are
unavailable elsewhere. Various kinds of contractual arrangements have
been used in promoting university involvement in foreign assistance.



53

!houo a::nnqononto includc porlonnl -ctvicco oonttacts, Baoic Ordcrtng 8
Agreements, and O0re lupport or: inotitut1on-lttongthcn1ng grants.
Universities have must oommonly been: e=ployed as project. nnnagonnnt
1agcnclos vhoro oducatton, trnlning, ‘and cxtenoton sorvteoa U‘t. '
1nVo1vnd, putticularly in ng:iculturo. ' _

Boutvot, thcro nro tundnlnntal diftetcncoo botwncn AID'l toreign
al.istanco mission and the traditional role of universities. These _
ditfqrtneca derive from the nature and purponcu ‘ot universities and the
tasks they are designed to pot!or-.v In many cases, both AID and the -
univoroitica hired to execute development assistance programs have :
shared in -icundototandtng of these differences. Beriouu problems can
result from univecaities' attenpting to parform overseas technical T
asatatanco tanks to: which thoy are not dollgncd. ' L

Tho 211(6) ncchaniln as applicd ta the flnheries tield by AID
reflects these tundau.ntal uisnatches. -Maintaining a centinuing AID -
rcnponno capability housed within a U.S. university presents certain -
dilemmas for the universities. First, university staff involved in
oversess developnont assistance may suffer in terms of the rccognition
and pto-otions normally associated with' acadontc careers. Second,
field personnel hired by universities specitically £5r oversers tacks.
generally are selected on a narrower range of criteria thar che tegulat
academic staff. Primary orientation to field operations can detract
from the: ctoativity ‘and research excellence being sought by AID.

Third, rolation- between the field operations unit and the rogular _
academic: dopert-ents may pteaent difficulties, as the former may becone:
isolated within the university. Pinally, in some cases: dovolopnantal
problenl may require special -nltidiociplinary ox:ertise oi approaches
that may be unavailable in the: university or may- requirs oxtanaive T
tunding fo: loparato new institutions._ | . ,

: wtth rogard to thc problcn ot con*inuod tunding for univorni:y—
based overseas development units, MTAG believes that all major
universities expect their faculty to be activo in three areas:
research or schclarly activities, toaching. and public lorvico.-
CIQarly, public service encompasses various kinds of: professional
activity, including service to various lavels o2 govornnent. ‘However, ‘
public service is only onie aspect of the individual faculty member's . o
work and is not intended to be a full-time occupatlon-—oupocially if he;
or she 1s not paid. ‘When. univa:sition ‘become involved in large-scale .
torcign ‘assistance operations extending over. long periods, it is eo-lon-
for ad hoc ~temporary. ‘faculty to be hired. lp.oitioally for the overuea-
pocitionu It would be intalotnblo for zoqulnr faculty to-be = .
conlilt.ntly absent from the university’ ‘'where they are expected to -
fulfill numerous tunctichlﬁin toaching .nd adninistration as utll as
roloarch.' _;q ER : : : : : :

Tb bocon- 1ntograted 1nto th. univotlity -ylt.n, thc dovolop-ont
lllistanoo ptog*nn ‘must £it within university objoctivol. and, in tho
lbconoo o! oxto;nal !unding, this uoually 1191100 a tacilitation ot
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-scholarship or teaching. Technical assistance programs rarely prwvide
such opportunities 'nless they involve long-term relationships with
overseas universities or research institutes where exchanges of
students and faculty become possible and research of mutual interest .
can be pursued. Morever, state institutions, which comouly possess
expertise in applied science and technology, are funded to apply that
expertise primarily in areas of interest to the state in which they are
located. For stat: uriversities as well as private universities
_deziving their baseline funding from state 1egislatutes, gome outside
support is uuually necessary to underwrite development asaistance
activities.

This is recognized in the new Title XII concept, which seeks to -
strengthen the land-grant and Sea Grant universities and to mobilize
them for active participation in overseas development programs. The
Title XII strengthening grants and recearch support programs involve
consortia of U.S, universities with overseas linkages. In thase
programs there is also an expectation of significant university
contributions through a mandatory matching funds requirement. However,
at a time when state operating funds for teaching and recearch are
barely adequate, it seems unlikely that the Title XII program will
-succeed in converting many departments to an overseas orientation.
Moreover, some universities and research institutes with expertise in
marine science may be deterred from cornducting development programe
overseas by the complex administrative tequirements to qualify for the
Title XII programs. :

Nevertheleas, Title XII granta do address the critical proL 8 of
univérsity involvement in foreign assistance operations. By fouusing -
on development problems that cross traditional disciplinery lines,
Title XII may enhance university expertise in areas not normally .
considered in U.8. schools. The consortium app:oach is deasigned to
assemble a core of experts at the participating institutions. From
this pool, AID could more quickly locate technical advice and project .
staff. The consortium approach likewise fosters linkages among numerocus
U.S. institutions and, equally important, facilitates linkages with
institutions in developing countries. Finally, Title XII enhances
‘communication and access to experts in fields where the United States
has a comparative scientific advantage over other donors. For example,
U.8. institutions (universities and government agencies) are among the
worid's leaders in the following fisheries-related fields: basic
fisheries research and etatistics, stock assessment, fisheries
management and enforcement, food and nutritional problems of £ish,
coastal zone management, resource economics, and technology assessnment.

There is ample evidence that successful developmerit requires a
ctrong body of scientific and technically trained people in the
developing country so that technical knowledge may be applien directly
to local problems. Moreover, to sustain developaent progress, an
-effective system of technical and gcientiflc education must be
established. This io the aroa in which Iong-tern university involvenent



cen be noet etfeeti.ve. Bowever, thl.e :equi.ree 1nvo1venent of leny .
Sun vjeuitiee elong the lines of Title XII rather than 211(d) ptoqnne
- aa well as. soms !teedon from the strictures of the "new directions”.
:'._poucy. vhloh etteeeee eeeietenoe to’ tbo pooreet people in the .
-“oountrlee thet reoel.ve eeei.etenoe. One major benefit of an er:enge'.eent »
':.j-~jbetween universities (or between a unlmoity and iocal 1net1tutlon-. SR
‘such as fisheries agencies or resea.ch .inatitutes) is that it ptovidee
.- for. the possibility of normal advancemant of U.8. faculty who .are '
_involved in’the program; since they will function jn the accepted -
.-’*univeuity node. '!his has been a. eajor probleu 1n previoue overeeee
’ Ptoqrm . . . : N o

, uoreove:, an etceoti.ve extension ptogzea conooni.tently eetebuoheq
, 1n the developing country university. can carry out technology trenetet ‘
. at different levels simultanecusly. More importantly perhapa for the
‘long term, it could lead to the developlent of doneoti.c solut:l.ona to
: Vlocel probleu. ' ‘ _ B

'l‘he most ptoaieing progrm for. neeting pteeent objectives 1n '
-netl.ne sciences ssem to be these funded under the Sea Grant O
. International Proqram and those expeoted to be established under 'l'i.tle :

. XII.. Bowever, these have been undet way for too ehort a parlod !or
eigniticent resulte to have been echieved. , ‘ :

‘nwomm:mmm 5_;_1)__e_t_:_ou__l_g__\_|_e_e the ﬂehetiee expertise ot u.s. L
‘universities to the fullest extent ai%le. However, the core supj _
- mechanisma, such as 211(d) or institution-strengtheniny grants, rgggh:e'.'
large and indefinito e mndituree and sometimes have not been fully -
- utilized by AiD in fia ' - Therefore, AID ebould einulteneouelz;

~explore other mechani: ]

: expertise, for exampla, 1nlt1tution-to-1net1tutlon l.:l.nltegee. In

~particular, AXD should apply to its fisheries programs abroad the ‘
isl expertise of U.8. universities that is not wide'lzf'e'velrhble-f_:.,‘~ i

from other donors--e.q., basic fisheries research and statistics 'e'took‘_._,.

.- assessment, food and nutrition, resource economics, eocioeoonouio ;

. iggg_ot eeeeeenent, end ooeetel zone nenegenent. o

(6) !lhet leseone can be gleaned ftom pelt U.S. t*ehe:iee
. eui.etence programs? . : O

ll'rAG'e eveluetion 1ndioetee ﬁret and foreuoet that AID tieheriee
.'ptoguu were most successful when they reflected clear policy. R
directives and prioritiee. ‘A coherent fisheries strategy would peteit
_AID. ‘to define what is 1lpo:tent and feasible in fisheries euietenoe. o
“‘rrom: thl.e ove:ell strategy, AID. oould dete:-l.ne reoipient neede and:
ﬁleohenim for: each fisheries. pzog:en ‘or 1ndividue1 project. o Bowever, _'
‘since AID hee never ‘formulated this kind of oonp:eheneive ﬂohe:iee
‘strategy, MTAG has no policy etenderd ‘against which to measure the
effectiveness of \ID's fisheries program. Instead,. MTAG has tocuoed on
'.the teoheni.m euployea and the lessons’ lee:ned !to- several lejor
E p:ogtene. '!heee -echeniene heve veried g:eetly ove: tile. end no one
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mechanism was found to be preferable in &ll CIICURSTANCES. AN array or
rnechanie-u thete!ote Seems necessary to euit the exigenciee of each -
pe:ticule: tequeet for. assictance. The only clear trends have been the_;
_1ncreeled recipient pattioipetion in projest design and administvation
_and’ the growing number of national and regional institutions through

'which liehetiee proqtane could be channeled 1n developing count:lee..~"

There ere, ot cou:ee. proeieing neohanlans thet have been explo:ed .
by AID and other donors in recent years. -These include projects .
administered by multilateral agencias, such as Punds in Trust and the
-"multi-bi" concept* pioneered by the Scandinavian aid agencies, and
eupport of projects by nongovernmental organigzations. ICLARA presenta
a unigue and potentielly useful model for a nongovernmental fisherien ,
‘organization. It is a. private international organization for which AID
now providee baseline funding. As its staff and programs develop,
ICLARM may become an 1nc:eae1ngly useful channsl for supportiug
regional fisheries development. Similarly, the flow of fishories
information to developing countries and among fisheries institutions in
both developed and developing countries i8 a neglected area that merits
AID attention. Although these represent promising future mechanioms
‘and directions, the remainder of this seotion will diecuee leeeone
gleaned from peet AID projecte exenined by MTAG. : :

Pirst, AID fisheries ellietance progrene ehould recognize the
criticel importance of social, cultural, and economic factors -
surrounding fisheries within developinq counrt-ies. The statutory
mandates for AID's agricultural research policy, under which fisheries
falls, encourege this broad socioeconomic perspective, . Parming and
‘£ishing are both occupations that involve the whole life and soclal
activity of the participants. In developing countriee, societies may _
.be doninently orgeni:ed around these traditional pursuitmjy fanilies,
‘villages, and whole districts may be. connitted to farming or tiehinq as
‘the major source of food and income. Any development within these
ftundenentel vocetione ie likely to take time end 1nvolve nejor eociel

chengee.

_ Such change may result from even minor technicel'edvencee such as
.1mproved nets or better aeration of fish ponds. Where major changes
-are 1nv01ved, for example, coumercieli:etion of a subsistence fishery
or ‘a large axpension of the liehing power of artisanal vessels, the
‘effects may be drastic and even socially disastrous. For this reason
it is essential that the probeble effects of new technologies be
tcerefully eeseeeed before they are introduced. Until quite recently,:
AID fisheries programs have not enphaeised the sociocultural nepecte of
developnent. Adequate research in these arcas has not been supported
or carried out. ' Thus, technical eeeietnnce teams should alwayy include

1;*'Hu1t1-b1' projecte ere funded and/or edlinietered by national eid
51egenciee in conjunction with intetnetionel orgnni:etione.,_¢ o
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‘social scientists as well as natural scientists and onglnacrt. as was
;att«npttd 1n ICH!D'; Central A-erican ptogrnnn. -

*~; Soeond. AID hao bcen lolt nuccooo!ul wh.n 1t hal adoptod a holistic '
Tapptonch to fisheries: dcvolop-ont--tha* is, one that integrates all . -
‘stagca ‘of ‘the: fisheries process, ' {iucluding catch, preservation,
Pprocessing, marketing, distt'butlon. and 2tock assessment and
_management. BEffective £i -heties ‘asgistance in dovcloping countries
‘shouid’ includo att-ntion to: lupQOtting -ctvicel. ‘such as fisheries
cxtension ;:ugtans. ‘which' have madz up only a small part of previous -
fiskicies _assistance. The Indian ‘and Korean programs were strikingly
‘differant on this point, as the Indian artisanal f£ishermen lacked an
exiating technical infras ttucture or supporting services, and were
‘unable to ‘take full Ldvantage of the outside assistance. Cbnvctaely.
some later AID programs. such as the Guinean Trawling sutvoy and the
more racent Bast Africa project, have .focused ptinarily on scientific
‘services without much attention to suppo:t or nanagelent institutions
or. to the means of exploiting the resources discoverec. Where the lack
of a local. £1sherias infraltructure ‘would praclude an apptoach
integtating ‘all aspects of fisheries &avelop-ont, ‘then & careful
‘Phasing of corponent projects is rnecsssary to reach the overall _
development goals. - In other words, the nagnitudo of the. ptoblen may
require focusing on c:itically important sectors or swall geographic
regionl. lc-t the ptogran resourcen be dislipatod in overly anbitioua
:‘goals. S

Third. recognition of the social and cultutal contaxt ot 1oca1 o
,£ish¢rics also ilplios that tecipient counttiea should be chosen:
ﬂoatafully.» Past AYD ptogtlll, for 1nstance, the Korean Fisheries
Rovitalization Progral, have' enjoycd more success when they have -
taccivod ‘the firm backing and continued ‘support of the host country
'govorn-ont-.‘ Convcrlcly, ‘the Indian program did not initially receive
fthis support at either the state or central government level, and
‘Indian fisheries . devolop-ant 4id not progress rapidly until that
{colllt-ent wnl -adc. . ,

cloacly telatod inference is that AID progt;na exaninod by HTAG :
‘have been most successful in areas where the lccal population altoady "
‘relied on tiohorios resources as a major part of their diet or oconony .
,!hil implies an existing ‘resource base, a tradition of exploiting that
base, and a lﬂppOtting infrastruccure. Building upon existing o
intrasttuctura is easier and less time-consuming than building it for -
the first tilo.' Undor these circumstances, tocipicntl of direct '
‘assistance are more likely to be rcceptivo to Progr.as aimed at
-improving their fishing or processing technologies. Extension. .
_pzogranu, a necessary component to reaching a broad audieneo. are also
more.likely to be effective where fisheries activity is traditional
within the country and experienced people are available to serve as [
extension agents. Similarly, extensive commitment by the host country -
'qo~ltnlont is moxe readily totthcouing when the 1np0ttanoc of tilhorlol,-
or uquaculturo to ‘the ocuntry is’ hiltorically avident. ' e



The ohoire of recipient countriee is of course linited by the :
atetutory criterie for eligibility established by Congtese. ‘For- the
poorest countries an existing fisheries infrastructure (which -
distinguished the Korean from the Indian. programs) may be lacking.

This: epperent dilenlu in AID project selection:has been exacerbated by -
tho low.priority qiven to scientific and technologicel institution-
building under ATD's basic~needs atrategy, as well as by the demige of
the Institute for Bcientific and’ Technological Cooperation as . the ..
proposed focal point for scientific and research assistance.* ‘Without -
conplenentery assistance to building a fisheries research and management
intrestructure, the long-term guccess o! fisheries development projects v
mey be jeopardized. : : :

However, the dilemma over choice ot recipients should not be
overstated. _Poreign assistance could be delivered to middle-tier -
countries through regional organizetions. the ‘Reimbursable Development
Program, Economic Support Punds, joint programs with other donors, or
the research grants program recently proposed for the Board or Science -
and Technology for International Development, of the Netione) Research
Council 8 Ottice of International Attairs. L :

" A fourth criticel factor emerging from MTAG's eveluation is project
duration. Critics of U.S. assistance programs have repeatedly S
emphasired the disadvantages of the short-term ad hoc approach sometimes'
evident in AID fisheries programs. This is valid criticism even
recognizing that the ad hoc approach may be forced on AID to some
degree by shifting congreseionel or recipient governnent priorities.

It ay also derive partly from the congressionally imposed three-yeer -
project funding cycle, which tends to discourage long-term program .
plans, especially in the recent milieu of shrinking AID appropriations.
The MTAG inventory of AID figheries projects (see Appendix C) indicates
that of 114 projects whose duration could be specified, 64 projects
(563) were completed in less than three years. Only 22 projects (19%)
lasted more than 6 years.  Although short-term projeots always will be
necessery to meet unforeseen needs or recipient requests, fisheries
scistance in developing countries would seem to require a longer time’
perspoctive. -The assistance programs in Korea and India demonstrated
that ultimate success required axtanded donor commitment and did not
become apparent until nearly 20 yeers etter the prograns ‘were. begun.

!bllov-through ia another necessary element of progrem succeee.,.f'
Technicel essistance of aven the higheet caliber; such as the Guinean
Trewling Survey, cannot be del‘vered in a vacuum-if it is to have some;

*Btetenents by the incoming AID adninietretor have etreseed the o o
importance of increaesing the: scientific and technologicel cepebilitiesf*
of doveloping ‘countries. The esteblishnent of the Bureau of Science.
anéd Tbchnology is en e!!ort to enhence the egency 8 ebility to. echieve;v.
that qoal. ' . : : : o
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-impact on netionel develop-ent. This is perticulerly i-portant in _J'
fisheries. operetione Ain which. the uncertainty of the catch and '
fdependence on weather conditions can lead to periods of limited catch
“even .in. eoundly deeigned programs that ultimately prove successful.
“Projecte ‘must-run long enough to go through cycles of euccele and -
fpertiel failure, and to take advantage of new opportunitieu that are
presented. ‘Lacking this fol)ow-through, thece is often a revereion to
-the 0ld ways, the liaitn of which are well underetood, end progress nay
'be halted or ‘even revereed : -

ritth, peet AID proqrens indicate the need for- involvenent ot U.S.\f
‘#isheries personnel with practical experience in various kinds of
fisheries and an ability to interact positively with local tiehernan as
~well as with scientific colleeguee .and governnent pereonnel. Previous
overseas exper ience ‘also appears invaluable for advisers working in
developing countries, and it underecoree the importance of regular )
overseas contacts by U.S. inetitutione. The Marine Technical
Assistance Group acknowledges the difficulties of recruiting
-professional fisheries staff because of budgetary uncertainties, .-
congressionally inpoced personnel ceilings, low priority of fisheries
withirn AID, and limited opportunities for advancement.  Nonetheless, a
core staff of fisheries experts appears essential. Experienced
‘fisheries personnel could be recruited through close interection with
- the National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. industry or univereitiee.
~or even other donor agencies.  Working relationships with other -
‘inetitutione in developing countries are espscially useful and ehould ¥
be encouraged by AID. Such overseas contacts are critical for AID.
fisheries programs to keep ebreeet of - developnente elsevhere, to (;“ ‘
stimulate new programs and epproechee, and to obtain advice from local
‘experts on project design, execution, or evaluation. Increasingly,
»developing countries will be requesting short-term advisers for '
specific problene etfecting local ‘projects. Thus, close coordination.
‘with other donors and centers of fisheries expertise is: perticularly
_inportent if AID continuee or expende ite recent levele of 2ieheries
eeeietence. ' o . - o

rinally, £lexible progran eduinietretion appeare neceeeery to
retlect the nature of fisheries resources. Conditions in fisheries -
‘change rapidly with the discovery and exploitation of stocks and vith',;
‘natural cycles and catastrophic events. - - Intagrated fisheries prograns
require the. flexibility to respond to evolving needs and resources by .
chenging ‘enphases and edding or dropping project componants. Flexible -
program administration is enhanced by experienced fisheries ataff with.‘
‘a clear idea of the potentiel of fisheries resources and clear goals
translated to the project level, Without such goals, fisheries progrens
lrespond primarily to eqrieulturel concerne and other prioritiee injected
into the fieheriee aree. ' o _ .

In eul-ery. lucceesful AID tieheriee progrenr exanined by HTAG have
fbeen ‘distinguished by major U.8. financial backing, ‘long=~term. ..
:co-nitnentl, broed integreted progrela eneo-peeeing all- aspects ot the:e
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:’ilhory fro- ‘capture to market, expert advisers with praetical i
joxporionco ‘(domestic and overseas), working relationlhipl with local
Ainstitutions, ‘and flexible program administration that reflects the
fundamental nature of tilhoriol., Succosltul programs have occurred in
‘regions that" havo good ressurce bases, where £ish have traditionally.
been an ilportant part of the local diet and economy, and where there
are strong recipient government commitmentu to fisheries development.
Fisheries programs 1aoking these elemen ic seam to run a higher risk of
failure. . However, some high-rilk projects may be justified for
political reasons or because of conpelling reripienr needs or
potontially large payoffs. :

RECOHHBNBATION: Proposals for AID filheries prqgrams should be
assessed in light of the factors, enumerated above, that have txgified :
past successful programs. Selection of recigients should be based on
the likelihood of succesz. Program evaluation should be a continuing
grioritx. AID likewise should examine the factors that have =~
contributed to success or failure of past fisheries programs, inc ncluding

those of other donor aggnciea; to evaluate plans for future programe.
However, AID should recognize that reo_gient naeds and_the iggredient -

}for success m“x evorva Qvar tine.

?.(7) How can AID best addrels the needa of recipient countries in :
ita fisheriea programs?

‘ In appraising the needs of a reclipient country for food and for
economic development, ALD should consider the potential of marine and
‘inland capture fisheries as well as aquaculture and mariculture.
Previous AlD approaches. to food shortages have mphasiand land~baged -
resources. In recent years, this agrioultural orientation has produced
an emphasis on pond aquaculture, an endeavor that has great. potential
for ipcreasing per capica consumption of fish protein and increaaing
the incomes of poorer segments of the populations in developing
countries. However, about 96 percont of world fish production now
comes from capture fisheries. Although it is difficult to estimate the
extent of tie "wild” harvest taken by arsisanal and small-scale
‘fishermen. it is certainly much greater than. that from aquaculture and
'is likely to: remain 80 for some time. :

c1ear1y» the bulk of world supplios ot fish protein will continue
.to come from the natural fish populations of the ocean for the
foreseeable future, perhaps 10 years. However, the fishing of certain
species is approaching the limit for mubsteinable yields in many areas
“of the world and may lead to depletion of certain fish stocks.  There
is a proalinq need, therefore, to make better use of present fish
‘stocka, ircluding currently underused specias. Possible approaches
include reduction of the large postharvest losses in the fishing
-indultry, particularly in developing countries. Special emphasis
"should ba given to economic uss of tha by-catch associated with shrimp
£ishing. New means could be. exjplored to make uge of fiosh products as -
‘ingredients in processed foods and tO recovar valuable marine o
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fblologicel p:oducte and pharnaceuticele, such as chitin and hepatin, as
"by-productl of the fishing industry. The challenge to fiehe:iee
‘management in developing countries is not so much to increase
-production: but -to iuptove the use of current fish stocks while
,lalntelnxng p:eeent yielde. : -

Recent AID funding levels do not teflect the predouinance of:
'ceptute fisheries. ‘This is seen in the relative balance of 211(d)
‘funding between aguaculture programs at Auburn University's :
International Center for Aquaculture and capture fisheries programs at
_the University of Rhode Island's Intetnetional Center for Marine
‘Resources Developnent. AID should continue to suppo:t development of
’equacultute and mariculture as particularly promising sources of ‘
protein and -income. AID should recognize, however, that the immediate
‘'needs of developing countries wouid be better served by focusing
attention on exieting captuze fishe:les, particularly labor-intensive
artisanal and small-scale fisheries that conform to AID's basic-needa
strategy. AID funding should more closely tetlect current fieh
production pettetns and recipient—country needa for aasistence.

In designing fisheries eesiatance p:og:ams, there ia.occaaionelly
conflict between enhancing fish exports to world rarkets and resolving
the ptotein-aupply problems in the tecipient nation. Small-scale
fisheries address primarily the latter problem but also can increase
the income (and enhance the sociel stetue) of artisanal fishermen
selling to local or export markets. Marine and. inland capture
‘fisheries p:ogrens therefore should focus on the more immediate returns
‘availa*le through assistance to attinenal and small-scale" tishermen endf
explor .ion of untapped ‘coastal resources. This is not meant to. i
suggest, however, that AID eschev. projecte aimed at commercial flahing
and distribution operationge by developing countries. Ultimately, the
AID goal should be netute, tequlated fisheries serving both ‘domextic
and export metkets. AID must also be capable of responding to the
'btoedened range of fishezy-:elated neede in developing countties.

'RBCOHHBNDATION: The greeelng neede of develgging countriee regul:e
e!ghuie on improved management and better use of current fish atocks

-through capture fisheries proqrams. Lt the same time, AID should not -
lose sight of the enormous ilong-range potential of aquaculture. AID =

funding patterns in fisheries should reflect these priorities.




1The Marine Technical Assistance Group is grateful for the _
tcooperation of AID personnel, especially ¢isherics officer Kenneth
Osborn in- the Fisheries Office, former Deputy Assistant Administrator
for the Bureau for Development Support, Eugene N.- “Tony“ ESabb, and
former AID !ishorioa adviger Philip Roedel.

‘Tho Buroau of 00nnorcia1 risherioo. predeceasor to the currunt
National Marine Fisheries Service, has provided informal technical
assistance, particularly to Western chisphere countrlea, ~1nce the
carly 1950!. . : .

.'ror detailod discuslion of the changes 1n u.S. foreign aiad pnlxcies
and AID activities as a result of congressional and presidertial
nandatos. sea "Marine Science and Technology for Deveiopment: In Seazch
of a Policy," by Christopher K. Vanderpool cf Michigan State tadveraity,
and "U.S. Mgency for . Intotnational Developaent: Programs in Fisherice
and Aquaculturo for Piscal Years 1980-81," by Shirlay A. Clarkson. &oth
popors uore comnissioned by tho Mltine Tbchnical Ausistance Grovg,

'Tho most couprohenltvo treatment is 1n Parisor, Wallerntein.
Corkery, and Brown, Pish Protein Concentrate: Panacea for Pr ?eotein
_Halnutrition? (Canbridqo. MA: rho MIT. Pross, 1978).

A’Thosa tiguroo are taken £ron the 'Invontory of AID Progtams #nd
Projects in Pisheries and Aquaculture,” compiled by the Marine
Tochnical Asslotanco Group. Boe Appondix c. -

'c;atknon. 'Agoncy for International Dovolopnent: - Progrars in
Fiuhorios and Aquaculturo, P 32, ' =

’Subltantial u.8. ‘assistance efforts in Korea continued into the
1970s- and were focused particularly on augmenting the reueatth and

nanagolont oapubilitioo of Korean agencies. However, mos®
documentation available to the Marine Technical Assistance Group _
ro!orrod to tho ££r.t phace. to uhioh our analyais hete is ccnfined. '
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:'!b: cxnnplc. financing was made availesble to auliut robuilding of
‘velﬁtll a!tor a pa:ticularly dﬁltructivn typhoon in 1959.‘,

’On tho otho: hand, Auburn's approach gavo it a cadro of expertl on
hand balilot RID requests immediately, whereas the ICMRD arrangement of
ad zoq_spucialty units made it ditticult to produco an oxport on ahort.
notico from within the ptogr:n. _ .

1080mn tiuhing.technologlol dovglopid'in the United Stateo have been
widely adopted overseas. These technologies include U.8. shrimp boat
design, tuna clippor do.ign, tho Puretic Power Block, and crab-catching"
gear. .



..»Aqoncy !or Intomutional Dcnlopnnt !luds to Btungthon its Management
- of Btudy, .Ru,utch, and fvaluation Aetivitiu. Roport by the
cQQttouor,Gcmul ct the United States, U.8. General Accounting
Office. Washington; D.C.s Pebruity 12, 1979.

A.!.D. m.:ch and Dwuopunt ‘Abstracts. Bureau for Devolopunt
© - Bupport, Agoncy for Inteinational Dovolopunt. Vol. 6, No. 2.
v Washington, D.C.: October 1978. ‘ ‘
‘;;'Catu.ogm of ‘Rasearch Li eentuu for Devalopmeiit, Volume It rood
 _ Production and: lut:ution. Bureau for !'ochnicu Aniatanco. Agency
tot'lnurmuml Development. wnhtngton.' +Cst December 1976.

: :Caul.ogm of Resdarch Literaturs for Develofwent, Volume II: Food .
" Production nnd lutrttion. ncv‘l.q'.ont and Ecohomics, Bducation and
" 'Hymiin Regources, Health, Selscted Developmcat Afeas. Agency for

, Inutmﬂoml ncnlopunt. llnhington, D.C.s. nocanbu 1977. '

‘rimttna ‘A Selected List of References for A.I D ‘rocbnicuns. .
A.!.D. libuoghphv ﬂcthn Agrleultuu No. 5. Wu'ungton, D.C.s.
June 1, 1971. - ' '

KO!UI

N bonlopnnt Phn for ttnh wlter rilhoriu in the Han River Buin.
) cmicutlons llodh Branch, C.S8.- Opoutiona Mission to ‘Rorea, May
. 25, 1965 (photoc

:n su:m of the rtnhorln Ruoarch Progzu of t:h! lupnblh. of xoru.

‘ ' "'.f-Dm:mnt ‘of Stete; Agency for International Development, and

hlptibuc ol lozn G'ﬂco o! umnu, Seoul, uptubu 5, 1968
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i;ﬁunul lepott - mu. Aquaoultun Technology Development, Grant

L A!D/M-ﬂ-ﬂb”. E.W. Shell, Director, International Center for

o Aqueculture, Auburn-University. Auburn, Alabamas ‘Novembar 1979.

-Appnuu Reports ‘Aubuzn University, Aquaculture and A.I.D. Office of
‘Progtam and Policy Coordination, Agancy for International .
Dmmnto ' '“h‘mm' DCat- M”‘ 1978. : .

't:oq;uhénun Review of Aubiirn University 211(d) Grant on Aquncultuu. _
U.8. Agency for Intotmuonal Dmlopunt. llnhington. D.C.s :
OctOMt 1’1‘. T :

l‘lmu. Report to nockcfoncr l‘onndauon on Gunt mson. Agucultuul -

: ‘Experiment Station, Auburn University. Auburn, Alabosas 1971,

frn. Intornational Center for Aquaculture: - Annual Repozt. tor,l‘! 1970.
Agricultural nxpctmm: Station, Aubmn Untvoutty. Auburn,
Alahmt December 1970.

Annual lnport for PY 1971. Dccubu 1971.

Annual Report for PY 1972. December 1972.

Annusl Report for FY 1973, December 1973.

-Annunl Report for 7Y 1974. Dio.n_b.r 1974.

" Annual Report for FY 1975. December 1975.

Annual Report for FY 1976. December 1976.

» Annual Report for Y 1977, December 1977.

.Prqaoul for Continuing Support Under the Agency for Intcmattoml
Development Institutional Grants Progu-. Auburn Untvoutty.
- Auburn, Alabasa: June 1975. '

chott of Mid-Extension Reviews of 211 (d) Grant Prognu at Uninzuty _
- of Rhods Island and Auburn University. - Agency for Intumttoml .
Development. nnhtngeon. D.C.1 November 16, 1976. . _

o & o

lly

S ::tntorhatloml -c-m.i for ‘m'imf hmrcubdvnldﬁunt

Annuel chortl. Intornattoml c.nur for Merine Resource Dwnopunt.
- 1971=72; 1972-73) 1973~74); 1974-75; 1973-7%; 1976-71: 1977-78.
- ‘University of Rhode Island. Kingston, Rhode Island.

Propoul for Continuing SBupport Under the Agency for Intumttoml
Development Institutional Grants Projrem. Untvo:uty o! nhodc -
Island. Kingston, Rhode Island: August 1975. -

Proposal for Continuing Support Under the Agency for Into:nattoul,
Development Institutional Grants Program. University of Rhodo
1sland.  Kingston, Rhode Island: April 15, 1977.

Prnpuel ‘for the Istablishment of an International Center for tr
Development of Marine Resources. University of Rhode uhnd

- Ringston, Rhode Icland: April 13, 1969. : .

Uninutty of Rhode Island, International Canter for Marine nm:cc
_ Development, Annual Report. for Activities Under 211(4) Grant
atn/eocl 2455, May 1969-~June 1!70.‘ limoton. Rhode uund

- July 1!70-Jm 1’71. RS L
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India

nauun. O.A., J:c m—uy lup:t on P:ojoctl 06-10-005 Expansion and
Nodernisation of Marine and Inland Fisheries, 86-13-041 Livestock

: antonunt. 86~13-069 Dairy Development, 86-13-100 Calcutta Milk

Scheme. Technical Cooperation Mission to India, U.S. International
Cooperation Administration. May 1, 1959 (photocopy).

Burroughs, J.L. End-of-Tour Report: October 1959-May 1962. U.8.
Agency for Intcmutloml Development, New Delhi, May 1962
(PhOf-OOOPY) .«

' » Two Years Roport of the l'uhlng Gear RAdvisor to the
lllnlltry of Food and Agriculture, Government of India. U.S8.
Technical Cooperation Mission to India, U.S. International
Cooperation Administration, Bombay, May 1959 (photocopy) .

Kaufsan, C.L. Expansion and Modernization of Marine Pisheries: _

. Two~Year Terminal Report. U.S. Technical Coopcution Mission to
. India; New Delhi, 195% (photocopy).

Wade, C.B. The Development of a Fisheries Extension Service in Indi.a: ,
End of Tour Report. U.S. Technical COopcuti.on uiulon to India,
New Delhi, January 1959 (photocopy).

Guinean Trawling Survey.

Inlim, F.. Report or the Guinean Trawling Survey, Volumes I, II, and
- III. Publication No. 99. Organisation of African Unity.
. Scientific, Technical and Research Commission. anou, Nigeria,
1968. _ L :
' .  Review of the Principal Results of the Guinean Trawling
Survey. - U.8. Pish and Wildlife Service, Foreign Pisheries Leaflet,
1950, o ' .

'nlt Atrlcan rro-hvitot' ‘l"i.shorln Rouamh Organization Projoct

'lurton G.G. impact of FPishing on the Inshore ﬂ.lbery of Lake Victoria
(Bast Africa). Journal of the Fisheries huatch Board of Canada,
‘Vol. 36 (1’1’)' No. 8§, PP 191-900.

.Sutinen, J.G., and W.D. Davies. An Evaluation of OBMD 'rochnical
Mlutan« to the EAPFRO Lake Victoria Pisheries Project, lutino
‘Memcrandum 37. International Center for Marine Resource
" Developaent, University of Rhode Island. Kingston: 1975.

Philippines

‘Avault, J., Jr., W. Klussmann, and R.O. Smitherman. End-of-Project
Evaluation of the Aquaculture Production Project USBAID No.
4!2—11-100-2“. - U.8. Mgonsy for xntornat.lonal Dovolapnnt.
"”bimm' D.C.s ’.’tmr 1976,
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‘APPENDIX A.2 rishex'y and Aquacuiture ijecta of the Agency for Intcrnatioual Dcvolop-tnt nnd

Admrn Unimity- Number of P:ojectl ax:d nxpendituro:

Type of Assistance
Training and Transfer of . Infomt:lon - Combined " N
Bducation . Equipment ne-eazch Dille-ination Oporationo ubrkanops Jotal

. Mumber of _ |
Projects 2 2 7 3 78 2 94
(¢1000s) ° 1,576.0 . 408.0  5,545.5 - 495.0 ~ - 105,545.3  95.5 112,665.3

NOTE: - This table is based on an inventory of larxge fishery and aquaculture projects of the: '

Agency for International Development from the 1950s tc the present. Most of these projects .

‘occurred after the mid-1960s. This table includes 59 projects undertaken directly by AID and -

35 projects conducted. by the Auburn mivers:lt* International Center for Aquaculture under

.various AID contracts and insti.tutioml support grants. Expendit\n'ec for: pmjecta adninilt&éd
by Auburn totaled $7.9 nilliom the rm_ning $104 8 nillion o! expenditms was: fot pr:ojects
rahinimm directly by ATD. _ 4



APPENDIX A.3 Fishery and Aqnaculture Projects of the’ Agency for Intemtlonal Devalop-ent and
Auhm Unlvcrlity- ' Project Durat:lon and Number of Daveloping ‘Country Personnel Involwd T

: P:oject Du.rat:lon

msth.n o o S .!lorei:han v Unknown ;

one year  1-3 years 3 :4-6. yem R years Dnration ‘l’ctal
‘Fumber of
P:ojoctl 21 26 23 21 3 9

RRE 'I'yped of Personnel - _
Profolsional-r.ovel o E 'rochnician-mal
Activities Act:lvit:lu in Act:l.vities Activities :ln o
in U.s. ~ host country : in u.s. host country . tmkrmn 'I'otal;

‘m of

Perscnnel A 504 290 34 2,115 100 3,043




APPENDIX B.1l

'PROJECT: Indian Fisheries Development Program -

BACKGROUND: In the early 1950s, India ranked in the top ten nations in
the world in fish’ ‘production. Host of the Indian catch, however, was

- freshwater tilh or was taken within 15 miles of the coast, and Indian -
 fisheries vere uuntially cottage industrien. -Fishernmen were -
fgononny illiterats and occupied low socioeconomic positions.
Techniques for. catch:lng, ptoceuung. and distributing fish were
.anttquntod ‘Pishing vessels and ‘gear were primitively designed and -
‘poorly conltmctod. ‘There was little applied tishc:iel rueatch or .
_otho: lchntiﬁ.c 1n£rut:uctun 1n t!.aho:ioaa S

- Beginn!.ng in 1952. tlw Unitcd statea th:ouqh thc In"emational
Cooperation Administration {later AID) rolpnndod to an Indian-
‘government request for assistance to marine cz.ptum and inlond
fisheries, especial iy pond cultuu systems. A significant aspect of
‘this program was to Gcmonstrate the importance of extension secrvices: in
._;ullm:y dwalomnt. In both urim and {r.lané ﬂ.lherhn. the United -

- States. luppned ndviuu, oquipmnt, and tacnu:iel to the qcvemnont
of India. . . , . .

w: '!‘he U;B. £isherles nsiatsﬁcef' examined heu‘ began in
.. 1952 and continued untu 1962.. The fol.lowing cbjectives guided thesa
“activitisss o S .

. Incuaaing the pto.ain 1nnke ot the luboontincnt’a populat!.om

o Incuaung thc yield ot cxpottable £ish proﬂuct;l to help
‘ ,:ndia s balanco-ofupayunta problm: .

® I-proving tho aociooconclic -tanding o! tinhctnon. '

" The U.S. program in marine capture fisheries was concerned not only .
"vlth Lish- production, but al.no with: proc&uing and preu:vation. It -
introduced 32 new nlsnlo and’ lodi!iod cxi-tlng vessals through the'
provilion of diesel cngiuu and outboards. Diesel enyires were _
g‘}'ovonttnny p:ototud by the :oclpionu becauaa of their luicabnu:y to
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,Indiun v.ll.ll and bocaulc of the lower cost of diesel fuel. A wide
‘range ot tilhlng equipment was provided, including ‘winches and line
haulera, nylon twine, a ‘'variety of nets, and ‘longlines. Moreover,
local manufacturing of f£ish netting and twine was promoted through -
1provilion of a complete net-making plant. The fish preservation and
processing component called for the construction of twelve ice-making
Plants and ‘two pilot fish meal plants. The United States also provided
“insulated or refrigerated trucks and zallvay vans toz dolivery of fish
to larkets. :

v In the tishories extension projact for inland fishoziel. the United
States tried to improve fish culture operations, develop new fish farms
for breeding stock, and improve handling, marketing, and distribution
operations. The fisheries extension project began in January 1957,
following an Indian request for extension technicians. The project
used audiovisual techniques to provide inatruction on new methods -of
fish £aru1ng and for preservation and use of fish products. It also
attempted to foster proper use of the new fishing equipment supplied by
-tho prajcct.

In both marine and inland £1lhorioa. the United Btates encoutaged
the Eoznation,of fishing cooperatives. These cooperatives were seen as
ways of reducing the’ control of middlemen (moneylenders), who were then
viewed by U.S. advisers as hampering the inpzovon.nt of living '
standazdl among artisanal fishermen. _

ACCOHPLIBHHBNTS: During the poriod ot u. 8. assistance exanined horo.
Indian fish production increased significantly. This derived in part
"from the high productivity of the coastal waters and t..e extremely :
primitive Indian artisanal fisheries (any 1npzovonentl in mechanization
~or gear could yield large improvements in catch). In part also, the
inland component of the program benefited from the extensive Indian
experience and freshwater fisheries infrastructure already in place.
On the other hand, U.S. assistance to India's underdeveloped pond.
culture systems appears to have pzoducod no significant improvements in
-production. After some difficulties in promoting long-lining for tuna,
U.S5. advisers switched their attention to prawns. Their efforts,
combined with simultaneous and subsequent projects by other donors -
(e.g., Norway, Japan, FAO, Colombo Plan) may have contributed to
India‘'s present highly developed shrimp export industry.

Another important consequence of U.S. assistance was the expansion
of marine zesearch and training activities by the central and state
govarnments of India. By 1959, there were thttty-thzoo ‘marine research
units and three technical units in the central government. At the
' state level, there were eight fivhermen training centers, six technical
labs, nine marine research staticis, and six universities offering
-marine biology courses and oarryiuq out marine and cstuazino ze:zarch
programs. : -
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QUALIFICATIONS: Various problems contributed to the mixed results of
the U.8. program in India. Difficulties encountered in reaching-
‘program objectives includel manpower problems, lack of infrastructure,
vpcdr organizational codrdinetion, and state and regional differences.

India's fisheries in 1952 were primarily inland and coastal
-artisanal. Pishermen were predominately low-caste and illiterate, with
little experience in a mechanized fishing industry. There were few
trained marine fisheries personnel, and little organizational or
technical infrastructure to assist fishermen. Consequently, much of
- the equipment delivered by the U.S. program could not be used or
maintained; it either remained in storage or fell quickly into
-disrepair. Many vessels were used inappropriately by the state
agencies, and much of the gear provided was never used. Of the twelve
ice plants furnished, only two were placed in operation.

Lack of commitrent and coordination by the recipient government
undercut the project. The Indian government at that time was not
committed to, or capable of, administering a concerted national _
fisheries development program. Implementation of Indian fisheriea
policy was hampered by delay at all levels of government, as well as by
narrow state perspectives confined to licensing and revenue
collecting. Interorganizational and intraorganizational cocrdination
within and among state and central government agencies left much to be
desired. Some coordination problems were resolved by the establishment
of a stronger Central Government Fisheries Department, but effective
coordination with state agencies was long delayed. Likewise, central
government support for fisheries was lukewarm until much later, when it
was decided that export of shrimp and Indian mackerel could help
alleviate India's balanca-of-payments problems.

. Coordination also was shackled by state and regional differences in
technical infrastructure and in cultural and political values. Methods
and interests varied widely by state and between states and the central
governmant, leading to a lack of unity or 3ense of common purpose. Many
of these problems can be traced to the Indian federal system which, like
the U.S8. system, places primary responsibility for fisheries on the
states. This situation left the central government in a weak position
to implement national policies for upgrading fisheries. While the
central government was concerned with a broad range of development
. issues, the states focused their attention primarily on immediate
financial returns through licensing and revenue collecting. State
resistance also undermined central government initiatives in extension
services, particularly in pond culture, because the states wanted
extension services to be administered through state agencies. Only
careful maneuvering by central government personnel prevented the -
extension services from being absorbed into state organizations.

SUMMARY REMARKS: The marine and inland fisheries program in India was
conceived as a comprehensive approach to fisheries development. 1In
practice, however, the primary focus in marine fisheries was on the ‘
provision of new equipment. While the coastal waters were known to be
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quite productive, resource surveys and exploratory fishing were not
urdertaken by the state agencies which received the vessels until later
in the project. OCther related areas, such as marketing, distribution,
and management, wer® mentioned as potential targets, but few specific
projects appear to have been initiated. The conservation and management
infrastructure was in the hands of the states, and there were few
systematic attempts tu remove the instituticnal or legal barriers to
fisheries development. ' o

In general, the U.S. program did lead to some increases in fish
production and in marine research activities. But it is unclear
whether the protein intake of the Indian population increased
significantly or the socioeconomic position of the fishermen improved.
With regard to the other major program objective, India later increased
its exports of fish products, and is now a leading exporter of shrimp.
TO what extent the U.S. program contributed to the export sector
development that took place 10-15 years later is impossible to
ascertain. A number of other donors were active in India after the
U.S. program, and may have .earned from earlier mistakes. Similarly,
the Indian government later made a firm commitment to developing a fish
export industry. Certainly this industry benefited from the previous
expansion of marine research and training capabilities during the U.S.
program, and from the emphasis on marine capture fisheries of that
program.

In summary, the United States undertook an ambitious program very
early in India's nationhood before the central government aad the
commitment or capability to support it adequately. The program was
integrated in design but focused on provision of equipment at the
outset. It was directed toward a large population of artisanal
Zighermen with enormously diverse languages and cultures and with
limited ability to use the mechanized equipment provided. While the
immediate results were disappointing because of the magnitude of the
problems, the program may have laid the groundwork for later more
successful efforts in Indian fisheries development.



APPENDIX B.2

PROJECT: Guinean Trawling Survey

BACKGROUND: In the late 1940s and the 1950s there was considerable
local and foreign activity reiated to using the fisheries resources nf
the West African region between Mauritania and Angola. Marine reseacch
in the region was organiszed on a national and, to a lesser dogrce.
regional basis by the then colonial povers, although the total marine

' science effort was relatively saall. However, as exploitation of the
‘resources increased rapidly during the late 19508, there was clearly a
need for a full inventory of the resources and the environmental
condition. in the Gulf of Guinoa.

In 1961 a concopt developed earlier by the Commission for Technical
Assistance in Africa (CCTA) for a "Guinean Year" was accepted by the
Organization for African Unity and its Scientific, Technical and
Research Comaission (OAU/BTRC). This concept consisted of a four-part
exploration of the Gulf of Guinea, including (1) a physicocheaical
oceanographic survey; (2) an exploratory fishing survey for tuna; (3)
an exploratory fishing survey for sardines; and (4) a trawling survey
of the continental shelf.

- Tho first ot these surveys was expanded into the 1963-64
International Cooperative Investigaticns of the Tropical Atlantic
- (ICITA) conducted under the auspices of the Intergovernmental
Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO. The second survey, on tuna
resou.ces, was conducted during 1963-65 by the U.8. Bureau of
Commercial Pisheries. The third survey, on sardines, consisted of
several national surveys supplemented by a regional survey conducted in
the late 1960s by FAO and financed by the UNDP Special Pund. The
fourth survey was the Guinean Trawling Survey (GTS). Thus, the GTS was
one conyonont of a concerted effort o provide baseline information on
the major resources of the Gulf of Guinea with supporting ocoanographic
‘data covotinq the entire tropical Atlantic. -

. ADHINI8TRATIOlt Tho princtpul objective of the GTS was to investigate,
. in . relation to environmental conditions, the demersal fish potential of
nearly 2,700 miles of the West African continental oholt from southern

_Senegal to the mouth of the Congo River. .
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Muittend as Jolnt !rdjoet 19 of the Organisation
: j,%rllchntlﬂc. ‘Pechnical and Beseerch Commission
mumﬂit Grant Mtwt 699-11—100-820 and

: X Mshiliants. Joint projacts vere _sponsored by OAU/STRC to
Adsal Biinly \ith cal énd research probleas on a r dgional or
mbru!.onal. uucm mu. _ _ ,

: Z‘ho initlal bise tunﬁi:c provm.d by AID under the gum: agreement
vas 0125.000, of which “65.000 (928) vis Zor the trawling operations.
It was necussaty to find othct tmdtng or sefvices in kind to cover the
oosts of all other aspects of the sucdey. This was accomplished by the
_OAU,'STIC and the director of tiie GT8. (An overall breakdovn ot the ‘
- £inancial supfort is glwn in Tabls B.2-1.)

'rhc !ono‘wlng onntiml uchlnim were used in this program:

* the use cf tio chartered Prench 35-méter commercizl trawlers
converted for survey opcutionn and ﬂ-hing with standard gear
;duzing two deasonal surveys (scptabct to December 1963, anéG
-'hbma:y to June 1964) at eight depths (15 co 400 meters) on
63 tunuetl potpcndicuut to tho coast at 40-aile 1ntetval.el

. tho dmw \ont of a&n 1nutnationdl team of scuntuic
- pcnanml. providad orn 16an fFrori org.nintiom in the United
Stacés; Wastern Burope, West kfrica; -and the PAO to uotk on
_bonrd thc ttmucn ducing ¢he -utny; '

’ ctutton of a Scientific Advuory Comiiittee Consisting of ‘
o:pottﬂ from the Unitod gStatiés; Bucope, West A!tica, FAO, and
UNBSCO to advise the OFE director. :

t The stated technical objectives Or the PIOJEct were

met in full. For ‘thirteen ltatlit!«l ateas betwesn southern Senegal

and the Congo River, the suzvey provided (a) catch rates (kg/hz"  (b)

‘donllty (ka/ba), ind (6) standifg stock (métric tons) of fish fo. sach
of oight dopth tonn bdtmn 1% and mo uun. A

. 'I'hu whto tnultn of the GT8. wu tevieved st some length at the
8m1m on the Ocunoguphy and ‘Marine Resoucrces ‘of uu 'r:opzcn
Atljntic held at Abidjar; Ivory Codst, 20-28 Outober i506, ind were
published sepicately by the GAU/STHC in 1968. Later developmbit of the
resoiircss of tho ﬂult of Guinds wete baud in parc on the undings of
the -u:m '

{ i, lbl;qvtng owlotlon Gf the GIS field v ', there were
iys if dnalysis of the enoimous voluae o¢ data and in
1 . These resulted from unforesesn evints oiitaide the
1 of OAU/STAC, which ciused funds and tiie t. expire befote sone

Ina? st&in m thl pzmrnﬂm ot th. .ciuntlﬂc upotu uu
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TASLS 8.3~ Contributions in Cash or Kind to the Pinances of the
Munl‘mlm'm uxzuzm) . o
Source Allocation uss
Punds provided by UBAID Trawling operations and
unﬂcr Gnn\' Aﬁtmnt project direction unit- $727,520
vUniM lungd 39 mnlotry ‘ 'muctdr',ruh:y". nlloﬁml, . .
of Ovounn Dovolovunt | t:avdl. (17-F (p-:e‘usz-uea) 39,480
lolgiu-, rnncc. M:al s-u:iu. tuvo:l. and other - v |
‘Republic of Germany, Ghana, expenses of scientist seconded
1vory Coast, Hetherlands, - to project for total of 64 =
United States, and PAO ' man-months . 168,000
Federal Republic of Germsny, |
United States, UNESCO o Scientific equipment 4,200
Belgium, United Btates, Library; data analysis, etc. 11,460
and others o o o
West African coastal states Use of port facilities, - - ,
from Senegal to Congo duty-free cuntou/cluuml. N
. : S luhoueoriu. eto. . '.23'.00_0, ,
Ceamission for Tecknical nouunq‘r office; ‘uonturéncc
Assistance in Africe ,t'ncuiuu 132,800
OAU/Boiuntific, Technical — Publioation and aueubuuon R
and Research Commission ot Grs ltport | -31,680
Total 1,038,960

Nusierous copies of the 0TS raport were published and Aistributed by

the OAU/STIC to member counteies.

However, it appears from later

complaints by recipiant countries that an insufficient number of copies
of the report ware publishcd or that they did4 not reash the correct

:vponitbrlu in the Waat African ocountries.

1) sddition te the main

‘Eeport and reviews ok tic Abidjan Sywposium, othe: shorter ackicles on
‘the OT8 should have been prepared and Gistributed by OAU/BTIC thtouqhout
thu ugtm to hoth the .cfontttic and doulomne mletu.

o te u dnﬂcuu eo anmu mw ultmu dcwlomntal Awt of this

Pproject besavse its objeutives wera @o aarvowly defined.
asnistance runfeted consisted predominately or the wt\wm
‘1itele other technical ecsistance built into the project.

The technical
‘lhcrz was

'?tulnim 13 nzueunum by lonal mmm cfficere was not a.project .



goal, although some local personnel . were included in various phases of
“the survey work. Moreover, the project was not degigned to address
marketing P!Obllll or sociosconomic impacts of exploiting the stocks

- discovered. There was little follow-up by AID to asaist coastal
'eountuu in utilising the suzvey results for coswmercial gain through
lccal fleets or joint ventures with outside firms. Hindsight indicates
that these critical aspects were neglected, but it should be recalled.
that this project comprised one of a series of resource surveyes _
undertaken by outsiders in a region where very little local expertise
existed. The project could have been designed with more emphasis on
building local capabliities, but it was conceived more as sn urgently
needed resource survey. .

SUMMARY REMARKSs One of tha reasons for the smooth functioning of the
GTS8 was the relative sirplicity ox the sdministrative and financial
structure of the operaticn. The ST8 director had virtually complete
independence in all affairs related to the project. He was directly
responsible to the OAU/STRC and only indirectly responsible to AID
(through the 3cientific Advisory Counitteo) for the efficient
tunctloninq of the survey.

Thoro ltill may bo conaiderable merit in having AID funds delivered
through regionally oriented third parties, such as OAU/STRC, which are
‘then responsible for conducting the work with qualifiad personnel and
with a ninimuwm of bureaucracy. Whether the circumstances of the CCTA
and ite successor, the OAU/STRC, were unique in this respect is
difficult to ascertein. Certainly their Joint Project 19, the Guinean
' Trawling Survey, appears to have been highly successful in
accomplishing its scientific purposes. The broader questions of
"developwental Lenefits were not addressed directly in the original
project request. These consequently received little attention, but the
- fundamental project objective was addressed quite effect’vely through
‘this machanism. The question remains whether tha mechanism could be
applied to current projects that emphasise local capabil!ty building as
critical components of technical endeavor. ’
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APPEIOIX B.3"

) im_: East Mtican l‘rolhntct mmm P:ojoct

BACKGROUND: Lake Victoria is bordered by Kenya, Tansania, and Uganda,
which respectively control 8%, - 508, and 428 of its 26,000 square siles
of sucrface area.. These three rm:tou are pnrtincu in’ the Bast Af:. xan

~Community,: ‘which administers: ‘the Eaat African rzuhvatct Pisheries
Ressarch’ thanlution (EAFFRO)* ‘to asaioct the member states in the
study and mansgement of frechwater fisheries. Since the mid-1960s,
BAFPFRO has bun the ncipunt of extensive outudo technical
assistance. A large United Jations pto;l.ct, funded by UMD? and
executed by no, began in 1961 and vas ‘torainated m 1972 aftoe
completion of its first phase (cxploutory fishing and estimates of
potential y;oldi . B:po:t advisers and’ tnininq of local’ pnlonnol nu'
alio supplied by the llormun. Mhh. ond Canadun dovologunt o
assistance agencies. Some technical aid also was delivered to the ‘
individual fisheries of the member statss, most notably mwh tachnical
assistance initiated in 1967 to thc 'l'anunlan rtuhntu u-mue- o
Inltitutc. ' R _ .

The purpou of thh tochnical uhunco vas gomuuy to cxpl.ou

E and quantify ths ottlhou fishery resources of uko vtccoria. whose
inshore stocks waere altudy heavily exploited by 60,000 to m,ooo ' _
artisanal fisharmen. ‘Most of ths artisanal- ‘catch wac taken by a unt
‘of about u.ooo tnhing canoes, ‘few ot whioh were motorized. The
urkoum and’ distribution system wvas mostly traditional (beach u.'l.u
,;And tu!-ongou), witha few modern facilities, but was gmnuy '
‘efficient in dupoum of ‘fresh catch. ‘The inshore catch was declining
rapidly’ bocam of mruplotuuon. and it was hoped by Aevolopment
planners’ ‘that the use of lazger,: uodorn travlers tishing othhoro '

de 'ual. ntoclu ooul.d muu tot thll docuninq cauh.

' '!ho -tatod 90.1 ot tho umo auuumo progu- vu to
~help the Rast’ utlcan Mity nnd its mmr ntatu devise :

‘81
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‘long-range programs to dovolop. ‘hacvest, and protect fish stocks in
‘such a way as to assure a eontinuouc and 1ncruud cupply o! u-u '
ptotcin tot m pnoph ot East. M!rlca. S o .

Thh go.l wu uancutod into a long-ton progul to auist m )
in providing the. scientific !oundaticn for rational dovolopunt and:
management of the Lake Victoria fisheries. The AID effort was .
1n1t:htod 1n 1973 following termination of the mmP/no program. The
ptoject was oziginany chtod ';c- run for tour yoau. but: vas htor
oxtcndnd unul 1980, _ .

: 'rho hko Victoria projram was unagod through the USAID Rogional
:Dovolopmnt Office for Bast Africa located in Tanzania. Technical
advicers were hired ewployees of AID. Assistance was funneled directly
to BAFFRO, rather than to the nat.ioml govcmnntl of its participating
menbers. However, BAFFRO facilities were Iocated adjacent to tishe:lu
offices: ot the u-bcr ltatu. _

‘ uost projcct ot£ort duri.ng tho first tuo years conlilted of cxpe:t
‘Mavisers in the f£ield of fisheries biology. The initial p:ojoct plan
called for 1§ man-years of expert adviser services over the course of
four years, 6 man-mcntha of consultant services, and 11 man-years of
trainirg in the United States for EAFFRO personnel. Grants were also
provided for the purchase of gear and nciontutc equipment. The
‘initial scientific thrust was to follow up the work of the UNDP/!'AO
project. Basic biol.ogica:l. studies were undorukcn. as nn ‘as £ish.
tagging programs, experiments with di!.‘.oront tyyes of gear,. and some
‘economic studies on altormtivo development strategies for the lake's -
four njor -pocion. A midtezm review of the: lchntutc Progran was
_oonductod for AID by consultants .‘.:c- tho Univouity o.‘. Rhodo Illund
vand Auburn Univeulty. ’ . R S

Aocapx.xsmmsz Only :I.ilitod 1n!oruuon vas avanab:l.c to N'I'AG S
regarding this project) it consisted primarily of thc nidterm roviow .
conducted after completion of the first :wo years of tho projact.
Considering that the project continued for six more years, it is
impossible to gauge the project's ultluto success. No final projoct
report is avanablo. as the project was canceled bctou completion.
Nonetholeas, it is clear that, from its early stages, a substantial,
amount of -expert advice and opoutiona:l. cesearch assistance was
provided to. EAFFRO, as well as. tuinim of local personnel and some
cquipnnt and pubncationo. g AID technical auunneo bridged the gap
left by the termination of the UM/RAO program and continued in the -
directions set. by that program. ' AID advisers esugmented the scientific
capabnltiu of EAPFRO and assisted in planning and oconducting its
research nonda. The tochnical capabilities assembled in BAFFRO were -
‘of benefit not only to the Lake Victoria fisheries but alno to the
othn t:uhntor fhhorul ot tho m-bor -eatu.-

; uu. cmx  The. .\ID tochnical auhunco was dounud toa
Jzuuzoh oznninuon thut. liko uny of its countorparu in the
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‘developing world, tended to adopt a basic .research orientation that did
not; d:luctly address - czitiul local development: pzoblm. ~The AID . -
;pzogru ‘at the outset focused on fisheries:biology and -tathuc-. :
_supporting research. uqndn that would not have yielded results in time
‘to.address tho immediate problems of resource management on Lake
1V1ctor£n. AID's midter. review atulud the importance of runrch
with Mhto application to nnaqaont of the rapidly g:owing fishing
,-1ndu-tty to prevent overfishing or destruction of local artisanal
‘!hho:iu.

"/The AID pxognn never d:l.uct].y addzund the issue of an optiul
fisheries dovelopunt strategy for Lake Victoria. EAFFRO only
indirectly began laying the scientific toundation for ultimate v
resolution of that issue through 1:- work on the biological nht:lon
between the 1nlhon nnd offshore ‘stocks. The midterm review i
uconcndod that AID tocun more diuctly on the social and. oconcnic
effects of a trawl fishery development scheme, . particularly as this
would affect the artisanal fisheries. In other words, development of a
qualitatively “iffernnt and quantitativoly much larger. fishery was
imminent on Leke Victoria, so that fisheries research should have
cc-plmntod efforts to create an integrated dovolop-ont policy and :
management Plan. EAFYRO was the organization best suited to touulating
such a strategy for the entire lake, but its research was diuctod more
toward long-tcn ltudiu than :I.mdiatc unaqmnt 1.!“0'- o

: In thil :npoct, AID's apptoach of nsistanco di:octly to BAFFRO -
did not succeed in 1nvol.v1ng the national goverments and fisheries ‘
dopartun .8 in a consistent dimlogue or working relationship that would
have addreissed the broader questions of cooperative development or .
Ranagemsnt. There was no mention in the materials available to m‘m of
othor ptojcctl undertaken: by AID to tostor these li.nkagu. :

llouovor. tho pzogun focvsi on narrow technical specialties led to
neglect of critical social and economic aspects of the !hhottu. Some .
p:oconinq. mkottng. and distribution studies had been done by :
unor/no, but these were not oontinuod by AID during the first phuo of
its. program. Initially theze was utth effort to address the
marketing feasibility of an expanded otﬂlhon fishery or the social
impacts this inductry would have on the ‘existing large artisanal :
ﬁ.lhing oo-unity. However, the AID midterm review mgqntod ndding a N
nnior ocononint to tho projcct ltatt !or thon puzponl. o

1] 'nn proviou- mmp/no pzogun had conu:nd tho ,_
existence of a uht:hnly large znd untapped offshore. fishery resource -
1n Ialkq ,Victpria that could undotwr!.t_n an_oxpan‘doq fishing industry and

S *Dy 1975, two nw ls-utor Danuh travlers o! far gtuto: liu and
i-,‘tuhing povu than locnlly oonltmcnd tuwlou vcu oxpoctod to be
“introduced into Tansanian waters. o
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enhance available local protein supplies. The AID program was intendea
to augment the scientific capabilities of a regional organization that
would play a key role in developing and managing these offshcre
stocks. However, while the program certainly enhanced EAFFRO's
technical capabilities, its impact on broader devalopmental needs was
more questionable. Obviously the participants in EAFFRO had different
s*akes in its program: Kenya had only a small share of the lake;
internal political events in Uganda sidetracked its developmental
efforts; and Tanzania had the largest resource base and area of the
lake. Notwithstanding these different interests, there seems to have
bheen little effort to steer BAFFRO toward leadership in coordinating
the three national fisheries strategies or in developing a coherent
strategy for the entire lake. The program was thus technically
competent but limited in its spillover into the kay areas of fisheries
management as it related to national development. More importantly,
the urgency of management-related research rather than pure research
appears to have been neglected.



APPENDIX B.4

'PROJECT: Philippine Pisheries Development -

‘BACIBROUNDi “Pour projacts lpanning the pariod from 1970 to the presant
are. disculled here. All are concerned with the cultute fiahurios, with
.emphasis on pond fish. Pish constitute tha najor source of animal
protein in the Philippines, with per capita consu-ption exeeeding all
other major animal protein materials. Most of ‘the fish eaten are -
derived from two capture (marine) fisheries: - nunicipal (artinanal)
filhe:ies and- coulercial tiaheries. In 1978, the landing figures vere
.appromilatnly 1,000,000 notric ‘tons’ (MT), 500,000 MT, ‘and 120,000 MT
for lunicipal. ccamercial, ‘and. 4inland (culture) ‘tisheries, rospuctivoly.
Milkfish, a saltwater apecios. is. traditionally grown in seawater ponds
from fry captured in coastal waters. - Although freshwater pond culture
1is comparatively new to the Philippinen. it has been the target of
considerable devolopnent efforts by both the Government of tha
Philippines and fo:eign donor agerciea.' Reaults 80 far have been - .
»dinappointing and there has been little net incrcase in pond tiah '
produccd over thc last 10.: yea:a. .

: The u. N hal nounted severa] najor projects concerned with
(nunicipal) artisannl ‘and commercial filhcrie-, most )accntly a.
UNDP-funded" ‘project . nanaged by FAO in the South- China Sea. This ,
includes ‘a ' number of countrie: in the area but ir ucadqunrtored in
Manila.’ Another important regional fisheries devclopnnnt is the
Boutheast Asian Fisheries Dovelopment Center (SEAFDEC) , a regional
orqanization largcly tunded by the Japanelo and concerned, in the
Philippinol, with milkfish and other marine £igh aquaculture.. The 4
orqani:ation 8 principal relearch center in aquacultuto has. been built :
in Iloilo, the. Philippinos. ‘Recently, the Government of the v :
Philippines embarked on an ambitious fisheries development proqral .
aincd at duplicating the -uccosn of its ricn—ta:ning progran. o

ADHINIB!RN!ION: The AID ptojoctl roviowud are Inland rilheriol v
conduct.d Zrom October 1970 to Ecptember 1974 at a cost of $616,000
(No. 492-023‘): Aquaculturc Product Projuct conducted from July 1974 to
Boptelbot 1978 at a cost of $889,000 (No. 492-0266): Fresh Water =~
Pinhotins Dovclcmuv g3 conductod from Octobor 1978 to Bcptulbor 1981 at

8s
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a cost of 81, 500,000 (No. 492-0322)1 and Biccl River Basin Development
‘Program conductod from Octobot 1913 to Sthcnbot 1979 at a coat of
1010 ooo (No. 492—0260).: ‘ _

Tho lunt projoct 10 a very lllll part ot a latgo iochOtal :
_dovolcpn.nt in which the" £1lhot£o- work will be funded and carried out
‘by the Government of the Philippines and AID will supply only one '
'patt-tllo 1nland tilhoriou oxpott.

_ Tho othct thrcc are linked ané uoquontial ptojocts aimed at tho
. overall objective of increasing pond fish production. In the first
. two, Auburn University was the pzincipal U.8. ‘contractor; Texae A&M
_Univctlity was the principel contractor in the third. A1l three
projects included signiticant Pilipino input both in terms of money and
~porconn01.

, Tho £1tlt project 1nvolved the conastruction of two regearch and
demonstration facilities; one for freshwater activities was sited at
Munoz and was operated by Central Luzon State tniversity (CLSU), and
one facility for brackish-water studies was sited at Leganes, Iloilo,
and was operated by the College of Pishecies, Univetsity of Pnilippines
(CPUP). In addition, 12 Pilipinos were trained (6 M.S. and 6 Ph.D.) at

ghnbutn University, and approximately 30 extension workers were trained
locally. The program was instrumental in developmnnt of a graduate
training program in fisheries at CPUP based mainly at Leganes. The -
primary AID contract was with Auburn Universityj; Governxent of the
-Philippines (GOP) funding was from the Naticnal Science ‘Davelopmant -
Board and was funneled through CPUP. However, policy vas formulated. by
. an Advisory Board including Department of Agriculture personnel. Its
.mission also included facilitating relations between the University of
the Philippines and the Philippines Pisheries Commissicn (responsible .
for extension). CLSU was brought in as 2 secondary participant. Some
'UNDP funds also were funneled for development of frashwater and
‘brackish-water fisheries. The gencral purpose of this arrangement was
to facilitate an increase in inland £iah production by lmptoveuant of
f£ish fltning methods. :

The loeond projoct allo vas conductod undot a contract with Auburn -
University but involved a larger comaitment of funds by GOP (including
$4,000,000 from a World Bank loan). It was an extension of the work
done under the first project involving the establistiment of research
centers at the freshwater and brackish-water sites, initiation of
" research projects, additional overseas training for Filipinos (Graduate
degrees: 5 Auburn, 1 University of Hhshingtonp Nongtaduates 30 at
‘Auburn) , in-country ttaining of 300 extension workers, and demonstratior
training for 500 fish farmers. Auburn worked mainly with the newly
formed Buresu of ri-horiol and Aquatic Resources and CFUP and CL8U.
However, during this period SEAFDEC constructed large separate
" brackish-water facilities adjacont to the !acility at chanou with
excellent modern toloatch laboratoriol.
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The: purponl of this: ‘project were- to further dovclop the freshwater

’and buckilh-uaut research tacuitiu. to. research new technical
Procedures for mwore productive fish farming in the Ph!.nppinu, to

‘assist: in the dovolopunt of a functioning oxtonlion lylm. and to .
f;inctuu th. nlh lupply ztou pond culture. :

'rho thiré projact. !‘ranhntot !'uhotiu Dovelopnnt. tn tho 1ogica1
-aucccosor to. the £irst two. since it is a further attéempt to increase.
tuh producuon baced on the work at Munos and the initial attempts to
otguniu an effective: extonlien systm. Here, Texas AN is the .
upt 1nc1pal u.s. contucto: and cx.au the primary. Phn!.ppi.ne contuoto:.

" The main thruat of this ct!ozt is %o conltruct: a tushntet
‘hatchoty for production of fry (15-20 million yesrly) to be made
available to farmers to stock rica paddies and fish ponds. In
addition, there will be an economic study of the markats for ftelhvatu_
fish, particularly in Luzon. Also, 30 Filipino extension agents wlll.
be trained in various aspicts of tushwater f£ish prcuction and - S
utilization--mainly in an unidentified “third country" but presumably
also at Texas AtM and in the Philippines. Pifty extension workers and
50 private-sectur participants are to receive. tnining annually at the
new: facillty.' The expectation is that these measures will result in
annual. production of 10,000 tons. udditional ftouhuator fish from ponds
and rice paddios. : . : ,

,Acmusms: The. prlncipal acconpusbuntl of tho u.s.qponsoud
ptograms during the period undsr review seem to have basen the - ..
establishment of research and demonstration facilities and the tui.ning '
of university, government, extension pouonnol ‘and--to a lesser -
extent--figsh-farm operators. Unfortunately, while total fish landingl h
have increased rapidly during the period (e.9., 1,250 000 NT in 1974 to
‘1,580,000 MT in 1978), virtually all the increase has come from the
acnicipal (artisanal) marine fisheries. Nevertheless, a large number
of ponds have been dug and, more inportant perhaps, very active.
dovclopnont programs are continuing through the interrelated activu:iea
of the Government of the Philippines, SEAFDEC, the universities, and
}_the International C‘ontot fo: Living Aquatic Resources Hunlgount

_ mmcn'rxous: The AID fisheries program in tho Phiuppinos has beon
consistently directed toward aquacultuu with little or no attention to
‘marine fisheries. . The stated reason for this focus has been that
marine capture ﬂlho:iu have reached the limit of oxploitatlon and the
only hope for incruud ptoduction is inland ulhotiu. Unto:tunauly.
this has proved consistently wrong as marine fisheries have continued
to grow while inland fisheries have shown only lnght changc. , '!ho ~
following table illustrates this situation. ERR .
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Pbil‘inino ‘Pish Production

M 1078
" Inland Pisheries . 100,000 W - 125,000 MT
Capture Pisheries (lunicipal) . 670,000 ur 950,000 NT
’c-ptuu rilhoriql (eo-orchl) ‘ 480,000 MT 500,000 NT
‘ - TomAL 1,250,000 ¥* 1,580,000 MT

Alt:hough the nearshore capture fisheries now appear to be close to or
beyond their sustainable limit, the pountial for mariculture appears
barely to ‘have been tappcd

SUMMARY REMARKS: AID has choun to focus tho Phili.ppi.nc ﬂlhoriea _
.effort on fish pond development. This is in line with earlier
‘priorities of the Government of the Philippines and complements the .
rural development program. Until recently there has been little

" attention paid to marine fisheries, which carry the major burden of
animsl protein supply for the Filipino people. The problems of stock
management and product technology are now bsooming acute in these o
marine fisheries, and this jultiﬂ.ol a grutor U.8. AID oﬂort in thi.s :
area. .



'APPENDIX C

_Inventory of AID Projects in Fisheries and Aquaculture

N This. inventory includes fisheries and aquaculture projects
undertaken by AID in the ten—year period from 1969 to 1979 and o
:projectl initiated before 1969 if the funding amounted to $100,000 or
more. The projecte are listed in numerical crder by the AID project

. number. - ° o ' ' o : o ' .

The following information was sought‘for each projecti

Title

Objectives

Time period

‘Level of U.8. fundlng and level and sourco of other funding
Sunnary

Number of U.S. and foreign pereonnel

Type of equlpnont or knowledge transferred to the developlng
country _ ‘ A
"Exchange of personnel

Recipients

Training programs, how many people were tralned, and where were.
they trained .
Outputs of the project

Abstract of the final project report

- In April 1980 the first draft of this inventory was sent to the.
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Pood and Nuttition for circulation
within the AID regional bureaus. The reagional bireaus were asked to -
review, correct, and make any pertinent nodificetions. Those changes:
have been incorporated in this version. . .

: Complete information was not available for many of the projects.
It information for a particular project was unavaileble, the subject

category does not appear in the inveatory.

“The inventory was coapiled from an extensive search of AID. reports

and recordl, and addltional information was eupplled by Auburn
University and the University of Rhode Island.. Copies of documents
used in thin co-piletion are on tile at the Ocean Policy cOnnittee :

office.
89
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Quution- eonoetntnq nny 1nforution supplied for a. pzoject -hould be ,
directed to _ v ,

Ocean Policy Committee :
National Academy of Sciences =
‘2101 Constitution Avenue, N.ll.
Washinaton. D.C. - 20418 ,



AID Project Number

150-0001
150-0002

2630064
386-0005

391-0011
391-0054
391-0055
391-0096
391-0320

409-0249'
439-0065.06
442-0230
-484-0020
469-0281
489-0594.2

‘-nggttx

Poftugnl
Portugal

Egypt

India

‘Pakistan

Pakistan
Pakistan

‘Pakistan

Pakistan

Asia Regional

Laos
Cambodia
Taivan
Korea
Korea

492-0266
492-0234
492-0322

493-4179.2 -
493-0180.7

493-0303

497-0001

497-0189
437-0236
497-0266-3
497~0266-6'

497-0286

498-0214

512-2474

513-0277

513-0295

514-0078

522-0124

527-0144

Philippines

‘Philippines
Philippines

Thailand
Thailand
Thailand
Indonesia

Indonesia
Indonesia

Indonesia
Indonesia
Indonclin
Acin Ragional
Brasil.

Chile

Chile
Colasbia

Honduras
Pezu

AID LISTING OF PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS.

Title

Institute of the Asores
Nationalized Fishing Indultty
Study

Aquaculture Development
Expansion & Moderniszation of
Marine & Inland Pisheries
Xarachi Pish Harbor
Fisheries West Pa’ istan
Pisheries Bast Pakictan
Fisheries Development
Agriculture Technical Support
Project

Skipjack Tuna Survey
Agriculture Development
Pishsries Developwment

Ocean Fisheries

Pisheries Development

Rural lJolicy Plan Survey
Aquaculture Production Project
Inland Pigheries

Freshwater Fisheries
Development

Protein Food Development
Fisheries Developwent
Village Pish Pond Development
Expansion of Kodern Pichery
Focilities -
Assistance to Agriculture
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‘Inat.ltuta ot tha Mo:aa

Ob)act:lm: 'm provida tachnical advlca and- aaaiatanca in atock
R ‘assesement, experimental fishing training and atatlstlcs t:o
. Institute of Asores in agriculture -and fisheries. ‘

~ra..»-;;¢ag:;1911-19;_

~ Lavel of U.3. Pundings $170,000

150-0002 Portugal
Nationalized Pishing Induatry' Btudy ‘

Ob_jectivas: To conduct & couprahanaiva atudy of atock ansesmnt ;
and experimental fishing training. e o

Time Per 1od: 1977

uvel of U.S. fund!.ng: $150,000

2_63-0064 Bgyot
Aquaéultu:d Devalopaant '

Objactivas: To assist the Government of Egypt through the
Subministry for Muatic Resources of the Ministry of -
Agriculture to egtablish a taaaa:ch and aztana!.on capabil.:lty
and increase the size of p;oductlon ponds,; - thataby 1ncuas!.ng
the supply of high protain tooda availabl.e to the. ngyptian ‘
consumar.,

_Time Period: 5/79-4/84
‘Lavel of U.S. Funding: $27,500,000
Other Funding: Egyptian governnent 84 million

:-Su-a:y: ~is project will accomplish its goal by providing the
' - capacity for sustained davelopment of the fish farming
industry on an oconomic basis through 1nprovad ‘institutions
~ for planning and ooozdination, applied research, training,
~ and extension. 7This capacity. will support £ish farming on
roughly - 50,000 feddaris. The ptojact will directly increase.
'annual fish p:oduction by at. least 4, 000 ‘tons by 1986 through
; -tha aatabuahaant of a.large nodal Hah tarling area, a .
" revolving credit fund, and tha adaptation ‘of aaall farnz '
.‘technologies to Egypt. - ,
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‘!ho pcojoct has two mcnuwan tnstimtioml
:Wt and a prcductim component. The 1vltitut1m
Lmt‘ will: provlaa the tuining. cxtmion, applh& I
and: othot tuppott nwaurv to eovcl.op the £ioh -
-?tanlng ind\m:ry. T . . .

T The. Ptojoct will nublmh _ : ' P
._1'.‘ " ‘s Mational Fish Farzing Center at Abbaso., Stn&tkia, to_

© . .conduct, training snd applied xemuch and ptov:.d" :

. extension services to the zquaculture industry :
‘2J'%'1,200 feddan production rea adjacent to the Centex

3. ‘an ndditional 3,800 feddans ot tuh toens in the

.+ Sharkia-Israilia area .

4. . two'additicnal carp hatchotioa

S. tm ‘additional mullet fry collsctien centom on the coam.
6. a laullot hatchery at Al Gameal :

Rumber of U.S. Personnel: G
‘Number of Foreign Personnels 128 reseatchers and laborers

Bxchange of Porgonnel: Trchnical assistance will be adﬁiniltered
ptiuutuy through a home: covatry contract. The = = .
Undsr-Becratary for Aquatic Resources is the project dit«.tor
responsible for sugarvigsion of the eontract with auiatme
of & USMD projoct offinen. T

: miphntn 'Tho ult&um bonuﬂciatiu wtn bt the conlmrs o! ,
the tm: produced. A seoccud group of beneficiaries will be
the ho-natud tuuu, other private farmars and those
snloyoﬂ as hbomu and vatchmn in ﬂoh production.

'rnining !'rogrm: s 1ndiwidua1c ucci.ve long-tarn tuining. 3of
individuvale receiva whort-ton eni.ning. ‘l'nini.ag will be .
provided in a range of spocui ities 1nc1uding pond - ’

sngineoring and fish farm unaguont s ve11 as 1n
lquacultuu md ﬂlbori.as b’ alogy : s

. Ou'tpuu: Crution of eaquacultuu nuppozt. i.nltitution. and
stablishment of 5.000 fadAsna of nrivata fish farsa.
386-0005. India
Expansion 'a’nd_,,lllﬂctntntk:n._ot'lla:in‘m and Inland Pisheries
chctims To augment tlu daiet ot the popuhuon ané to: incraue”
7 the yhld of. oxporublo productn to conduct an. o:ploratory
i ».*tilhtng .program to determine the species of fish avauable in
Indh and tho -olt otnciont uthod ot captuu. ' :

Time Per 1061 8/52-6/62
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Level of u.s. !unding: 32 902 000
'Bualary: This activity was dirccted tcvatd alsiltinq the Indian

‘Ministry of Yood & Agriculture and the Indisn states in
schenss designad to improve the diets of the people and the -

econony of the villages. Vescels furniahed under the project

were grouped into four fishing fleets whore foreign advicor.
were located to ansure ptoper utilization.

Rumber of U.S, Personnel: 9 advisers for a totax of las.nah-ionths

Type of Equ.oment or Knowledge Transferreds Vhséels, vessel
equipment, net and twine plants, extension and audiovisual
equipment, technological equipment, engines and outboard
motors, ice plants, and cold storage equipment,

’Training Programs: 16 individuals for a total of 125 man-months
in fish migration, fishery research, fisheries by-products,
sardine investigation, spawning, deep seza fishing, wachanized
fishings 74 crew members trained by U.8. advissrs.

Report: Five end of tour reporte.

3910011 Eakistan
Karachi Pish Harbor
Time Period: 3/53-9/59'

Level of U.S. Funding: 8472,000

391-0054 Pakistan
Fisheries Wast Pakistan
Time Period: 3/55-6/62

‘Level of U.S. Funding: 560,000

391-0055 Pakistan
Fisheries East Pakistan
Tims Period: 3/55-6/62

Level of U.S. Funding: $179,000
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BainGOQG PaPiotan

?inhn;iﬁs Dnvaiopaont

Objeotiveun To contribute to the dcvnlopnknt of. tilhotiol tor
the nutritional and econcmic welfara of Pakistan and -
ospecizily B. Pakistan. In 1955, the objective was to
provide an explatatory fishing vesnal for use in the .o
‘systematic survey of the Bay of Ucngnl to determino how much
the fishery can bdi oapnndtd with proper gear and equipment.
‘The 1957 project agreement states that ths projecct will-
continue aasistence in: dovolopnnnt of the fishing industry in
‘B. Pakistan by helping vo: detornmine the . productivity of the
fishing gtounds and deterninc the mont practical fishing
wethods, types of boats, gear and shore processing tacilities
in order to demonstzate to private enterprise the ' o
pro!itability of this field ot entorprine.

Tine Pariod: 3/55-6/62
Level of U.S. !unding: 399 000

‘Summary: The project began cn March 16, 1955, and phaaod cut on
June 30, 1962. It wes an E. Pakistan project >¥1~0055 until
November 1959, after which it was consolidated with W. o
Pakistan as AID project 391-0096. /

“Number of U.8. Personnol: 1 USAID technician for poriod 2/57-9/62.

‘Type of nquipnent or Knowledge Transtorred: Bxploratorv Zish
‘boat mechanization, use of synthetic twines, refrigerated
tish market, mechanized fish dryers, and pond weed cont:ol..

Traininq Prograns: 9 participants trained, 5 in marine fisheries
and 4. in inland filheties.

_Outputls _Introduction of a 160-ton exploratozy boat, fish boat

‘ mechanisation, use of synthetic twines, refrigerated fish
market, mechanized fish dryers, and fish pond weed control.
Mvisory service to government of Pakistan in development
organization, private cepital investment, fish harbor
~Planning and a ten-year marine tiaberies devolop-ont plan for

Be Pakistan.
- Reports . Bnd of tour :eport Ralph L. Johnson

Ptoject introduced 7 subprojectl involving co-lodity
- assistance and ovorcoan traininq. The major activity was advisory
- service to govctnlent (of Pakiatan) administration as it related.
L to. govornlent and privatc ‘sector tilhnry devclopnont ettortl.
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M t.ho uauo tocbnictan aui.vod. tho ooopouting host -
‘gmrmt departaent (C¥D) was. only three yuu old. which
- czeatad scas problems.

S Mlttuctlon of the mlonto:y boat d4id not occu: untn the
_ond' of the' mjoct patlod (June 1962) « .Assistance from the
.Jamu was obtained. : o .

‘ Concentration appuod to tvo objoctivom 1) to create

-»Otgmintlon solely for fishery development in E. Pakistan and 2)
to nttuct private sector investment to the fishing inlustzy.

- _Pour proposals were submitted during 1938-60 for the
vcon.idontion by the Government of Pakistan. The first three were
not adopted; the fourth was adopted in 1961.

' Project technician cstablished early rapport wita pakhtan ‘
counterpart wvho wvas trained in the United States. Project vas
‘well received by host government. Effort was made to extend tho :
project. y

391-0320 Pakistan

Agriculture Technical Support Project

| Object:lvels To develop Pakistan's agricultural sector; assess '
possiblo strategies and projects for agricultural dovclopunt.

Time Period: 8/68-9/74
Summary: One study under this project is to stimulate interest in
development of deep-sea fishing industry. A potential '
research project evaluatod for E. Pakioun aq:icultuul
‘university.
Number of U.8. Personnel: 1 U.8. fisheries opochunt for 2
L ' man-months ,

409-0249 Asia Regional

Skipjack Tuna Survey and Assessaent Program 1n the C.ntta] and
Western Equational Pacific Ocean

Objectives: To provide furding to this multinationally funded
.research project being conducted by the south ?acif:lc
Coxmission. _

Time Pericd: 7/77-9/80

Lovel of U.8, funding: $450,000-

smuy: Provides partial funding to multifunded project. »
- Objectives of the project are to conduct otudin to 1) cbtain



a bekter undor-tandlnq of. -lgrattono and stock ltructuro of .
skipjack tunaj 2) to determine the distribution and -
‘availability of skipjack tuna and baitfich) and 3) obtuin -
better knowledge of the population dynamics of skipjack tuna
‘stocks. Other donors are Mew loalandg Anltrllia, Uhitod
Ringdon rranco. and Jhpnn '

Musber of Foreign Personnel: 12 people.on staff

Rectp;ontif_sduih Pacitlc.Cbniiision-

439-0065f06 Laocs
Aérlcplthre,noéelopnont

Objoctivesx To develiop a Laotian Pisheries Service capable of

: producing fingerlings in sufficient quantity to meet fish
production requircments and of providing services to Laotians
engaged ‘in fish culture. To improve existing tllh ‘hatcheries
and trein Fisheries Bervice personnel in the operation of
fish station and Agricuiture Extension Service personnel in
£ish culture in rice paddies and farm fish ponds. .

Time Periods 10/65-9/74 _
Level of U.S. Punding: $700,000

Summary: AID contract with U.8. Consultants, Inc,. Projcct s
. exphasizes participant training, £ish culture assistance to
refugee villages, und hatching eggs produced at tho throe
ballc fish: hltchcricl.

Type: ot lqulplnnt or lnowlcdgc Transferred: Purchase of
‘commoditice - cement, general supplies, and -1ecellaneoul :
‘small purcbasga. Transfer of fish culture knowlodga.

- Training Programs: 40 participants over 4 years for a 12-week
course., 4 partieipnntl over 2 years period for S-week
-course. 10 participants over 5 years for university
dog:ocl. On-tho-job ttatning for station p.tlonnol.

Outputll Rohabilitation ot three tilh hltch.tiil..A<
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442-0230 Cenbodle

Piaheriea Developnent

Objecﬁiveli Tc delineate the probxenl related to- tllh produeelon
* and to make approp:iate recommendations.

‘Time Period: 5/58-6/6
“Level of U.8. fundings 8185,000

Summary: This was a joint Canbodieniu;s. Operations Mission .
(USOM) /Cambodia Fisheries Conservation Project,.

Number of U. 8. Personnel: 2 Technicians

Type of Bquipment or Knowledge Ttaneferzed: 2 diesel enginee,'i
steel boats transferred. Knowledge of freshwater fisheriea.

Training Ptogrames 4 pe:ticipente sent to the U.S. for 4 years of
academic training in fisherias biology and management. An
in-service training program plunned for two Cambodian
technicians, but both traneferred to highex paying jobs.

Outputs: 1) Recommendations to the Cambodian govetnment on .
- fisheries resources, 2) Biological investigation into decline _
- of Cambodian fish production. .

Report: End-of-touz reports from G. D. Ginnelly and J. Betdech.

- 484-0020 Taiwan
TFOcean Fieheries
‘Time Period: 6/55-6/59

‘Level of U.S. Funding: -~ $170,000

489-0281 Korea
vrieﬁeriee beveiop-enﬁ

Objectivelz To plen and 1-plenent a program which would 1ncreaee
the fisheries production for domestic use and export by 1)
providing materials and equipment to rehabilitate the fishing
fleet and shore 1nlte11eeione, 2) ereining fishernen to use
improved neehode and equip-ent; 3) establishing a system to
enable filhernen to finance their operations and the
investments ‘necessary to. rehebilitete and develop the
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:tinhories industricuy 4) developing narketing procedurcl and
facilities to distribute fishories products econcmicallyy 5)
__develcping improved hundiing. prcurvation, and procesning to

taise the standards of. quality fisheries productsy 6) '
1dcvcloping the frcnhwater fisherica potonfial of ‘the cauntry;

and 7) training qovarnment officials in inproved mefhoda,

‘procedures, &nd. adninistration.

Timo Period: 5/56-6/64

Level of . s. Punding: $4 662'000

Summarya This project is a continuation of progrnms of other -

-.organizations to develop the fisheries of Korea by providing
‘materials tor boat construction, fish markets, procassing,

. freshwater and sealtwater fish propagation, introduction of
-improved eguipment, and the training of fishermen in their

use and the establishing of a Fisheries Credit System to

'aasist the fishermen with operating loans.

The pro,ect developed on the baeis of succossive fiscal year

;_agreements -each funded to accomplish specific goals related

to the overall objectives. In FY 56, AID and Korea paid for
commodities and utilization costs for constructing commercial -

£ishing vessels (362 boats); fishing gear and equipment; _
- commodi:ies an¢ utilization costs to improve the facilities
of Central Fisheries Bxperiment Station. In FY 57, AID and
Korea paid for handling costs for offshore procurement of
‘deep sea fishing vessels (7 vessels); commodities and local
~costs for boat construction (178 vessels); commodities and
“laboratory and pilot plant equipment for the station;
commodities and local costs for construction of wholesale
fish market center at Pusan; commodities and local costs for
~ demonstration retail fish markets; and Korea financed the
. establishment. of the Fisheries Revolving Loan Fund. In FY

58, there was no commodity or counterpart funding.  In FY 59,

"AID and Korea paid for commodities.and local costs for

£ishing boat amodernization and repair (4€ warine engines):

for commcditi2s and local couto for continuing demonstration
~and training activities; Pusan fish market commodities; and
_Korea financed local costs for rshabilitation of £ish
vhatcheriea atid an addition to Fisheries Revolving Loan Fund.,
In FY 60, AID paid for lumber and marine engines to replace .

small fishing boats lost or destroyed by typhoon Sarah: AID

‘and. Korea financed construction of modern combination fiahing -

vessels; demonstration and training equipment; construction

~of a 70-ton’ research vessel; construction of two inland
-fish-freezing ice and. cold storage. facilities and
rehabilitation of two. £ish hatcheries. 1In FY 61, AID and
-Korea supportcd project advisory, demonstration and training
.facilitiea. ‘ _ . _
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Nunber of U.5. Personnel: 8 technicians

-Type of Equipment or Knowledge Tranrferred: Materials for boat
construction and procuremont of boats constructed outside of
Korea. Modern equipment and gear consisting of long-line,
shriup trawl, lampara seine, purse seine, and other trawl.

Training Programs: 2 school was astablished to train Korean .
instructors to assist fishermen in the installation,
operation and maintenance oZ diesel engines for 40 daya.
Seventeen participanta trained in the U.S.

Outputs: 1) Increase the production of fish and marine products
to an annual average of approximately 450,000 metric tons; 2)
develop an adequate system of marketing and distridution of
marine products; 3) develop adequate standarcs of quality and
techniquee for handling and procegsing fresh and preservsd
marine products for domeastic markets and exports; 4) develop
the skills of administration to reduce the costs of
production and distribution and to properly preserve the
catch; 5) develop a workable fishevies credit system; 6)
develop modern boat building and mechanization of the fishing
fleet.

Report: 9 end of tour reports.

489-0594-02 Rorea
Rural Policy Plan Survey

Cbjectives: To increase fishermen's 1ncome and the protein
content of the Korean diet.v : .

" ‘Time Period: 1963-1974

Summary: Activities were directed at 1) bringing attention to the
importance of fisheries in Korea and their potential for
development of the country; 2) getting into operation the
fish markets at Pusan, Masan, and Gosuj; 3) encouraging
pPrivate enterprise, particularly American companies, to
invest in Korea's fisheries.

" Number of U.S. Personnel: CSenior fisheries adviser
Training Programs: Participants to be trained
Outputs: Adviser to analyze prodﬁction/hatketing programs,
identify new sources of fish and income for fishermen,

develop an export policy, formulate technical assistance and’
: training needs, analyze investment potential for public and
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.private sources. Fish hatchery. taoilition put into operation
and sanitation in shellfish bedn to be railed to '
international srandards.

Report: Tuo end—of-tour reporte, and A Develggg!nt Plan for rrelh '
‘Water PFisheries in the Han River Basinj A Survey of the
‘Pisheries Research Program of the Republic of Korea, by
Philip M. noedel and. Patker S. Trefethen.

492-0266 Philippines
Aquaculture Produetion Project

Objeotiver: To increase brackish-water and freshwater aguaculture
- production and small fish producer: incom¢s. To increasge
-agricultural production by strengthening agricultural
research and extension capabilities so that more fish protein
~would be available to inprove the nutrition of the population.

Time Period: 7/74-9/78 _
Lavol of U.S. Pundings $889,000
fOther Funding: GIP 84,600,000

Su-aary: ‘The Aquaculture Production Project (APP) undertzken by

' the Government of the Philippines with assistance of USAID as
a follow-up to the Inland Fisheries Project (IFP) which began
in 1971 and ended in 1974. The IFP focused on establishment
of two aquaculture research centers. The APP's focus was on
the 2stablishment of a pilot aguaculture extension program in
the Bureau of Fisheries and Ajguatic Resouzrces (BPAR),
continued developnent of brackish-water and freshwater
fisherjies and intensified research activities linked to and
coordinated with- the extension program, :

‘Numbar'of u. B. Peraonnela l extension adviser, (4 yrs.), 2
research adviae:s (2 yrs.), short-tern advigers.

jType o: Equipment or Know edge Transferred: Motor vehicloa;'
aducation, field eqnipment, and lab equipment.. :

Recipients: Beneticiarias are poor and inland fish producers.

Training Progrannt 300 xtension workerl trained

500 figh producers received orientation in new technology
-6 participants graduate training abroad :
1o partioipantl non-degree training abroad
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_R.port:  End of projcct ‘evaluation by Dr. James Rvault, Jr., -
Louiaiana Btate: Uhiverlitys Dr. Wallace Klusswan, Texas A & M
University; and Dr. R. O'Neal Buithernan. Auburn Universit;,
Septenber 9-23, 1978. o ‘ N

_on ect Ac liahments

: 1.' Goal to 1mprove nutrition of Filipino poor and 1nuroase
1ncones of poor inland fish producers.
- a) National consumption of pond raised fish increased.
from 3,.0kg per capita per yr. in 1973 to 4.0kg per year
in 1978.
b) Net income of fiah producers adopting and using
- technologies recommended by the brackish-water and
o freshwater research centers increased by 20 percent.
2, Project Purpose. to increase brackizhwater and freshwater
fisheries production.
. - u) Purposeful research completed and resulca publiahed;
-extension wctkers develcping and testing new technology;
training programs being cinducted for extension
personnel; new technologies publicized among fish-
~ producers; and fish producers are using improved -
~ technologies.
b) Milkf£ish production increased in Regions V and VI.
c) National freshwater fisheries annual production
o ‘ increasad from 4,000 MT in 1971 to 15,000 MT by 1978.
3. Projoct Outputs
. a) Extension systems in Regions V and VI ltaffod with a
total of 50 or more personnel, equipped and in operation
by June '77) extension systems in each of the other
regions strengthened by two or more personnel.
b) At least 10 priority research projects completed by
the brackish-water and freshwater. centorl 1n key problenm
- areas by June 1978,
c) Training comploted by Septenber 1978: 300 extension
vorkers trained; 500 fish producers recieved orientation
on new technology. 6 participants received a total of
" 90 P graduate training abroad and 10 participants
"~ received a total of 60 PM non-degree training abroad.
¥ M Project Inputs
a) AID - technical asaistance, participant training,
equiprant commodities and supplies. Assessment--project
. inputs delivered in a timely manner, except USAID'
supplied jeeps from excess property, which often vere _
v not in satisfactory condition when delivered.
. Conclusion of authors: project a definite success. High output
and achiovenont obtained relative to AID funding.
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492-0234 Philippines
'inlnnd-risher135~

Objectives: Bstablishnent of two viable and effective research
"and training centers capable. of providing the level of
exper~*se necessary to backstop the inland fishing industry.
- Long-range objectives are 1) to increage the availability of
£ish for consumption; 2) to decrease the need to import fish
to meet domestic requirements; 3) to diversify and raise
income levels of Filipino farmers; and 4) to stimulate the
domestic fish industry of the Philippines.

Time Period: 10/70-9/74
Level of U.S. Furding: $616,000
‘Other Funding: (pesos) 1,147,608

Summary: Through a contract with Auburn University, one
freshwater research facility and one brackish-water research
facility established. These when purposes were achieved: 1)
two research training centers in operation; 2) improved
quantity and quality of fishery products for domestic
consumption; 3) improved control of parasites and disease in

~local fishponds; 4) improved breedina technology and
nethodolegy and hatchery techniques for certain speoiee; 5)
export potential developed.

'Treining,Ptogramex 12 patticipents--all received masters degree,
' 6 received PhbDs. 30 Filipino extension workers trained in '
‘pond conettuction.

dutputs: Research projects, extension, and graduate training in
fisheries. :

Report: AID Project Appraisal Report, 1/75. Successoi
Aquaculture Production Project begins FY 75. Auburn rated
highly. Graduate training participants performance good to
‘outstanding. All will receive masters, 6 PhDs. Delay in
receiving some commodities, some not according to
specifications, parts missing, quality not good. Bureau of
Fisheries less than fully cooperative in implementing
training programs, providing extension personnel and
generally recognizing research center's activities and
results. Porty research projecta conducted and reported on.
Thirty extension workers and fish pond operators trained.

_Beven extension leaflets prepared for publication. Outgrowth
of project is implementation of graduate program in fisheries
.at the University of the Philippines. '
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092-0322 !hiuppinu
n«mu: ﬂ-bcun Dovolq:-nt

mjcotlm: ‘To inorease freshwater aqucultuu ptmtim,
m:wu incoses of small farmers and small fish proauoeuo 2
and 'tG improve nutrition. To increase the supply of
trumnt fish seedlings; distribution of fish uodlingu to
rios farsars and Co small-scsle fish pond operatorss
improving the flow of aquaculture 1n£omtion to’ famus md
assisting farmers to produce fish. .

Time Period: 1.0/78-9/81
‘Level of U.S. Funding: 8$1,500,000

_Other rundinqa (pesos) 13,572 Bureau of Fisheries & Aguatic
‘ Resources '

Bum:ys This is a five-year project with AID input of technical
assistance, commodities, project management and evaluation -
and participant training during the first three years.
Services of a project manager to be obtained from the U.S.
Tish & Wildlife Service paid for with grant funds. 'l'ochnical
mpport and advisory services to be obtained through 4’ :oct

: AID (.ontract with Texas ASM University.

'mnbor of U.8.: Peuonnels 4 person-years of tun-tiu toehnlcal
asniltance; plus consulting services short term.

5 'rype of Equipment or Knowledge 'runlfouod: Bquipwment and :
furnishings, vehicles, offics equipment, maintenance and shop
equipment, hatchery equipment and nuppnu, and training

' cquipunt and supplics. ' o '

B liqcipi_onts: Small rice faruu and consumers .

'=-‘_l'£a'ining ?rog:m: 8 participants tninod ln -odotn ftuhntet _
‘£4sh hatchery production and management in third country. 2
‘participants trained in modern freshwater fish utilization

marketing and/or product developwent. 20 participants
tnimd 1n ttuhwatot ﬁ.lh pond and hatchory conltruction.

Outputu 1) utabnshunt ot a tushntot ﬁ.lh hatchoty-utonsion
_.tuining center (FFH-ETC) with prohuioml capabilities of
“providing the extension linkage betwaen resea ‘chers and field
‘extension agents; 2) an effective: lyntu to provide :
inform: zion and technical assistance to farmors in freshwater
fish production tochnoloqy; 3) Central L/izon should have an.
established capacity to produce 60 milli:n ®ingerlings v
annually; 4) unnual fish production should have increased by -
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an’ estimated 3,200 -otric tons; .3) some 7 500 low-income

‘zural !a-iiial to havo nora nutritioua diata and highar :
incomes. o .

4!3—0179.2 !hailand
lrotain !bod novalop-ant

'ubjoctivauz To develop inazponuivo high-protein food aupplonanta
- to reduce lalnutrition in preschool childran and uaanlinga in
aorthern 2ad northeast Thailand.,

riaa=!iriodz 10/50-9/12
: Lovol o: v.s. !undings $225,000
=0thor !unding: $325, 000 |

, su-aryz This three-year project has three phases: 1) research

' .. and develop a vaciety of inexpensive high-protein food. :
vlupplo-ontn from local fcods with emphasis on marine f£ish and
- high-protein vagetables; 2) test these products in the field
“for suitability and acceptability and in the laboratory for -
;hu-an bioclogical value; and 3) provide initial stimulus for
. local commercial production, proaotion and aarkating of
'»accaptabla producta. . . A

: UNDP, rao, UNICEF, Peace Corps, and SEATO also oonducting
“major in-country food technology programs to assist
‘Government of Thailand agencies in research and davalopnant
-and coalarcial food supplo-ont production.

_ AID niaaion inputs are liui ad to selected commodities auch

as vehicles, food processing and laboratory equipment,
participant training, and short—tor- conaultanta. .

Vnaroy 8. Chriaty, a fiahariea consultant, contracted to }
conduct a preliminary assessment of the potential for further
,dovalopaant and commercial exploitation of procaasad and

fpraaervcd fish products.

A national scuinar for Piotein Food bromotion held Nov. 22 - -
Dec. 1, 1970 organi:ad hy tha National Acadeny ‘of Bciancaa.

Nuabar of U 8. Paraonnal: Bhort-term conaultanta

Tvun ot nquipnant or. xnovladgc Tranaterred: nquip-ent - baking
ovan, meat mincer and cutter, portable agitators, spray :
‘dryers;, 'solic processor, pilot plant flakers, vacuum dryarlc -
-tuin drun dryara, utaan kattla, vacuum cooker . '
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Recipientn: Poor people of northern end northeeot Theilend

Treining Progrens: 7 perticipente treined. 4 in nutrition and 3
in food technology. ‘ii;- o o o

Perticipent treining progren for 7 weeke, 5 people to oblerve
breeding, feeding," ‘pasture developnent, farnm -nchinery. grein
etorege and handling syatens, markecing and eleughtering, '
;reaeerch and experiment atatione, ertifioiel ineeainetion,
and dietribution centero. S :

Outpute: 1) Stinuletion of one or nore private industriel to
produce and market. acceptable inexpensive high-protein foode;
2) provide a ‘permanent vehicle for delivery of applied .
nutrition services, family planning and health. education to
rural populetion through opening of villege :
child daycare centers; 3) produce a small corps of well
trained profeassionals in fields of nutrition, food
technology, and related aciences; 4) create a pernanent
atmosphere of coordination. and interrelience between various
ministries and agencies: eimed touerd eolving the problene of

human nutrition.

';Report: TWo reports by fisheries consultent, Leroy Christy -
' 'Fiah end Fish Products in Thailend'a Nutrition Progren.

Also, 'Report of a Seminer on. Protein Food Pronotion, _ v
Bangkok, . Thailend, November 22 - Decenber 1. 19/0._ NAS
Seminar _ R

493-0180.7 Thailand
Pisheriee”DeVelopmentv
: Objectiveex To increase. freshweter fish production and to inprove»

living conditione of population of north and northeeet by
providing more protein in local diet and an edditionel eource'

e, of income for farmers.
‘Time Periodi 9/67-10/73
Level of U.S. fundina: $279,00
Bumnary: Contract vith Auburn Univereity. This project supporte E

the: creation of .a ‘strong active fish terning business with

veupportive ‘extension educational and training programs in
'ufiah reering, fieh culture, and fisheriee naneqenent.,vbo-

'fwhen project purpoee eohieved 5 000 farmer ownad ponds
‘~producing tieh; a fichery atationn atoffed and’ cquippeds 18 .
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,-obila tiahariaa axtanaion teanms oparativa: fry and f
'finge'ling procaction incraaaud 20%; and Ubon Ratana
reser oir producing 4, 000 tona in food and 320 nillion in

Lﬂulb.r o! U s. P&rsonnel: ‘8. techniciana (Auburn)

11?9! ot !quitannt or" Knowladga Transfetrad: Laboratory aquipnant.
: knowladga ot !raabwater f£ish production. _

:Recipiantlt P!opla of tha north and northeaat Thailand

Ttaining prograna: 17 tachnical paraonnal ‘trained in unitad .
- 8ta*ws. '36 mobile team petaonnal trained. 4 patticipants :
trainad in tiah cultura. _ , ‘ .

_Outputss 1) Key technical peraonnel ttainad; 2) 18 mobile
‘ -figheries extension teaas eetabliahad; 3) 36 mobile team
- personnel trained; 4) U.S. trained technicians to £ill =
‘adwinistrative position; 5) fishery and Ubon Ratana reaezvoir
‘ Btations equipped with laboratory equipnent. .

493-0303 Thailand
Village Fish Pond Development

Objectivea: o facilitata the eatabliahnent of nultipurpoaa fish
.ponds in no:theast Thailand in order to increage animal
protein supplics and availability of water for donastic and
- Iivestnck conauuption. aatabliah 28 village fish ponds in
‘depressed rural areas of north and northaast Thailand which
will benefit 2,800 families. : L TR :

Pime Period: 9/79-7/81 _

‘Level of U.S. Punding: 3442 ooc

fOthc:!tnndingz’inTc $421,000 -

sunnary: FY 79 program plana fot eatabliahment of multiputpoaa
“f£ish ponds; entablished; :fforts. initiatad to organize pond
}ula groups ‘and.train viliaqara An techniquos for operating -
~and. lanaginq ponda, as. well ag axtonnion activities ralating
_to aaoondary ‘uses of pond watar: tilh fingarling- tobe ..
‘produced to aupply ‘pond’ usat yroups. Input costs covered. by
-UBAID: rant relste to’ a): contracts for earth’ novino, b) :
;aatdr als for' the outlet control and the shelter, c) labor}; -
“attained from: conlunitiea, ‘and-d) ‘subsidies to the local

fisheries stations for specific seed £ish production, o
;inapaction tautl and training ptoqra-s Thailand Dapartnant
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of Fisheries provides for acquinition of land for ponds’where
neccssaty, for program aupozvlaion and nanageaent. and for

fisld peraonnel.

Number of Fbreign Personnel: sénior stéff member of Thai
Department of Fisheries to supervise and administer projectq_

Recipients: Rural people forming communities where 28
impoundments are developed.

Outputs: 1) 28 multipurpose f£ish ponds; 2) A local supply of
animal protein adequate to meet the dietary needs of the
People; 3) Contributions to rural self-sufficiency; 4)
Inspiration for the widespread implementation of similar

- ponds at other rural communities; 5) Demonstrations of
components that could be included as part of the national
Program to develop model cooperative villages in each
province of Thailand; 6) Workshop programs that introduce the
Principles and techniques of fish.culture and integrated

farming to rural people.
| 497-0001 Indonesia
Expansion of Modetn Fishery Facilities |
| ~Time Period: 6/51-6/64 o
Level of U.S. Funding: 3.613,000
Report: End of tour report, L. E. ﬁakefield, Nov. 15, 1960, to
Nov. 15, 1962.
' 497-0189 1Indonesia
ﬂésiatancevto‘Agriculture
ijéctives: To assist 1t the development of new agricultural
programs and policies and to increase the DOA agencies'
capability to design and implement programs and policies.:
Time Period: 1969-2/81
‘Level of U.S. Funding: $2,683,000

Summary: The project has three major areas: 1) farmer education
and information gervices, 2) seed improvement, production &
distribution, and 3) fertilizer and pesticida distribution.
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This project provlded for e tean tron Auburn Unlveraity 1n _
1975 to do a technical ‘sppraisal of a proposal ‘for an inland
-brackllh-nater fisheries industry in northern Sumatra. 'AID
grant fundlng of $559,000: provided. tor technical assistance, -
ccenodltlee and. participant training. ' The gcal of this
subproject was to increase fish. ptoductlon with benefits
reflected in higher net income to producers, expansion of
flah production areas, increased Gmployment, and greater
availability of pond raised fish and ahrinp.

JNnnbe: of U.e. Paraonnel: ‘For fisherles: 48 man-months; one
individual stationed in each 2 provincea for a 2-year
pericd, Short-term consultants, 12 man-nontha..

Type of Equipment or Knowledge Transferred: Transportetlon
equipment (land and water) and offlce and scientiflc
equlpnent (flaberles).

Ttalnlng programe: ‘For fisheries aubproject: In country and
offshore academic and short course training provided to
provlnclal staff members of Fisheries Department.-

Outputa: - Development of a brackish-water flsheries project for
~ provincea of North Sumatra & Aceh. -

497-0236 Indonesia
Brackiah-ﬂater Flshery Production

Objectives: To lncreaae brackish-water (tanbak) flaherles
ptoductlon in seven: kebupatens in the. provinces of Aceh and
‘North Sumatra and to create a project organizational base
~upon which tanbak area axpanslcn can take place.‘ -

:Tina Petlods 10/74-9/79
'nevel of u.s. Funding: $389, 0ro.

'Sunuary: contract AID/ASIA-C-1177 wlth Auburn Unlveraity. a)
Tambak f£ish pzoduction doubled with benefits reflected in
higher net i:come for producers; b) 2,300 additional tons ot
fish availuble to local consumers; c) increased farm o
employment; &) .infrastructure in place to support tambak area
expanalon: e) a tenbak etpaneion plan coupleted. g

fuuabel of U.8. Peraonnel: 2 advlaers l

" Type of nglpnent or Knuwledge Tranaferred: Technology
1nttoduction and 1ntenel£lod eztcnllon activities..
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4]Rncip£ontll Local consumers, full-time farm iqbotets. poor fish
s farmer talilios. middle-income £ish farmer families,. voclthy

filh tar-e: taniliol, area. nerchnnts.;

Training Progranl: rout long-teru participantl in U.S. and the

. ‘Philippines; two patticlpanta. 3-month training programs in
Philippines; 23 project staf{f received 69 man-months of
‘training at Jepara, Central Java. Provincial fishery.
developnent units (P!DU) staff received 139 days of trainiag
in extension methodology by Auburn apecialist. Other staff
trained by provincial project staff. : ' : x

OutpUts;  Ttéined'staff:vincfeased pro&uctioh; new employment
created; 8 provincial fishery development units established.

‘taport: Ruburn Annual Report, by Bryan L. Duncan and Michael C.
Cremer, 12/10/77. First annual report covers period 11/1/76
to 10/31/77 by Duncan and Cremer on 2-year assignments tith
the Indonesian Directorate General of Fisheries. Discusses
‘prOQtese toward accomplishing each output listed below.

. Fry resources evaluated in Acah and N.Sumatra and
'1mproved capture and distribution prograns operational in
Aceh 2nd N. Sumatra.-

2. Government policy change making fertilizer available at
rcasonable ccst to pond operators has 1ncteased fertilizer
utilitization by producers.,

3.  Increased lending by GOI Bank Rakyat and/or other lending,
institutions for fishpond production and development. ‘
4. Provincial program operational with technical assistance;
8 PFDUs established and operational in demonstrating improved
production cystems, and TIAs providing guidance to farmer.

5. Troined staff functioning with technology and nethodology
for intensification outreach program.

6. Anrual pcoduction from existing tambaks 1n the two
‘provinces doubled. ' :
7. New employment created for underemployed agricultural and
fishery familles. :

8. Greater role for local producer aasociations in’
development. ’

9. GOI 1nfrastructure in place and functional to handle
intensification for the remaining 12,300 hectares of current
tambak and capable of furnishing advice to new fish farmers
as they arc settled on the remaining 125, 450 kectares of
potential tambak land.
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‘97-0266-3 Indonolla
sclonco & !hehnology :'

suhprojoct 03 - Muatic Rcloutcos Dovolopnont"
Tllt: 6/1/79f4/1/83 o : AID funding 41, 206,000
‘ PR CDuntarpart 3700.000

' Dnrpoc.: To dovelop ooopetative ocoanogtaphy program of the
Indian Institute of ‘Oceanology (LON) and Pattimura University
“as they oollaborate for the benafit of local fishermen and
" boat buildotn.‘ ' _

Objoctivolt 1. To asnlat in developnont of aquatic tosoutcos
. instructional programs of Pattimura University.
' -‘;2. ‘To assist in developing a staff that can conduct
effectively marine research, public service, and teaching .
- programs of Pattimura University and to a lesser deqtoo-at
&-DON/Aabon field station.
3. To develop aquatic research and 1n£otnation ptograns
relating to a) little-known or unexploited marine organisms
in region; b) protective ecology which would prevent
overfishing, destruction of coral reefs, pollution and
,ptotoction of bait fiah; c) exploitation of soawead: and d)
- similar programs. B
~ 4.. To develop narine resoutce-tolatod appzoptiate technology
: progtaa in otde. to 1nptove the tooll ‘being used by the. tutllv
poor ., .
- 5. To develop an aquatio 1nsttunent and. oquip-ont tepait -
_-system which would interrelate with tho Nntional o -
otlnnttunontation Institute.
- 6¢ "To assist in devoloping at Pattiluta a so:lo- of public
- information" proq:a-u that will disgeminate 1n!or-ation needed .
‘by local people to exploit marine rerources..
-7, 'To assist in developing instructional) programs by
~providing more rolevant 1natzuctiona1 natorials and libtaty
V:toloutcos. :

Nnnbor of U 8. Porsonnol: (tochnical anailtance)
2 Long~tera - 1 technical expert in marine -cience for 2 yoat-.
8hort-torn experts:
a) library science in narine soiencoa (4 mos)
S =-_b) sarine science instrumentation (6 mos) -
4 c) fisheries development expert (G -o:)
-~ d) oceanography expert (4 mos) o
ff .) baokstop lupporﬁ officer (6 -oc) and aectotary (3 -oa)

Ttllning Proqrannt

mus." o B ' o
% a) Bight pn:tlcipuntn tor total 24 mOS. nonacadcnic 1n
‘instrumentation,. data. processing, and library science.
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b) Six people for total 14 yeeza of gtaduate academic
~ training in metine sciences. - .

~ In-country _ :
‘a) Six seminars of 1 to 3 months duration each for total
14 mos.
. b} Ten patticipants for total 24 years of graduate
academic training. .

Type .of Equipment or Knowledge Ttansfetted: Scientific equipment,
‘ instructional materials, library books total $320,000

497-0266-6 Indonesia

Science and Technology » ' :
Subactivity #6 - Weather Forecasting fot Fishermen and Farmers

Purpose: To develop a system to forecast weathet for Indonesian
fishermen and farmers.

‘Level of U.S. Funding: $980,000
Other Funding: 800,000 GOI

‘' Summary: Possible Participating Agency Service Agreement (PASA)

with NOAA to work with the GOI Center for

Meteorology and Geophysics, Ministry of Communications

Inputs: NOAA expertise for technical assistance and
local training; purchase of selected equipment, and
limited trainiug and education in the United States.
GOI provides counterpart personnel, local costs for NOAA

: staff or consultants involved in the project

Outgut A study of the present weather forecasting and
communications situation; zn analysis of potential ways
to establish an effective forecasting syscem; a a joint
selection of the most cost effective system, and the
development and initial steps in the establishment,
testing, and demonstration of such a syatem.

Number of U.S5. Personnel: 1 fuli-time specialist, 4 peteon-yeete;_
2 part-tzme specialists each year, 4 person-years.

Type of Bquipment or Krowledge Transferred: $200,000 for
commodities and data processing :

:Training Programs: 3 Indonesians
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497-0286. Indonesia
Small-Scale f!'ieherieeibe'veleip.‘ent
TObjeetivel: To increeae ‘the quantity, quelity, and- variety of

3tieh available for human consumption and co incresee incone end ‘
“employment {or small-acale fishermen. - : S

Time. P'eriodl © 6/78=5/81
_Level or u.s. Punding: ~ $1,500,000
Other !‘unding: GOI $1,000,000

Sulnery: Thil project seeks to develop alternatives for
‘application in Indoresia by the many poor fishermen and small
- producers. A feasibilicy Btudy by th2 University of Rhode
.Island was co-pleted in September 1978. (AID Punding).
.Aseisting small-scele fisheries is a high- priority of the
‘gqovernment of Indonesia..

‘Number of U.S. Personnel: 2;9 man-months of technicel assistance
' Type of Bquipment of Knowledge Transferred: Extension and |

. training aids, eguipment, machinery, and vehicles. Knovledge
of applied research transferred. :

Recipientsz Primary beneficieriee will be the 2 million -
small-scale fishermen with an average annual income of $215.
‘Rural and urban consumers will also receive major benefits
froe access to more abundant relieble sources of fish protein.

[Treining Progrenss 90 nan-nonthe of treining
Outputl: Pilot ice plantj fishery uanegenent eyeten end treined
- . personnel; research and damonstration floating £ish cegee;
freshwater shrisp research and delonecretion etetions and
treined nteff; iaproved hatchery. -
498—0.14 Aeie Regionel
SOutheeet Anie rieheries Developnent Center
Objectivee: To increeee the food eupply. perticulerly dietery
- protein, and’ improve the nutritionel stenderde in 8 B. Alie
ané also to develop nerine figheries. -

Ti-e Period: 10/59-9/73

Level of u.s. !unding: 3285 000
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Summary: Proposed by Japan to increase the production of food
Erom the sea in Southeast Asian countries through applied
research and training. Center came into existence in January
1968 when agreement between Japan, Malaysia. Philippines,
3ingapore, Vietnam, and Thailand was signed. Research
Department started operations in mid-1969 with arrival in
3ingapore of 21 Japanése rcsearch advisers and a Japanese
research vessel. Training Department located in Bangkok.
AID's input includes laboratory equipment, books and fishing
jear.

Number of Foreign Personnel: 21 Japanese research advisers

512-2474 Erazil
Fish Production, Processing, and Marketing

Objectives: To establish within the Departamento Nacional de
- Obras Contra a Secas (DNOCS) the capacity to carry out
regsearch and upgrade and expand fish culture production
extension services for the purpose of promoting a profitable
fresh fish industry in northeast Brazil.

Time Period: 10/66 - 6/74

(Project extended, Inter-American Development 3ank Project
No. 53 - Currently building f£ish ponds)

Level of U.S. Funding: $1,000,000

Summary: The prcgramming goal was to increare the overall
production of animal protein from fish through improvement of
yields from northeast public reservoirs, improvement of fish
production and processing and marketing practices, and
introduction of fish culture to farm ponds in the region.
Auburn Univeraity contracted to provide technical
assistance. When purpose is achieved the following
conditionas should exist: (1) self-sufficiency in planning
and carrving out research, development, and extension
activities; (2) operating systems of fishery technology, and
(3) GOB budget support at level to r'om:inue planned '
operations.

A Number of U.S. Personnel: 2 full-time, 1 short-term for 2 months.

Type of Equipment or Knowledge Transferred: Knowledge of fish
culture and transfer of laboratory’ equipment.

Training programs: Three participants trained at MS level in U.S.
(DNOCS personnel); 14 short-term partivipants (working in
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' Water Resources Project in northeast part of Bra:il - drought
problems) . : , :

.Outputaz 1. _Participant training
2, Three functional laboratory facilities
3. Increased production of DNOCS fish hatcheries 2250
. from base of 300,000 in 1955 o
4, Pish culture on private farms

Roport: igrminal»Project Appraisal Report, 1/74 by Mission )

-FPigh variety suitable for propagation in N.E. only developed
by 1/73, d=layed initiation of extension part of project.
‘Extension program not as advanced as foreseen. Impact ol
-freshwater fish development project greater than expected due
to meat shortage . in zegion. Overail success by restructuring
technical assistance input. Auburn team oritical catalyst in
coordinating resources. Commodities purchased, installed,
and utilized. Production of DNOCS fish hatcheries increased
225% from base of 300,000 in 1965.. Management practices at
five largest reservoirs improved. DNOCS providing training
‘for middle-level personnel in reservoir management utilizing
U.S.~trained participants. :

0513-0277 Chile
~Agricultural Cooperative Development Fund

Objectives: To provide financial and technical asmsistance for
rural cooperatives in agriculture, fishing, and related’
activities. ‘To .increase the standard of living for Chilean
small farmer and increase agricultural productior.-

Time Period: 4/75 - 9/80
-Leveliof Funding: $15,000,000 (loan)

Other Funding: 37,500,000, IFICOOP and local borrowing;
Cooperatives' contributions to project. :

vSunmary: This loan is to Chile's Institute for Financing _ ,
- .of Cooperatives (IFICOOP). The project deaign is to plan, -
promote, and’ finance 97 agricultural, artisan, and fishing
cooporatives. L :
The wo:k plan for the fisheries cooperative consists of (J)
organization of the cooperative and construction of a
wholesale fish terminal; (2) operaticn by the cooperativo of
six’ rotzigerated ‘double-trailer rigs to move -
fish from distant points to Santiago quickly’under optinnm '
conditions; (3) operation of a large numbe: of retail tinh
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atores in Santiago and the provinces on a wholly owned and
‘franchise basis; and (4) operation of a filleting and
treozlng plant in 9an Antonio or Thlcohuano.

fuulbot of U, 8. Personnel: 1 long-tarn an4 4 lhort-tern advisers

%ypc at !quipuont or Knowledge T:ansfe:ted: “f£ishing boatu. fish

' market terminals (machinery and equipment), trucks and other
vehicles for marketing, carning and refrigeration equipuent,
and mazket information lystcn.. ,

Rpcipiqntst'-ﬁhilehn amall fat-ets who operate farms and fibhing
ventures: estiuated 10,000 fishornen.‘

Outputs:  Approximately 90 subloans (819.0 million); technical
assistance to IFICOOP and sub-borrower co-ops; installation
of office equipment/vehicles for IFICOOP staff (8140, 000).

Report: Joint IFICOOP/AID Prolect Review, March 1976. .

513-0296 Chiite
Rural Cooperative Upgrading Grant

‘Objectives: The objectives of the project are (1) to improve the
manadement capacity and service capability of rural
cooperatives, which are primarily compoczed of low-incosme
farmere or artisan fishermen; and (2) to broaden and
strengthen the capacity of the cooperative development bank
(IFICCOP) to provide training, technical assistance,and
financial support to member rural cooperatives, and the latge
number of newly organized agricultutal cooperatives.

Time Period: 1977-1979

Level of U.S. Funding: 31.015,829 (grant)

Othér Pundings $320,870 IFICOOP |
877,573 Cooperatives

*sunnatyz The project will finance three types of training

- ,activities for a total of 1,105 cooperative otticials from 85
‘rural cooperatives: (1) participation in formal two-week
- courses/seminars held at centrally-located training

facilities, (2) in-service training (interships) at .

 well-established cocperatives, and (3) .on-the-job training at
_the participating cooperatives. IFICOOP will coordinate the
" trainina program throuah four reaional offices. each of which
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‘will bo ltaf!ad by a ragional coordinator and two cooperative
lpacialinta. A v

Numbar os u.8. Paraonnalz One long-tern adviaar .for one vnar and
nina -ontha ot ahort-tarn consultants._ :

Rocipi@ntax The portion of the rural population in Chile
' belonging to. cooperativea. :

Training Prograns: Training was to ba provided to 1, 105 o
e ofticiale from 85 rural cooperatives.

Outputs: IFICOOP will establish and staff four regional offices
~ to provide in-country business management training for
management and administrative staffs and training in
cooperative organization to improve member relations and
member participation in the business of the cooperative.

Report:  Evaluation, September 1979.

514~7-078 Colombia
Figheries Research

Ohiectives: To develop economically and technically sound :
-aguaculture systems suitable primarily, but not exculsively,
for small farmer use; and to produce a package of management
‘recommendations appropriate Zor use by artisan fishermen that
is designed to rationalize exploitation and, thus, ensure
‘persistence of the fish population of the lower Magdalena
River. _

Time Period: 1975-80
Level of U.S. Funding: (loan) $2,200,000
Other Funding: GOC $1,082,600

.Summary: Loan funds would be used to construct and equip fish -
,..culture stations at Repelon on the North Coast, at a gite

‘along the Upper Magdalena River, and at a site in tha Bastern
Plains (the Llanos). These stations will conduct the
research necessary to develop aquaculture systems for use
primarily, but not exclusively, by small farmers. Loan funds
would also be usaq to construct and equip a station at.
‘Magangue on the Lower Hagdalena River which would carry out
research directed towards identifyins a package of improved
management ptactices for use by artisan fishermen in order to
rationalize the exploitation of the river. -
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The loan also’ contains colponente that would tinance
technical assietance in aquaculture, research station
uanagelent, and lake and river nanagesent. '

Type of !quipnent or xnovledge Trensterredr- The AID loan .
. supports ‘the research activities and the. equipuent that: are a
necessary first step in developing tecbnology packages and ’
river nanagenent recounendations. T _ .

Recipientsz Since the sajor thrust of the project is the
development of economic aquaculture practices, the firast
group of beneficiaries will be those small farmers who adopt
the technological package derived from the research. Thece
farmers should benefit both from- iuproved family nutrition
and- increased income from sales of fish as they ‘expand the
produo‘ive capacity of ‘their ponds. ‘As widespread
development occurs, consumers will increasingly benefit from
the impact of an increased supply of fish from this source.

Training Programs: Long-term academic treining, primarily to the
- masters level, and some special short courses are being
£insnced for personnel from INDERENA and universities working
in aquaculture and fisheries management. A number of formal,
in-country short courses are also being financed.v ' .

outputssbfl.“Physical facilities constructed and- eguioped at ,
B - "Repelon, Magangue, in the Upper Hagdalena area, and
“ 7 inthe Llanos..v ‘
,2;:Program of : fornal short courses designed by INDEREN&
" and. training contractor.~z;* ‘ .
3. Personnel trained at M.A. level academic programs in
. the U.8.; in. short courses, and in-country training
-~ programs.
4. Contracts for’ research signed by INDBRENA with
"+ 'Universities of Caldas, Cordoba, and. valle and with
- .the CVA and INCORA. ‘
5,-Technical assistance being provided according to
- contracts. . . , ERURIE i

ﬁeportr ~Evaluation,'Junetl979.

522-0124  Honduras
Nutrition

‘Objectives:: Tb ‘increase the Honduran capability to carry out -
;analysis, planning, ‘and ‘evaluation activites related to '
‘n utrition.  To isprove nutritional: status of preschool : :
*children and pregnant. lactating wonen in selected geographic‘f
areas, - . _ s
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Time Period: . S$/76 - 12/79
Layel of U.8. Yunding: $100,000

B_uyt m gnnt/loan ptojeot hu touz ccaponantn 1)

S _;analylio, planning, and ovaluation, 2) nutrition oducatiom
-3) ‘water supply and environmental nniutiom and 4) pilot
.‘Ptojocu 1ntond.d to providc information rognrding several
 new ‘avenues ‘to: !.provod nutrition for rural femilies. One
-pilot. projoct aims at the 1wrovmnt IM oxpanlion of fish
'-;taning as a source of food. A uoo 000 loan is for the
,j.,putpon of cxpunding the oomttuction of demonstration =
? ﬁlhpond ‘breeding stations to serve as: training sites and
- stogk. sources for. ‘those cupuino groups that will be:
j_«’participating. Bhort-tcn courgses in fish culture v111 be -
- designed for the campesinos. 'Details and projoct design to

be devolopod a!tor uoo-andations nado by Auburn tochnical E

-expert.

527-0144 Peru
Freshwater Fisheries Déireiopioht

Objoctivus To ‘establish’ a-model for 1nctea31ng inland fisheries
production ‘(especially trout) in Peru by demonstrating that ;
-intensive fish farm production »#2d sale of trout is = .
fproﬂ.table and. can: ligniucantly 1mtove the protoin oontont" )
-o! the dtoto of the rutal poor. L AT o

‘Time Pariod: 1977-80
Level of U.S. Funding: (grant) $465,000
‘Other Punding: Government of Paru  $386,000 -
Local Contributions 13,000 -
Summarys. .'ihe major elements of ‘tbe 'pl':bjoct are.
e 'l'ho uubu-h:ont o! an experiunnl. nediun capacity trout _
- feed pouoting ‘plant with an ultimate capacity ‘of ‘one llttid
‘ton per day. . This facility will develop and.market the =~

“low~cost, ba.anced feed critical to reducing the’ !ud/nit_
[convcuion utio, ‘and’ thlll the ovcnu protiubinty ot

: oomnity ulh production cntorptiul.

2, ,‘ 7. ‘ "'lu ﬂlb batchoty at Buln:. ‘mh hatchety
" ‘will produce fingerlirgs and will be the principal |
1nlumnuutyif_ "f"introductng qonotioauy uprovod trout o
‘species.to community owned and opoutod ti-b tatu th:oughout ,
‘the Department of Anchash. . - LR B
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3. 'nvo mity trout fish. farms (tuung -ut!.onl) will be
uublhhcd. ‘one in the Buaylas Valley (Bsashao) , -and the
_other in the Cenchucos Valley (Acopalca). These rearing -
luti.ons will pmduoe for the commercial utkou and will
represent an me“!:ant ‘eource ot 1noo-e for tho pu’ticlpating
'ca-mitiu. ‘ : ‘

4. v'l\vo co-un:lty-contronod laku uu.l. be stocked, one each in
~the Huaylas (Catac) and Conchucos Vallays (Acopalca). These
~trout will be harvested by the communities for lccal '
“-oonlmtion and: tor ugiona]. urkot:lng of the ourp].us.

Nuﬂ)er ot U. 8. Pbuonnelx - 'l‘hi.rty-throe woeks tor short-term u.s. »
technical assistance costing approximately 885,000 will be
pProvided, pzimarily. dur:l.ng the !:I.nt e:l.ghteen months of
project activ:lt:lel. ; ‘

‘Type ot Bquipment or.-x_novledge 'rzéaneuedx AID mputs‘ will
‘ finance required eguipment, commodities, and vehicles
supporting implementation of planned activities.

‘Recipients: The poor, rural highland eouiunitiea'of Peru.

Training Programs: !'i.fty-a:lx man-months of 1ong- and short-tom
training in the U.S. and third countries will be provi.ded to
 technicians of the Hin:l.stry of Fisheries and the cooperating
commaunities in such areas as fish culture, nutrition, b:l.ology.
-f£ish processing, and bueiness adniniatution. Promotion of
local fish consumption will also be undertaken by the Ministry
of Pisheries, (48 months long-term, 2 us degreea, and 8 '
uonths ahort-tern.) _

Outputuz There will be six najor outputs: B o
~ a) Trout feed pelleting plant: An experimental pc].].cting
plant (1 MT per day) will be established in the coastal c:l.ty
-of Chiazbote to assure a ugu].ar supply of recommended feed -
rations delivered to subpzojects l.ocated in Ruarax, nulhao,
and Acopalce.
'b) - Huaraz hatcher rys m axisting batchery 1n Buaresg win be
'upgtaded through renovations of the brood fish holding area.
New sources of eggs and/or fingerlings for gonet:lc 1nprovmnt
will be imported from the United States. -
c) Community Operated Fish Farms (Rearing Stations): -
(1) 'Buashao fish farm
(1) Acopalca fish farm
d) Two Newly Stocked Lakes:
- (1) ‘Lake Querococha =
- (11) Lake Purhuay




llljo: obles 13 lack of - -
coordtmtlou and tdnquu suporvulon by Pezuvian '_ S
comumrt. - Rvaly mton dimuu proguu made oOn uch
tuhwojoct Con

P.t S tuo l’ -r rt 3 31 ao

(a) ‘.No tuh nm undor opontion. nch one ltockod vith
100,000 ungcrnngl.- '

(b) - BPSEP is ocmarcuuung 2 ntric tons ot tuh. : 3
(c) - Yanachocha Lake restocked with: 30,000 ﬂngornml. o
(4) Pellat phnt productior, reachad a tou]. of 10 tmu (1n _
1%980). -

(@) 900 target oonmity mnbeu purttciputcd 1n cmiqn
conducted in December 1379. Sy

(£) Projact is in operating stage. Technical. aml ccono-ic

feasibility evaluations roquired to detemlno replication
poutbni’ciu., ' :

532—0036 Jmtca

Inl.lnd thoues Dovolopunt

Ob:lcctiveu ‘To crute thhin the l'uheri.u Dtvuton o! the
‘ lunutry of- Agriculture the institutional capablllty to
' dcuqn and -implexént an inland fisheries ‘program 1nvolv1m

; appnod ronatch exporiunuuon and an 1n1und naheuol
: cxunllon progra-. ‘ , _ e

:rm rouoac 2/77 - 1/19
'. Lovol o£ u.s. !‘nndingu | ssss ooo

fom: Pundina aszz oon

"’Bu.uys 'rcctmtcal assistance boing provided by an’ ‘AID ocontract -
vith Aubu:n Univoruty. ‘The project upluonm by the.
rllhcriu mviulon of the Iunutry of Agricultun. Auhum
will- asaut in dovcloping the capability snd oxportln of the
Fisheries Division by provtdinq day-to-day operational = = |
guidance and on-thc-job training of fisheries personnel. -
Product:l.on aspecis of the. projects involve extension work and
close eoordimtion with: the government-sponsored oporati.on _
ptojtct, the Jamaics Indultrul Develcpaent co:pontlm and
individual larnr/p:cducou. The Ficheries Division to
nupply the ﬂnquungl, initate existing pond. lurvoyl and
sxtension efforts to emall farmer/producers with: tho SR
nuilunoo ot tcur Peace corps volunteou. '


http:Division.to
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: mabm of Vu.s. Petlonne'll 1 a&viur, .bort-t&t- oonoultantl, 4
T ‘ Pnaco Corps voluntooro. : : .

~Nu-bcr of !breign Pnrsonnel: 4 ptoteosionala. 10 nonpzotoolionals

Typc o! nquiplnnt and Knowledge Transfctted: COunoditics to oquip
" a fisheries research laboratory; six vehicles to maintain an
extension progta- ard disttibute tingerlings and supplies to
ptoduction ponds.

R&cipiemtsa 260 small farmers and their families (1,560 persons)
S plug 1ndlrect beneficiarieu (apptoxinately 1,560).

Ttaining Program: 3 1nd1viduals trained at graduate level 1n a
technical aspect of aquacultare produstion in U.8., 12
man-nonths equivalent of short-term ttaining or observation.

Outputu: 1) An improved management applied regearch and extension
cspability within the Pisheries Division; 2) an efficient and
improved Tiickenham Park Pisheriea Station; 3) an increase in
fish yields up to 3,000 pounds per acre annually for small
producers and up to 10,000 pounds per acre annually at
Mitchell Town; and 4) establishment of an accuzate xecords
unit within the ®isheries Division.

Reportx Evaluution, 4/79 from Mission: o
Short-term training goals have been excesded.  Long-term
‘training goals may not be met, which could delay expansion of
‘project (ona did not return). Project has achieved its
purpose to create within the Minlstry of AGR .the capabllity
" to support a fresh water fisheries program, PFacilities are
‘operationsl. Burvey of ponds completed and extension program
.operational. Small farmers and consumers have benefited. '
- Provisions for socond long-tern adviser. Formal course in
aquaculture introduced at Jamaica School of Agriculture,
~ taught by project parssnnel providing 1n-country training 1n -
. management and production. o

532-005¢ Jamaica
Pish Production System Develupment
Objectives: To doﬁelop the capacity of Government of Jan@ica‘
" institutions to increase freshwater f£ish production

throughout the count:y, ptimarily thtough aauistance to. small
" farmers. .

Time Period: 7/79 - 7/83
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_lavel of U.S. Pundings - AID §,367,000 Grant
e . $2,740,000 Loan.
~ Paace Corps 8420,000

Other ihndinjs Government of Jamaica 94,858,000

Bunlary: ‘The project will build vpon the accomplishments of the
AID funded Inland Pisheries Development Project (532-0038),
which: oatabllshod a knowledge base for conducting freshwater
tish. productlon ectivities in Jamaica and developed '
1nlt1tutlona1 capabllitlon fox -the production of tlngorlingo '
and the extension of fish farpming techniques to farmers. The
project will be supported by the U.8. Peace Corps, which will
provide volunteers to help train fisheries extension officers
and feacilitate a more rapid expnnllon of the program during
the take-off phase.

liunber of U.S. Personnei: 3 long-term AID advisers
‘ ’ 10 peraon-scnths short-term AID advlscrl
25 Peace Corps volunteers

,'Runbér of Foreign Phrsonnql:, 36 protéﬁsionals
o 124 nonprofessioneals

_Typo of Equipment or Rnovledqe Transferred: Commodities to
- operate fisheries; research and training facilities and two
' .]'hatcheriea) feed, fertilizer, and seine material for
participating farners; 3 station vagona; 20 pickupa; 2 vanlr
4 trucks; 3. bulldozeta) 3 tractors; 20 trail bikes.

Bxchange of Pe:sonnolz Nhile Jamaican School of Agriculture
: perlonnel are in training in the U.8., their teaching
-obligations at JSA will be met by long-term technical
advise:s and by Inland Fisheriea Unit personnel.

‘;necxpientss 1,280 farmers, including 1,ozo small farmers

o (ave:age farm of five acres); 74 percent of larger farms will
be cooperatives or government farms comprising small and/or

~ landless rural inhabitants; 750 urban and rural dwellers who

- will be employed in pracessing, packaging, and marketing ot
tish.

: Ttaining Programss In-service ttaining for 27 new hatchery and
" extension staff members, 12 months of U.8.-based aquaculture -
' ttaining for a reseacher/training officer; 14 months
U.8.~based aquaculture extension trainging for two ‘regional
'gextenlion specialists; 24 months U.S.-based aquaculture
.-~ training for a regional production/extension officer; 12
.. . fishery extension agents will be sent on a rotational basis -
| - to a 15-week special Aquaculture. Training Program for foreign
_ biologisto at Auburn. ‘One-week short courses will be given
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tay putticiputing ta:mﬂssa lb nonthl ttaining for two Ji-lica
;Bchool of Agriculture staff mezbars who will teach a three
course ou:riculun (Introduction to Pish Culture; Pond T
Hanlgo-.nt) Muaculture Extension Methods); nine months

. postdoctoral training for cae faculty member of the
”Uhivotsity of the West Indies. .

Outputl: The najor outputs of the project will include the
establishment of a fish hatchery/demonstrational farility
with 20 acres cf ponds at Ferris Cross; thes expansion of the.
research ponds at Twickerham Park to 10 acres; annual
production of 13 million fingerlings; the strengthening and .
-expansion of the Inland Fisheries United (IFU) with 116 now
full-time personnel, 24 of whom will bs at the professional
level and will have received formal and practical training in
£ish production; the establishment of in-country and
Caribbean regional fish production training programs to
‘provide the following:.

a. training of 920 farmers in fish fa:ming through the IPU,
Hinistry of Agticulture (MOR) 3

b. training of up to 90 extension agents, fish farm
managers, and ptofoncional fisheries personnel from Jamaica
and the greater Caribbean area throuch IFU-sponsored (annual)
regional workshops, conducted with technical assistance; ‘
C. training of 45 students in fish culture at the Jamaica
8chool of Agriculture to prepare for careers with the IFU or
the MOA extension service, large-scale GOJ or prtvate lector
fish farms, and other regional Caribbean countries;

a. training of up to 20 students in aquaculture at the
University of the West Indies for careers at the research,
educational, administrative lavels, in Jamaica or othcr
regional Caribbean countries;

8. establishment of a country-wide. fiaheries extension -
program with 1,280 farmers participating, with 110 surface
acree of water in production and 6 nillion pounds of fish
produced srinually by 1983,

Report: First eveluation scheduled approximacely 7/80.

- 603-0002 Djibouti
Small-Scale Pisheriez Development in Djibouti

Objectives: Toc assist small-scale fishermen in increasing fish
catches and to encourage increasid in-countty consu-ption of
£ish. To improva and increase the production and ‘marketing of

. f£ish, thus 1ncrcasing employnent, 1mprov1ng the diet, and
:educing fwod 1nports. _
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'!il. P!tiodt 1979-81
Lnovol of u.s. !nnding: 3750 000
.Othor !unding: rmo - 0400 000: rranco-sioo 000

;gsull-ty: To tncreasc production beynnd the pre-ent 500 tonl a
-year, tha Government of Djibouti in .cooperation with FPAO,
- France, and USAID is sesking to introduce a number of BRI

technlcal and organizational improvements. . AID will. tutniah
;technical assistance, an ice ‘machina, vehicles, inproved '
'lgeat. and training ir support of thin projzct. v
.The FAO will supply the services of a mastier fisherman and a
;:boat at a total value of 8400,000. The Prench wil’ fernish
. two ice machines, assistance with fishing cocperstives, and
an adviser, at a total value of $400,000. '
‘The FY 80 program calls for an AID contract firhery adviser
. in coordination with PAO to help establish a credit system
tor fishermen, advigse on the construction and operation of
vico plants, develop a transport and marketing network, advise
on possibilities of fish processing, and train local staff
_tor all alpoctn ot the ptojec.t°

- Type of !quipuent or Knowledge Transferred: Pishing equip-ant, 10
~  outboard motors, 1 flake ice machine, 1 generator, 2 trucks,
12 1nsu1at.d boxes, 2 rcefcr boxes, 200 plastic fish boxes, 1
pickup truok.

Rocipiontu: Diroct bonoticiarlel will be some 300 tanilies of
commercial fishermen plus 100 families involved in the
marketing process. -Indirectly the whole economy will banefit -

. from the increased income and economic activity al well as
vthe increased quantity of tilh protoin. .

Outputst 1) nqulp-.nt procurred : ,
' : 2) Ice plant established ' ‘ T e
3) 2 rural distribution centers established Lo
4) 300 persons engaged in fishing S

615-0130 lcnya
rtlhaxies Dovalopnant

Objoctivol: To assist the Governmernt of Renya (GOR) in 1nprovod'
tinhing lothodl, and marketing in the Lake Victoria area in
order to ensure a toliable lupply of protoin suppleaont !or
the pecgle of Kenya. o
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jrt-. Parioda 4/55-3/70 | |
fLaval of u. 8. Fundingt 3222 ooo
Othet runding:-{ GOK - §302,000

- SUMMArys Speciﬁic goals of the project are 1) to investigate: nav
‘techniques of: fishing with improved gear; 2) to locate new.
‘fishing sites; 3) increase the catch of fish from Lake
Victoria from 11, 600 tovis in 1963 to 20,000 tons in 1970; 4)
‘introduce the use of motor-driven boats and train 500 '
fishermen in the use of improved fishing boats and gear; 5) -
to improve the. organization of fish marketing so as to ‘
facilitate and increase distribution and reduce market: lossasf
ands- 6) to aaaist in the formation of fiahatmen 8
cooperatives. o

Number of U.S. Personnel: shellfish bilologist, 6 monthss lake -
D ' : fisheries adviser

‘Type of equipment or Knowledge Transferreds USAID introduced L -
‘monofilament nets in experinental fishing. : R
commoditiaa-seinea, boate and winch.

"RQCipiantaa Kenya'a rural population :

Training Ptogramsz Two degtee-level participants in United Statas,
500 fishermen trained in basic fishing techniquaa, and the
uaa and maintenance of improvad geat.- .

Outputa: 1) incraaae in f£ish catch to 20 000 tons from 11 000 .
tons; .2) procure & instail flake ice machine; 3). participant
training for 2 fisheries officera: 4) consttuct fiahariea oo

aubstation at Port VictOtia

618-0649-02 East Africa
rraahwata: Fishe:ias
Objectives: Improve the capability of Bast African Preshwater
Fisheries Research Organization (EAFFRO) to ‘conduct figh -
stock rescarch on continuing and independent basis: and o
increase ' » aupply of fish protein for population of Baﬂt
Africa. L
‘Time Period: 10/69 - 9/80

‘Level of U.S8. Funding: . $2,392,000
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Sunnery: rnrrao research provides an 1nfornetion data beee
P‘rlitttng mexber staes (Xenya, Tansaniz, and Uganda) to
rcgulate lake and river fisheries for nexi-n- catch and to
inforn tiehernen where end how to fish lolt e!ficiently.

"Nulber ot U 8. pereonnel: 4 tieheriee biologietl, 1 fieheriee
reoeercher etetiericien L

rType ot nquipment or Rnowledge Transferred: AID providing ,
_ .. . research field equipnent and reference booke end o

journele. ‘ )
~Recipientes Prinary beneficieries are EAFFRO end 1te pereonnel ‘*

Training Prograne: Train tvo Bast Africen biologiste,
: participents in U 8. for graduate educeti@n

Cutputs: 1) expand £ish: tegging progrem to Tanzania and. tag a
total of 50,000 fish on Lake Victoria by 9/77; 2) make
recommendations on the practicality of light inboard trawlers
for inshore fishing in Kenyan s Tansanian waters by 9/773 3)
subnit recomnendation for the gradual mechanization of the
inshore cance tiehing 1nduetry by 9/77; 4) .establish data
bank on fish catch recorde: 5) design and initiate a research -
pProgram to monitor ‘the expending mechanized fishery on Lake
‘Victoria; 6) complete an economic study on the trawling coets
and earnings and the market impact and its effect on -
traditional fishermen's eerninge; 7) initiate biological
studies on common species of Eaplochromis and make »
-recommendations on their harvesting; 8) complete treining ot
five BA!!RO ecientiete to replace U.8, techniciene.

1 620~0212 Nigeria
‘Agridulturel Plenning.and Advisory Services

Objectivee: To improve the proceeeing cepability of Ijora
fisheries teruinal and to assist the government of Nigeria 1n
the installation ot fish processing equipment and" leeeing of
coapleted facilities to the private sector. =

Tine Period: 1960-74
Level of U.B._Fundingr’~ 84,271;405

Summary: The project agreement provided for the enploynent of two
experts tu assist the Government of Nigerie. “The lpeciellete'
were to supervise Nigerian fisheries personnel in the j
reconstructlon of equip-ent, and the training of staff and
rere to eneure eatilfeetory operation of the plent. Project .



130

providon for continuing planninq ndviaory and nupnrvisory
services of Food & Agriculture Division of AID in .
qcﬁnrﬂinlting and directing all projects and activities. The
statf works. closely on food and agziculture matters with -
,appropriate officials ot ‘Nigerian federal and stete
_Governments and roviow- host-country plans, programs and
‘requests aseistance, sets policy directives applicable ko the
aission's: agricultural orogram, and maintains liaiuon with
_AID/Halhington :

“Project Contracts: 1) potato production specialists 2)

fisheries/reafrigeration specialist tc supervise Nigerian -
fisheries personnel in rehabilitaiion of damaged
refrigeration equipment, assembly of machinery, training of .
staff, and aasurance of satisfactory oneration of Ijora
fiaheries terminal.

‘Number of U.8. Persocnnel: 8 USAID technicans

Tvoe of Equipment or Rnowledge Transferred: Commodities, books,
technical journala, pericdicals, reports, charts, survey
maps, and other publications. :

‘Training Programs: 6 participants trained in U.5.; 1 in
- Philippines . ' . . :

‘Report: ‘Initial Audit Report, Area Auditor Genernl Africnn (west)
- Dec. 1971. .

620~0704 - iigeria-
'?ibneriqs Development

Objectives: = To increase production and consumption of f£ish by an
~average of 100 percent annually over 10 years in order to 1)
develop a2 rirh natural resource; 2) provide a protein-rich

food for the Nigerian diet; 3) reduce ccoreign exchange
i drnininq imports of £ish; 4) develop the export potential of
-shrimp and shark hides and fins; and 5) provide and
'»opportunity for the development of potentially pzofitable
business that will increase the incomes and standard of
.1iving of a large number of the Nigerian people.
" Goals: 1) increase production of fish by providing training
‘to £ishermen and improved f£ishing technology (modern boats
-and ‘gear) . 2) impzove distribution marketing and processing
methods 80 as to expand inland market areas.

Tile Periods 5/62 - 6/68

,anel og_U.B‘ Fundingx 8561 000
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Sumsary: Specific goall of- the project conlist of 1) developing
~the Western Nigerian cooperative Fishermen's Association into
‘a-viable business orqanization to expand fisheries potential;
- 2)-the. initiation of a production phase of operation
nincluding the building of trawlers locally for cO-0p uenbers;
-3) the initiation of a marketing and processing phase; and 4)
‘the development of the ehrinp fisheries with elphasie on. ‘
foreiqn markete. :

Number of U 8. Personnel:. 3 tedhniciens--l freShweter.
fishermea, 1-fishing gear technician, 1 marine engineerz.
Technical assistance-~ 1 ‘marketing advisor, 1 gear and

equipment specialist, 1 cooperative specialiat, 1 TDY ship
builder, 1 principal fisheries officer. -

Number of Fbreign Personnel: 9 .

Type of nquipment or Know-edge Ttansferred: Oceanographic survey :
equipment, 2 refrigerated trucks, 9 canoes, 35 outboard and 6
inboard motors, 3 vehicles, 15 refrigerators, ice-making
machines, nets and gear, shop tools, fish boxes, fieh
processinq and handling equipment.

‘:Training Programa To train 200 officials and members of the
- "fisheries cooperative in improved fiehing ‘methods.
On-the-job training in equipment maintenanca, boat
conatruction, and design.' Two participants trnined.

Outputa: 1) conduct experiments ard research for program
,development for pond fisheries; 2) train 200 fisheries _
cooperative officials and members in the use of inproved
boats and auxiliary gear, and train 2,000 cooperative members
in better fishing methods and gear fabricntion; 3) improve
fish marketing organizations with emphasis on cooperative
‘marketing at Warri, Sapal, Benin, Ibadan, and the Lagos area,
to reduce spoilage and marketing losses by 25 percent in
1967, 4) increase producticn and consunption of figh by an
‘average of 100 percent annually over next ten years,

leport: End of Tour Report, Charles L. Kaufman, 'December 1964 .
Memo by Russell O. Olson, AGR, to William R. PFord, April 30,
1973--Project made satisfactory progress until civil war in
1967, Project terminated 1968. Work on Ijora terminal® .
completed in 1970 and in 1971 USAID provided an additional 5 -
man-months of asﬂiatance for final aeuembly and inetallation
'of equipment. : : :

Final Audit Report, November 24, 1972, West African Auditor '
General--AID Progress satisfeetory until civil war. At that
time, Western State reduced its financial support. Delayed
eonpletion of the renovation at key tecility in the project
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plan, the Ijota rlahetieu totninal. COlnoditieu earmarked
for installation were installed on a tewmporary basis or

stored under adverse conditions. Ulti-ate detaerioration of
terminal pteoludes the use of it to unload fish; marketing

and processing activities cuvased. Mission terminated project
in P!GB. _ S

Aﬂhievemonts:

1) 35 outboard engines and aea canoes were provided to
stimulate mechanization. Over 400 local fishermen are now
using outboard engines.

2) demonstrational fish ponds -~ 3 ponds in opetation.

3) inland fishery - 300 private or community fish farms
operating in Western State compared to 139 operating in 1969.
4) Participants - since 1965, two participants sent to United

States, one for 6 months in cooperative management; one for 2

Years for mastersg degi:o in Fisheries.

631-0022 _Cameroon
Small Farmer Fiah Production

Objectivea: To 1mprove the diet, diversify farm production, and
augment the income of the rural population of Cameroon. To
1nctease the amount of fish produced and consumed in the
rural sector and to strengthen and expand the exiating
infrastructure responsible for the fish culture program.

Time Period: 1980-82

Level of U.S. Funding: $1,325,000 (AID $450,000; Peace Corps
$875,000) ' |

Other Funding: $1,153,000-Camaroon

Summary: The project is designed to encourage the renovation of
avandoned fish ponds and establish new ponds. The two parts
of the project are a) the operation of £ish stations capable
of supplying fingerlings to the farmers and b) the
provisional extension services that instruct the farmer in
the proper methods of fish culture. :

-Number of U.S. Personneli 1 technician for 1 year; 30 Poace ‘Corps
: for volunteers, 3 years.

‘Type of Equipment or Knowledge Transforrédi AID to finance
transportation vehicles (pickup truck and motorcycles) as
sell as funds to maintain and operate the vehicles; and

purchases for materialsvand supplies to. 1mprove both farmer
ind monitorina trainina. and hand #onla. -
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Recipiente: 12 000 faniliee who will operate private fish ponds.

Training prograns: Training seminars for farnere will be .

. presented in villages currently unserviced. 'Eight National
-Fund for. Forestry and Fish Culture (FNFP) personnel were sent
ty AID to Auburn to participate in a 22~week program in
Jarm-water fish culture.

Outputa: 1) 'mproved mid-level management of the FNFP's fish
-, culture program; 2) Improved training of the FNFP's fisheries
monitors; 3) improved and expanded extensicn services offered
by the FNPP; 4) increased number of rural farme:s
participating in fish culture; 5) increased quality of fish
culture as it is practiced in the rural sector; 6) increased
total number of fish producej and consumed in the rural

sector.
641-023 Ghana
Volta Lake Technica14Assistanoe_Project
Objectivea: To develop effective aquatie weed oontrol methrds'for
Lake Volta and to assist in preparing specific programs for
‘the general development of the lake s fishing inuuetry.
Time Period: 10/68-10/71
'Level of U.S. Funding: $60,000
O_ther Funding: Ghana $15,000; Other donor - $236,000
'Summary. In 1968, the Government of Ghana signed an agreementf
- with the UNDP and UN/FAO for developing Lake Volta. The
"USAID adviser to assist in developing the fishing in&ustry on
" the lake.
:Number of U.S. Personnel: 1

Type of Equipment or Knowledge'Transferred: A small aluminum
' boat, and demonstration supplies. .

'Exchange .of Personnel: USAID adviser, and Volta River Authority
counterpart for aquatic weed control.

TreiningVProgramsz One individual was sent'to U.S. for 6-months
- training program in advanced aquatic weed control proceadures.
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Outputs: Aquatic ‘Weed Control '
1) Based on surveys and control tests co-plete equetic naps

for Lake Volta showing distribution of" prtentiel problem
speciee and their annual rate of expansisn by June FY 71.
2) One V:A (Volta River Authority) senior employee trained
administering and extensive aquatic weed control program by
June FY 71.

3) Nine VRA treineel in aquatic weed control techniquee and
procedures by June FY 70.

4) Three complete training in aquatic weed control techniques
and procedures by June FY 70.

5) Pinal report to VRA outlining aquatic weed control -
recommendations and procedutes developed during the project
by FY 71.

Fisheries Development v
1) Final report of results of fi=ld experiments conducted
~during 1968-69 comparing monofilament and multifilament
Gill-nets and recommendations for increasing the Lake
fishermen'e catch by Dec. FY 70.

2) Intermediate report of results of field experiments
commencing in April 1969.

3) Final report of results of field exper iments commencing in
April 1969 together with any eppliceble recommendations by FY
7.

649-0006 Somali Republic
Fisheries
Objectives: To'modernize.the‘Sonali fishing industry.
Time fetiodz 6/57-6/66
Level of U.S. Funding: $389,000
Number of U.S. Personnel: One adviser

Type of Equipment or Knowledge Transfzrred: Demonstration fishing
gear, and construction of fishing boats.

Report: End of tour reports, William Napier, 9/13/60 and period
of October 10, 1960, through October 30, 1962.

657-0006 Guinee-Bieeeu

Development of Small-Scale Fisheries Sectot:' Guinee-Bieleu
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Obgoetivol: o assist the Gove:n-ent of Gainea-Bissau in R
Qupqrading nutritional standards in the country through
gdovqloplnnt 9‘.?“' anall—acale flshe:ien lcctor. with
ﬁtish available and dist:lbut ng it more vidoly along the ';=l'f
‘population. Particular objectives are 1) to promote s
;develop-ont of a- pilot project for the slall-scale fiaherlos .
fsecto:, based on one " fishing port and setving the population.
-of one tegion and 2) to promote the developnent of a 8
‘risherlel Hanagennnt Unit within the ritheries Secretltiat of'“
the Government of Guinea-Bissau.. ‘ _

1T1nc Potiod: 1979-82
’Lovul of U s.IPunding: 8500 000
Othet runding: szc 000 Governnent of Guinea-aissau

-Sn-naty: Ptopoavd activitien comsist of technical allistance and
~ ‘training along with ptoviding basic materials necessary to
. promote the develcpment of a pilot program to- increase the -
faupply and distribution of fish. from. an artisanal source. . In.
the FY 1980 _program plan a systen for ptoviding credit for :
flshotlnn w111 be eatablished and a natketing network w111 be
made operational. . An 1nventory list for. the’ fishotnen'l o
store will be dovelopod and a countetpart .trained to -anage -
the store and handle the sales and credit opo:ation. s

Nunber of U. 8. Potaonnel: 1'5'
Nulbo: ot !bteign Pursonnol: 2

‘Typ. of Equip-ont or Knowledge Ttansfetred: BOltl, fuol.

‘ materials for construction of fisbing ‘gear and- allociated
' needs, and credit facilities. Short-term technical - f,,
wssistance experts in locioiogy, food - technoloqy, store
Ranagement con-ulting, ctedit conlulting, and -nchlnic

t:aining. _ o , P

-Rncipiont:: Ptojcct v111 bonofit dircctly 200 tinbotlon 1n ‘the -
L2 Cashen: region through training, marketing an:iltanCt. and
‘acoess to fishing supplies. Indirectly, the project will
bonotit -about 158,000 people in: five areas who will have
access to an increased supply of fish, -Also, ‘personnel to be
Loy.d and trainod at tho local and national 1ov01l v111 '

v:!tainlnq p:ogtlll: In—cuuntry training coneontratlrg on the
davelopment of eoupoe.ncy 1n p.r!orlinq apptoprtlto
activitielf,5=,v_
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Outputu 1) 'no ‘promote dovelopunt ot mu-scalo floho:iu at
/. the port of Casheu. . .
~3) To pronotu dovolopnnt of a rilhctiu lllnngmnt Unit
.‘-.’vlthin the !‘iohor:l.u s:ncnu:ht o! tho Govo:nunt of .
- f’Guinea-Bluau. g SR ,

660~056 Zaire
Fishing Cooperative Expansion

Objectlves: To assist the govetnnont .and a local fishing
coopcrative (COOPELAZ)  to ilprovo the cooperative's
capabilities, in fish’ p:oduction, processing, =nd matkoting _
‘and increase the consumption of. fish protein in the Uyira and
Pizi zones of the South Kivu region near Lake Tanganyikz.

’Tipe Period: 1976-80
Level of U.S. Funding: $400,000
Other Funding: Govt. Zaire $170,000 - COOPELAZ $28,000

Summary: The project's significance is related to the : '
government's increasing emphasis on food production as a koy
development priozity and the need to respond to the high =
incidence of malnutrition in rural Zaire. AID un assist 1n
training and strengthening COOPELAZ wanagement through a
demonstration project and by provi.ding uuntin commodities
to facilitate processing and utkoting. ‘AID to provide. three
technicians to conduct a ooapuhonuve tochnical and oconolic '
feasibility study of the project. : '

Number of U.8, Personnel: 2 Pnce Corps opecuust-, 3

ranrniniane (ahAvéotarm)

-Type of Equipment or Knowledge 'rranltorudz ~-Trucks, nets, lamps,
‘ boats, and outboard motors. - : ' ‘

Recipientu Traditional fishermen in Uvira and the local o
 population of the Rvizizi Plains will benefit. The wembers
of the. coopontivc lhould benefit by 1ncrouing their income
by gaining access to more nodcrn ushing and ncdiving
1nportant opctnting urvicu. ‘ :

iOutputn Doub;.ad !!.lh catch vithi.n two ynu and iuptovc £ish
prooouing and marketing. Modomind artisanal fishing :
. fleet; Cooperative’ ‘marketing system (9 selling atations; 42
dtying lutionu 3 storage dopotl): Oooporativo urvi.cu f.or
H.lh.tl.n (-ochanic repair shop, ﬂ.lhlng gear ltou). A
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660-0080 Saire
Pish Culture Expansion

Objectives: To assist small farwers in producing fish und to
rebuild abandoned fish ponds and hatcheries. .

,m;né Period: ' 1978-79
Level . of U.S. Punding: §10,000,000 loan

Suunarya _AID strategy is to support Zairian developnent -efforts
and priorities vhile assisting in maintaining economic and
political stability necessary for development. Activities
primarily directed toward areas of food production, '
nutrition,; health, and population. Project approved to
-provide technical and institutional support to fishing
»cooperatives in an effort to increase fish protein o
consumption. - : '

669-003 Liberia
‘Freshwater Fisheries

Objectives: To establish and develop a scientifically sound
program of research and extension activities in freshvater
- fisheries with emphasis on the establishment of farm fish
ponds and the development of nethods and means ot increanin«
" .the harvest of fish from rivers and small streams in the
 interior, thereby increasing the output and consunption of
‘animal protein in the interior areas.. L

Tine Period: . 7/61-6/67
Level of U.S. Funding: $328,00

Bunnary: The fisheries program includes - 1) fingerling
propagation and. experimentation ‘at’ the Central AQricultural
Experiment Station at Suakoke under the ‘administration of . the
Agricultural Research Organization; and 2) fish pond . o
construction and .managerent carried out in the interior under
the adninistration of the Agricultural Extension Sorvice.w

'NUnber of u. 8. Personnel:‘ 2

.Nunhor of roreign Perlonnels 7

‘Training Programs: - One Liberian obtained MS degree in United
Btates; three. Liberians obtained BS. degree from: local

college) On-the-job training for the. throe colloge gradnaten
and throo high ochool graduateo." ER , :
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Outputs: 1) To establish at the Central Agricultural Experiment .
Station, Suakoko, by the 2nd of 1964; a) a well-equipped
‘1aboratory with cdeguate water and electrical systems for
iaboratory research; b) 92 experimental and hatchery ponds
including 12 production, 20 brood, 20 rearing, 20 feeding,
and 20 holding ponds for the study of fish species,
nutritioral and various other phases of freshwater fish
culture, and for the rearing and distribution of fingetling
£igh to farmers; ¢) design and construct a fish
transportation unit to increase the efficiency of the
handling and distribution of adult and fingerling fishes.

2) Establish in the Western Province a hatchery by July 1963.
3) Offer technical guidance which wili lead to the

construction ¢f 600 privately owned ponas in extension areas
by the end of 1968. (25 in FY 61, 50 in FY 62, and 75-100
per year through FY 68)

4) Assist one Liberian in acquiring an MS degtee in zoology
and fisheries management in U.S. by end of 1962 and assist
three Liberiana in obtaining local college BS degrees, and
train the college students on the job as well as three high
school graduates by end of 1964.

'Report: End of tour report, William A. Smith, Jr. 8/60-12/62.
End of tour report, William A. Smith, 5/63~7/64.
‘End of tour report, Charles B. Wade, 3/63-1/65.

685-0240 Senegal
Lowland and Fish Culture Project

Objectives: To introduce fish culture to Senegal River Valley by
establishing small farmer extension program. To augment
production and availability of highly nutritious food as well
as increase income of rural farmers of the Fleuve Region of
Senegal.

Level of U.S. Funding: $3£9,000 (AID - $161,000; Peace Corps
' ‘ $214,000; Public Law 480 - $14,000)

Other Funding: $60.000 Senegal

‘Summary: Two-year project for which AID financial and technical
assistance is needed to 1) construct and manage a fish
culture station for fingerling production, training,
research, and food production; 2) train and support Eaux et
Forets fish culture extension agents; 3) support Peace Corps
fish culture technicians. It is assumed that the Peace Corps
will play an active role in the project's development and
management and provide the required number of volunteers.
"AID will finance the construction of an office building/
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laboratory and a. warehouee for storage of equipuent. The
government of Senegal will fund persornel salaries and
indemnities- for seven fisheries agents and the pzoject
:dizector., The ‘Peace Corps will fund Living allowances and .
‘aupport costs for the seven volunteeru and w111 contract with
an ex—fisheries volunteer for 9 months. o

:number of U. 8. Personnel: 7 volunteers
‘Number of Foreign Pezsonnel: 7 countezparts, 1l d:iver, 3 laborers

-Type of Equipment or Knowledqe T:ansferred: 14 notorcycles and a
land rover vehicle, parts, fuel, and oil. Eguipment--nets,
small tools, manuals, medicines, and laboratory equipment.
Construction equipment~—pipes and outlets, station equipnent,
»tools, buuding° v

-Becipients: The primary beneficiazies will be the rural farmers
and their families who w111 have more pzotein-tich food and a
higher cash income. . ‘

Treininq Programs: Train Senegalese counterparts at station.’

Outputs: 1) 6 Eaux et Forets agents trained and operating; 2)
Senegalese Fish Station Director; 3) Fish station constructed
and operating; 4) 90-180 participating farmers; 5) total fish
production incresased in FY 60 to 12.5 tons and in FY 81 to
35 5 tons; 6) value of production increased.

695-0102 Burundi
_Highland Fisheries Development

Objectives: To increase incomes and to improve the nutritional .
-status of the rural poor. To assist the government of .
Burundi in the developnent of fiuh resourcee in the highland
provinces. . .

Time Period: 1979-8)
Level of U.5. Punding:  $540,000
‘Other Punding: $44,000

'Su-nuzy: ‘Based on a report submitted to AID by an Auburn
‘Univerlity team in July 1978, AID revised their previous
I-cge-scale plans for a Burundi HighlanC fisheries project.
,The Auburn team recommended a two-year, two-person technicel
assistance project to detemine the feasibility and
fapp:opriatenels of a long-tern large-ecele project. An -
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. aquaculturist will work with the governmeant in training

- personnel of the Fisheries Service and in developing a
program to test fish training potentiai at the Karuzi Fish
Farm. A fisheries biologist will work with the Fisheries
Service to distribute nets and to develop and implement a
plan to moniteor and requlate the lake fishery.

‘Wumder of U.S. Personnsl: 2

.Typa of'nquipnhht or‘xnowladge Transferred: Support for the _
' " Karugi Fish Parm and lake fisherieas (nets, one boat); also 2
oalpe:s and 2 trail bikal.

Training Prograls: Ttaining of tiahezies servica pe:uonnel -

"“‘buts: An aaaesaaant of the teehnical, biological, economic, ”
social, and administrative taaaibility of fish culture.

696-0112 Rwanda

Fiah.CuItura

Objectivca: An increase in the availability of nutritiocus food -
and the incomes of farm families. To develop the capacity of

Rwvandan farmers to build and maintain. productive on-farm f£ish
ponds.

Time Period: 1980-82

Level of U.8. Funding: ' 82,000,000 (AID 01 450 000 - Peace COrpn
i : 8550,000) :

IOther Funding; 8670,000

Bunnary: ‘Five-year project at the end of which the following

_ conditions are expected to be achieved: 1) an estimated 1200
fish ponds, producing approxinately.36 tons of fish on 600
farms in Rwanda's ten prefecturcs and 2) a national extension
pregram established to support the development of oa-farm
tilh production in nwanda'l ten prefectures.

Nunbar of J.8. Personnel: 12 Peace COrpa volunteors for 5 years.
~ Pish Calture specialists (5 person-years) short~term ‘
conaultunta (30 paruon-nuntbu)

Numbo: ot rbraign ?araonnal: 10~15 oxtansion worke:l, 12
counterpacts, 120 agriculture extension agents.



141

*'Type oI nquipnont or xnowlodge Ttansfer:ed: vahiclel - 24 N

o .uotorcyclel, 2 Toyota. pickups, operation and unintenanco
””.rcoutl., Materials &- oquipnent = nets water analylis o
equip-ont, ncaiol, fertili:ors. foodl, lime, ccnont, tools.s

fReéipients: The prine benoficiaries will be the farmers and the

.. farm familims throughout Rwanda who have a) access to land on
‘which fish ‘ponds can be constructed and b) accesa to -
information and technical support provided by reace. Cbtps.

-Ttaining Progrnnsz Hinistry of Agriculture (MOA) extenaicn
' “workers trained in fish culture. :
‘In-gervice training programs in fish .ulture provided to MOA .
agricultural extension agents. o : :

Outputa: 1) 600 fatmers trained in £ish cultures 2) 10 nntional
" . ‘fish stations improved or constructed; 3) a demonstration
- pond in each commune; 4) an estinated 30 MOA extension
workers trained on-the-job in fish culture; and 5) an
estimated minimum of 120 agricultural extenaion agents
»trained in principles of fish culture. .

'698%0620, Africa kegignnl
The Gdinean Tta&ling Sutvey

' Objectives- To investigate the demeral fiah potential of the wcst
African continental shelf form Cape Koxo to the mouth of the
Cano River in relation to environmental conditions.-- L

"*,-nme Period: s/sz-s/ss |
| {':"Level of U.S. Funding: 3727 520 -

*Other Funding: 8279 860 in the form of cash, se:viccs of
©sclentists, equipment and facilities provided by the" United
'Kingdom, France, Belgium, Netherlands, Ebderal Ropublic of .
. Germany, USA;, FAO, UNESCO, OUA/STRC (CCTA), and West A!rican
N nations from Senegal to the congo.kgfj

”Sumnaryz- The USAID contract was made to the Commission for

o ,Tbchnical Cooperation in Africa, which on 1 January 1965

~- ., become the Scientific, Technical and Research Commisaion of .
p][the Organization of African Unity (OAU/STRC). The Director :

7" of-the Guinean’ Trawling ‘Survey was Dr. Prancis Williams. It -
".“was based on OAU/STRC headquarters in Lagos, Nigetia. '

'l«ffNuabor of rbreign Pcraonnelx 1 pernanent (Directo:). ‘Other . .

zf;ucientitic porsonncl, including UBA werc on tenpo:ary :
rinnumanta and. mmhavad 90 :
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_ Exchange of Personnel: See above
Recipients: OAU/STRC and member countries

Rnports:
P, Willians, 1968 - :
‘Report on n the Guinean Trawling Sutvey R '
‘Volume I Genaral Report, viii & 828 p., Pig.: 22, pl. 2
“Volume II Environmental »ha:ts, fig. 238 : S
belume III Data Rzport (ed. NODC, thhing‘on, D. c.)
Organization of African Unity; Scientific, Technical and :
-Research Commission; Lagos, Nigeria, 1908, Publication No. 99.
F. wtlliama, 1968
Review 02 the Principal Results of the Guinean Ttauling
‘Survey. U.S. Pish Wildl. Serv. For. Pish. Leafl. (1950).
~Also published in Proc. Sympos. Oceanogr. Fish. Resources .
from Atlantic Raview Papers and Conttibutions. URBSCO, 1969:
PP. 139-146. S

730-0317 Vietnam
risheries
‘Time Period: 3/67-12/70

“Leval of'U.S,vFunaing: $28¢,000

' 931-0042 Brazil
!1ahor1es.Training_cénte;.

Objectivns: To develop aquaculture technolooy to pormit the
_ commercialization of freshwater fish culture &nd to incrasse
“the availability of aninal protein to: the p»opln of
northeast Brazil. o .

Time Period: 7/74-2/79 |
Level of U.5. Funding: $290,000

Suumatyz . This project is a continuation of prcjact 512-2474, Fish
Production Processing and Harketing funded by the Brazil
;;niasion. Contracts with Auburn Univeraity have made pmsaible
- continuing assistance in Brazil since 1969 with cne o two
fishery experts.. 'Barly work was oriented toward stocking
‘reservoirs and nanaging £ishing from theae reservcire.  This
- work - continues to be an 1uportant function of the Pentecoste:
. Station and rolated hatvhery and. £1shory manaqenont praatices
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are part of the course work offerred. Emphasis of the
otation has shifted to research an aguaculture. . Training
‘courses in fish culture techniques and on-the~job training
‘Planned and conducted by Auburn in Braszil. Training ,
:enphaoiucd dc-onstratlon for secondary-level technicians and .
fish pond owiers and oporatoro. During the process of fish -
pond development for training, assistance was provided in
marketing, preservation, and processing systems. Desirable
species for particular types of ponds were selected and

extension programs to acquaint prlvate pond owners with ftlh
culture tachniques.-

Number of U.S. Parsonnel: 1 or 2.
Numbor of Foreign Personnel: 16

Training Progrdns: ‘Pentecoste Center has assumed an 1ntotnatiohi1
training function. Offers an annual 6- to 8-week practlcal '
training course. 145 biologists trained.

“Outputs: 1. 145 Biologiats trained at Pentecoste Center =
2. Domestication of Selected Amazon Fish Species--three
" spscies have been reared and spawned in captlvlty
3, Production of Monosex Hybrid Tilapia
4, Develop fish production systems to utlli:e livcstock
" manure :
5. Develop uses for speclfic agrlcultural walto productl-
j available locally
" 6+ Strengthea Internaticnal trainlng capahilltiol of the
: Pentecoste Center staft _ -

Report: Progress raports published by Auburn University :
© available. Project Evaluation suulury, 1/78-3/18. Rlchard A.
WHeal; DS/AGR/F - :

9310113

Institution Development Grant 211(d) (AID/csd-2455),
Intornatlonal Center: for Marine Ranource Develop-ont (ICHRD).
University of Rhode Island

Objectives:
May 1969 original grant:

1. Conduct a series of multidisciplinary studies dealing
' ‘with the rols of marine resources, pa:tlculatly L
L 'fllh.tl.l, in dovoloplng countries. :

2. Organise courses of study and seninars,

‘ interdisciplinary where do.lrablo. in degree plogtlll
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related to marine resources and their role in the food
and nutrition needs and dovelopn.nt progranl ot
-developing countries. _

3. Increase the capacity of the Universiiy of Rhede Illand
o to provide administrators and researchers in developing
countries with advanced, general, and specialized
education in various aspects of marine resource
. utilization. '

4. Provide ttaining and cducational opportunities for
profeasional staff members of AID, BCF, and other
interested public and private agencies through short
courses, symposia, and university course work. '

S. - Provide for the university's involvement in technical
conisultatinn and assistance and research on marine
Ratters in developing countries for AID and agencies
with similar interests.

Saptember 1975 Supplemental Grant:

l. Continue to develop and extend the knowledge base and

: research capability within the redefined tocuu of
small-scala fisheries development.

2. Develop a more effective advisory response capnbility.

3. Develop a specialized education and training capability.

4. Develop and maintain an information ssrvice.

September 1976 Supplemental Grant:

1, Continue to develop and sxpand the knowledge base and
their own research output.

-2+ Mobilize manpower resources to provide technical

' assistance in.resolving fisheries soctor problems in
developing countries.

3. Maintain and operate an up-to-date information service.

4. Strengthen linkages to other fisheries development
institutions in developing countries. ,

Time Period: 5/69-12/79
Level of U.S. Punding: $2,010,000

Bulnary: The original 211(d) grant was awarded to the
Univsrsity of Rhode Island (URI) for a five-year period for a
total of 8750,000. The university established the.
International Center for Marine Resource Development
(ICMRD) . After evaluation, the grant was uxtended and
additional funding was provided as follows:

1 May 1974 - Team Review :

2. June 1974 - '175 000 added to oxtond project to Angunt
' 1974

3, September 1975 - '450 000 added to extend projcct to.

. August 1977
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4, . July 1976 - Team Review ' o
5. . Ssptember- 1977 - $635, 000 added to extend projact to S
.- August 1979 _ o L -

6. - 'November 1978 - Interim Ragular Review . =

7a_i]August 1979 - Project mxtended (with no additional funds
= fadded) to Decenber 31, 1979 _ : :

' vHajor modifications were made in the objectives and .
direction of the project following the May 1974 review and
after the July 1976 review as can be seen in the Objectives
section above. : :

Section_le(d) of the Foreign Assistance hct of 1961
provides for funds for support of "research and educational
institutions in the U.S. for the purvose of strengthening.
their capacities to develop and to carry out programs
concerned with economic and social development of leas
developed countries.” ICMRD was established by URI to
strengthen its research, training, consultation, and service
capacities in marine resources, especially fisheries, and to
expand current on-going university marine rescurce .
capabilities to man international dimension.

'hbstract~of Grant Language:

: 'The Center will allow the University to diract to the
problams of less developed nations its existing, planned, and
proposed integrated strength in developnant economics, marine
resource economics, marine biology, oceanography, ocean
engineering, fisherman training, fishing gear resgearch, food
technology, marine resource extension work and supporting
social science interest exemplified by the Law of. tha Sea
Institute administered by tha University. :

, ' “Punds...will be used to engage present taculty to
enlarge on their interests in international studies, to hire
new faculty with these interests, to support’domaatic and -
foreign graduate and special students while they pursue- their
education or training in programs relevant to the purposes of
this grant, to improve library holdings, to help financa
viaiting lecturers for seminars, courses, and sylposia and to
Provide. for- necessary aupplies and travel ralatad to this
program. :

©.7.‘™The result will be an integratad nulti—disciplina
Centar with’ capabilitiea for identification of and
conaultation on the solution cf economic, biological,
tachnical, social, and inatitutional problems and constraints
and the davelopnant and attainment of opportunitiea related
to the role of narina resources in less developed countries.
The work of the Center will be. coordinated and integrated
with and supported by the’ existing and expanding University -
activities in thaao aubject areaa on tha atate and national
leval.- : : : : ‘
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Training Programs: see annual reports

Outputs:

Report:

931-0120

‘see annual reports

‘Annual Reports of the International Center ‘for Harine :
Resource Development for 1969-70 thru 1977-78. :

-Auburn.Univeteity, International Center for Aquaculture
Institutional 21i1(d) Grant (AID/csd-2780)

Objectives: To strengthen specialized competency in aquaculture
of the International Center for Agquaculture and to expand its
capability in international development activities in inland
fisheriee ‘and aquaculture.'

_Major objectivee (initial grant per.od, 6/70 - 7/75):

1.
. To develop a library of worldwide literaturz on

2.

3.

4.

To add experts in selected fields to the faculty;

aquaculizure and more effective methods for diseemination

of thig information;

To pravide educaticnal opportunitiee in aguaculture for:
personnel of AID and other governmental and private

. founiations, for students and for foreign country

participants; and.

o develop 2 worldwide collection of data on food fishes
' and other aquatic organiems that appear suitable for
~cultute. : . _

Major objectives -(2-year extension period 6/75-6/77)1

1.

2.

‘To provide educational andvtraining opportnnitiee in
“inland fisheries and aquaculture related tc.

international development;

To continue to develop and improve the knowledge baae of
~-Auburn University, incltding the development of a

:i-capability in production economice as related to

3.

i

" agquaculture; '
~To develop a more effective capability foy advisory
‘services and actively promote its utilization;

.To continue to collect, analyze, publieh, and
disseminate information;

“To develop a strong professional netwo:k of linkagea
ibetween Auburn and LDC institutions, international

development agencies, and U.S. institutions, -

‘Time Periods €/70 - 4/78 -
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Lavel of U.S8. Funding: $1,618,000

Summary: The original 211(&) grant (AID/csd-2780) was awarded on
April 30, 1970, for five years. In June 1975 the grant was
jextended for another six months and finally in Deceuber 1977

"1t ‘was extended through April 1978.

The “urposes of the most recent extensions were to
provide core support for the maintenance and further

.development of Auburn's capability to promote utilization of
aquaculture and to further the development of that capability

-in the war on poverty and hunger in the LDC's. In addition,
funds were to: 1) broaden the discipline base as applied to
aquaculture; 2) maintain a concentration on warmwater
aquaculture and inland fisheries but with a total systems
competence: within this focus; 3) expand responce capabilities
in planning at both the project (micro-) and national
(macro-) levels; and 4) provide for the production of
specific outputs in education and training, expanding the
knowledge base, etc. A secondary purpose was to foster an
effective pattern of cooperation between Auburn Uaiversity,

- the University of Rhode Island, AID, and other key
institutions related to common fishery problems patticularly
in the areas of planning, marketing processina, and

- nontechnical constraints on fisheries production.

Number of U.S. Persorinel: see annual reports
Training Programs: see annual reports
Outputs: see annual reports

Report: Annual fiscal year reports for 1971-1977 prepared by the
Internaticnal Center for Aquaculture, Auburn University, and
the Final Report dated September 29, 1978, written by BE. W.
Shell, Head of the Department of Fisheries and Allied
Aquacultutes and. Ditector of the ICA.

" Absttactss The.. final Lep0tt summatizes the activitiel of the
International Center for Aquaculture (ICA for the period July
1, 1977, to April 30, 1978, and for the entire grant period.
The report discusses the graduate program, ghort-tern

" technical assistance services, personnel involved, research

~conducted, publications, grant-related - activities,

" utilization of institutional response capabilities, long-term
‘technical assistance services, and visitors to the center.
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,931-0242
'NOAA Mdvisorv Servicaes

'Objoictvivo'u. 1o provide technical assistance for development and |
inplmnutton of usbortu acttviun in dcvclopinq
- oountr ies. - ; _

“Time P.tiOGt' ’10/7599/70

8m:yt ‘Contract with the Xational Oceanic and At.lonphcric.-
' “AMministration (MOAA) to provide program support to the
Agrioculture and Pisheries Division of Am‘o Don].opunt‘

Support Bureau.

931-0526

‘Mnnic roundatton .
Areificial Propnqat.ton of Huktuh

‘Objectives: To dovclop improved aqmcultuu tochni.quu to
' eliminate dependence of aguaculture centers on' uptuu
juvenile £ish. To develop methods and systems that vnl
result in the capability to breed milkfish. D _

‘Time Period: 1/75-12/79
Level of U.8. Munding: #1,224,000

vsu-arys Activities of the program include 1) establishing

' ‘broodstock in captivity; 2) establishing conditions for 3
spawningy 3) inducing spawning by hormone 1njooti.om 4)
establighing condit: ns for larval rearing in the. hbonborya
S) developing practicai mcthody for large-acale fry
production; 6) dctominmq the economics of hatchery
Opezation, and 7) oonducu.nq hoal.th care and puhol.oqy
rasearch.

Type of Iquip-ent or Knowledge 'runl'urnd‘:’ .lnufch Ac'n
artificial ororanation of -ukﬂ.nh. Lo T

mtpicnu: Wnnic loundnt!.on :

:vmeputa: !url.y umreh prograns

:l‘ul.utiom: Prujoct lnlnntion Bummary, 9/78. Review team

~oonsisted of C.P. Idyll, WMFS; J. Bunter, WMFS) D. lltchell,
AID) M. Rechoigl, AIDs 8. Wishik, RAC member. - o
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B "On a ynr to yut bnu phnned ressarch hn been .
_acoonpulhcd and while the results of this successful
_-cmrhonution have. identified additional probleas not :
‘anticipated earlier, steady progress toward aceonpunhunt of
: the undctlying .objective has been made." .
" The -team conducted a thorough review of research
ptogruu and scientific conpotcnco of the contractor. A
‘fevised set of research plans for the fifth year were
‘developed in consultation with the review team. o
e "Contract work given an overall ratinq of. uthfactory. ’
: 'rhore have been a number of di.uppolntunu, loguucal .
.problems and in the early stages of the project poor planning
on the part of the contractor and by AID; navertheless the
contnce:or has goneuuy been responsive to the terms of the
original contract and to nodi.ﬂcation of the rouarch phn
suggested by the project manager and the 3 review tom.
‘Other evaluations were conducted in May 1976 ard March 1977,

931-0787

Auburn University ' '
Increasing Pish Production By I-provod Fuhculturu, (MD/cnd-!Z?O)
Bu!.c Oréeung Agumnt L .

Objoctivon o
S P Dcvclcp ‘an npproprhto tochnical ltatt
24 . locate ‘sites in nloctod countries for davalopnnt of
.. research and demonstration stations S
3. Build and staff demonstration lnd research’ autiom e
4. - Begin adaptive research -
~S. - :Determine major constraints on aquncultunl dovolopnnt
‘6. Extend information throughout host countries
7. Davalop a network for exchanging infomtion bctween
.7 'host countries . : ‘ :

Time Periods 6/69-7/74
level of U.8. Punding: $834,601

B\l-erI This contract replaced AID/csd-158l1, Inczeased Fish -
Production through Improved Pish Culture in Less Dovolopod
Countries. This contract is structuted as a Basic: Ordcr!.ng
Mtnmt, nhlch auon USAID missions desiring technical .
services: m aquacultuu or. other fisheries to reques’ and pay
for those. services by usutng a. tuk ordo: (ltwh process) -
or . through formalisation of a. npnuto oontuct, which takes
4 much- lemcr period of time. Task orders 1 and 6 are the
!unding sechanisms for the world wide contract, Attached are
dnoupuonl of tha various task. otdou and ooneucu for
Atburn's oountry projects. . . -
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Annual Reports to AID for 1971, 1972 and 1973,

!valuuttona ‘Assessment of Auburn University's Aquacuitutal
Activities, March 4, 1974 by James A. Uranc, TA/AGR.

Annual

Report 1971

Annual
R.yprg 1972

Annual

Report 1972

Annual
Report
1973 -

Annual .
-Report.
1971

Task Order 2 (Thailand)
8/1/69-12/31/70 for $23,647 for 5 man-nonthn to .

provide training in various subject matters for

fisheries biologists of Thai Fisheries Department and
for reviewing previous reszarch and assist in planning
future research and extension activities. v

Task Order 3 (Prazil)

10/15/69-10/15/70 for 328,015 Amendment Fo. 1
extended T.0. 3 to 106/15/71 for $43,913. Advisor in
fish culture to Government of Brazil, 24 nan-months of
technical services -

USAID Brazi) Project _

. The USAID/Brazil sponsored project in Northeast
Brazil, staffed with two ICA specialists during 1972,
Primary goal to increase fish production through
improved aquaculture and improved management of existing

' reservoirs.

‘Counterpart training opportunities for Brazilian
staff provided by USAID/Brazil in form of short term

‘tours at ICA. Four Brazilian biologists took part in a -
‘special 2-month training tour in U.S8. :

Prograss to date:
* . A separate Department of Fisheries established

1thin DNOCS, thus improving communication, cooperation,

_and enthusiasm for the aquaculture program.

Adaptive research at Pentecoste Fishculture stntion
conducted during paat year indicatez good potential for
fishculture.

~ Pishculture extenasion progtam ptoducing good

results.

Taik Order 4 !3Srazil) S :
8/25/70-8/31/72 for $65,451. Advisor in fish
population dynamics and reservoir mansgement to

‘Goverment of Brazil, 24 man-motnhs ot technical services.

ICA recommended to AID/Brasil ‘that the fishculture

position be continued for another 2-year period and that

an extension fishculturist position be added to

complement the on=going research program in aquaculturo.



151

Dr. Davies. investigated the reservoir tiehery'in';

;~anhaa1 'eelected iarge impnundnentb in northeast Brazil.
" Report . ‘Emphasis was on deteinining ‘the standing crop of iish,.
1972 -species composition. and improvad harvest techniquen,:la

(End of tour report available) The: reeetvoiz
inveetigetional projnct phaeed out after coopletion ot
Dr. Daviee tour, :

‘Annual Task Order 5 (Peru) - e e

Report B 2/15/72-4/15/12 for- 64,631. Technical services of

1872 . 1 man-nonth in country for specialist in aquaculture to

o -advise Peru's Ministry. of Fieheries on aquecultuze
development.

Dr. Moss was. in Peru for March 1972 nnd provided L
technicel services to the Ministry of Figheries. Salazy
~support paid by T.0. 5 while in Peru but on retuzning,
‘during period of preparing fina' report, hie eelery wa3
coveted by AID/csd-2270.

Published repozt, 'Aquacultuzel Developnente in

Annual Task Ozder 7 (Theiland) o
Report ©.~ 10/1/71-1/15/72 for $16, 500 for 3 man-ﬂonthe of
1971 technical services for reviewing current research

projects and planning future research end extension‘
,ectivitiee.r (see TMask Order 2)

Short-term technical services provided under
AID/ced~1581 thtough USOM/Thailand. .Seven trips to
Thailand involving 2-3 staff members on each trip.
Technical services were provided to review existing -
programs in fisheries research and extension and to
davelop plens and establish priorities for future
extension and research programs. Aleo, short-course - -
tzeining programs carried out for Thai fisheries o
biologists &: fisheries stations throughout. Thailand.

_Annual Task Order 8 (Brazil) ‘ '-;
Report '3/25/72-4/30/74 for $91,285, Teohnicel Servicee;
1972 - 24 man-nonths for fishculture extension specialist end
o 24 man-nonths for £ishcu1tu:e xeeeerch advieor to
Governnent of Btezil. :
, Three staff menbers eerved as long-tern advisetl
during 1972, . '
- . Basically, this taek ozder countinues the poeition
of tiahery ‘adviser in equacultute reeeerch but also
provides for ‘increased e-pheaie in ‘the area of ‘
equecultv sl extension by authorizing enployaent ot a
fiehcultu:e extension epecialiet. Mr. John Jensen, a
torner Peac - COrpe volunteer. et!ilieted with a fishery
cooweretive in Brazil tor 2. years, was hired to serve as
edvieer ‘in ‘£ishculture exteneion. Dr. Lovehin was



" Annual

: !.port’

1973

Annuai
~ Report
1972

Annual
fRaport
1973

Annuai

‘Report
1972

152

*enploycd as fishculture :esearch advise:s arrived at

pont 6/16/72. :

Alncndnont No. 1 extended Task Order 8 to 6/30/74

-Alount Funded: 8116 321

Task Order 9 gThailgggL -

-~ 9/1/72-2/28/73 for $14,400 Technical Serviceas ,
One man-month each for fishcries biologist and fisheries
nutritioniet to assist personnel of Thal Department of

‘Fisheries. One man-month on campus to complete work on

length-weight relationships of Thal fishes,

" prs. Shell and Lovell carried out work assignnants
in October 1972. Dr. Shell concentrated his efforts in
reviewing the entire research program of the Inland
Fisheries Division of the Thai Department of Fisheries
with emphasis on improving the effectiveness of the

- research program. Dr. Lovell worked with biologists at

the Annual Bangkhen risheriesIStation and other selected
fisheries stations in formulating economical raticns for.
feeding fish and designing experinents to test various
dietn. (Report available) :

- AID/1a-688 (El Salvador)

9/27/71-9/30/72 for $%80,003 Technical SQrvices.
12 man-nonthe for an adviger in inland fisheries to the

" Government of Bl Salvador plus 4 man-months short-tern

gervices.
AID/EI Salvador requested aasiatance tron ICA to
review the status of existing fisheries prograns and to

“assess the potential for fisherier development and’
-aquaculture. Dr. Moos carried out. a study and
»reqoanonded a program to AID mission.

Améndment No. 1 extended contract to 12/31/72. Two-week .

visit by Dr.inoan'to review progress of the renovation
program of Santa Crus earthen ponds. as prepared by
Pisheries Department of the host country. Salary

-supported under la-688 fox Dr.. Hoau, but upon his . rctuin

support revotted to csd-227o despite several ndditional

days work.

Dr. Daéid Bayne cnployed 1/1/72 to serve as adviaez;

iin 1n1and fisheries to Government of El Salvador. He
‘coordinated fisheries duvelop-ent conlisting of three
- major work programs: 1) investigations of the fishories

resources of the major lakes and natural waters; 2) the

‘aquaculture research program at Santa Cruz Porrillo
_”riihculturc Station; 3) the. ronovation and expansion S
proqra- at thc tilhcultu:o ltation. v _
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Progresss  Satisfactory for phases 1 and 2, limited

:p:og:ell made in construction of nev ponds at Santa Crus
-atation due to inadequate funds for rental of earth :
.moving equipnent. "8ix new. earthen pondl conplatad and a

deep-water well drilled. New equipment added to

.labOtatOty 1mprov1ng the facil*tv

fAnandment No. ‘2 extended cont:act to: 3/31/73
- Amendment. No. -3 extended cont:act to. 12/31/73
Amount funded: 342 996 Lo

;'Financial aupport fox the COopazative Pisheriaa P:ojact
by the Gorernment of El Salvador haa vastly improved.

Total capital improvement funds by GOES is $107,600.

Renovation of existing pond facilities at fishculture
_station completed in 1972.

Plans prepa:ed by project énginaars and consttuction o
initiated on 15 of. 30 concrete ponds, . .

Renovation of the main laboratory buildlng completed.

Research begun to evaluate systemically the culture.
potentlal of selectad native specias of fieh,
Farm pond evaluation ntudy begun in 1971 completed and

.results and concluslons pzepared for publicat\on.

,AID(la-GBA gPananaz

8/18/71-9/30/72 for 3119 881 !o: tachnlcal

“gervices: 12 man-months, for .an advisor in fishculture '

to Government of Pana-a plus . 3 nan-monthl short-term

‘gervices. -

‘Pollowing a- survey cartiad out 4/27-5/2l, 1970 by
Drs. Smitherman and ‘Moss, the Government of Panama and

"AID mission agreed to cooperate in sponsoring
~aquaculture project. Two . subsaquant visits organized

the project.

-Anendmant No. 1 Extandad Contract to 3/31/

Amount Punded 393 091 ;
Dr. Lovell in Panama for 1 waek to assist Aubutn .

University project manager, Dr. Smithermzn in Zesigning...

a fish feeds laboratory planned for future. construction .
at the fishculture research station at Divisa. A taport'

Pprepared for distribution to appzopriate UBAID and

Govatnlant ‘of Panama officials. _
Origlnal plans for -the. ptojact callad for - tha

fconat:uction of ‘aquacultural facilitiess 1) a

fishculture’ rusearch facility to be davalopad at the

-Tocumen Agricultural Experiment ltation with cooperation
-and support from the Faculty of Agtcneuy. Univatoity o£

Panama and. 2) a coabination fish hatchery and.

.dononatratlon and extension aquacultural !acllity to ba
vconntructad at a auitabla lnland site noat 5ant1ago.
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After Dy, Seithermsn's arrival, Government of

- Pananz decidsd cha* eatirs frculty of agronomy at

Unxvar&&ty of Panamz shoulid mova inlan@ to develop an
agrioultuzal expurimant station that would be of more

walue te larger group of farmers.

Progress to dares

Barthen pond couplex at Divisa noaring conp;ation
with 33 euperimental pondi. Tiaa fichuriec adviaser with
assiztance of ICA gtaff zreprred 2 basic design for a
fileld lsboratcry in order tha: construction could begin
in 1973. , .

Punding for two participants at Avbvzir University

De. Spitherasan remaled in Panmxg for 18 montha,
returning to Mubugn on 8/4/73. Prolact will he ssrviced
untll 2774 theough purlodic short~term visits,
Three Panzmaniens receiving special traiming at Auburn
under coptract lumds.
Goverrasnt of Pansxs {unding 243,160

AID ‘ox~180 gp\ ligninea)

1/23 A=6/30/75 for $161..043. Technical
rarvices for 24 man-monthe with an adviser in fisheries
ts the Governmnt ¢f the Philippires to give training
and supervies: tha construckicr and zesesrch at both a
fraestwrater and brashish-wat:sty synaculimre resoarch
station. -

Three F9iilppine utudon%u ula:ted training in
tisheries ¢t Auburn in September 137).
~ Origfnal auzvey to assess the potentiz] and need
for zquaculiure devaiopment in the Philippines by two
staff wuxhors cuaducted from £apt.~Oct. 1967. They
recosnended the estobiishment of two aquacultusal
experiment stations. Yhree yaars pansed before Auburen
receivad indication that thoe Government of the
Philippines and the USAID mission wantoed (0 proceei.
The »uburn team roturned in July 1270 toc determine sites
for the stations.

Amendment Mo. 1 Provided additional funds of 283,085
Amendment No. 2 Provided addirinnal funds of $4,530
One-week vi:it by Dr2. Lovell and Shell to reviaw
the Inland Pisheries Project. Conferences held with
appropriate of Yicials of USAID/Philippines, the _
University of ».ilippinez Colleye ot Figheries, Central.
Luzon Btate Univeriity, and Auburn University conttact
reprosontntlvcl. ‘
. Dr. Schaittou arrived in Phillppinol Sept. 1, 1971,
and assumed responsibilities as Chief of Staff and
Prcject Leader. Dr. Grover was employed under this
project and arrived in Manila Jan. 4, 1972. Progress to
date: two aquacultural research facilities are under
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construction. The freshwater research station (located
at central. Luzon State University) consists of 27
*quarter-acre and 33 tenth-acre earthen ponds.
Construction: c! ponds 80% oouplete. A deep well drilled
‘to supply water to. fish: ponda during dry season. :
Conatructlon nearly completed on_the combination
‘adain1atratlon-1aboratory building. '

_ . Construction continuing on initial 37-acre portion
of the braoklsh-vater facility at- Leganea on Panay
Island. Dikes for ponds completed and main water supply
‘canals BOS complete. Well drilling operations have not
been successfu'. ani a new r)ntract tor cclbined dr1111ng
'being processed.

... An extensive field research progran. 1n1t1ated by
'Auburn staff and counterpart personnel of University of -
Philippines,. College of Fisheries, in privately owned
‘ponds, with selected fish farm operators, with good
success. - Some tests lost due to destructive typhoon
raine. Research also conducted in a Philippine :
Fisheries Commission (PFC) demonstration f£ish farm at
Ilollo 1n cooperation with PFC peraonnel.

Annual_ Anendnest No. 3t extended contract to 6/30/74
‘Report . _Amount Funded. $113,259 o - '
_1973 : ' Under the participant trainlng co-ponent, 8 ata!f

~members of the U.P. College of Fisheries and Central
Luzon University enrolled in advance degree prograas at .

‘Auburn. .
Jhnnual . ICA ia the recipient ot seven flaheriee projects o
Report ,aupported by AID rtaaiona vith a tota1 budget of
1971 $470,288 . .
‘ B Outputs::

1) 15 staff members of the Depart-ent ot Pilheriea and
Allied Aquacultures participated in ahort-ter-
'asaignnanta in 27 foreign countries. -

2) 45 major technlcal reports. prepared by ICA atatt.

3) 18 surveys and other technical reports prepared .

.. Auring the period July 1. 1970 to December 1, 1971._-

4) 33 scientists and other vialtora from foreign . ,

‘ -[countrlea visited ICA durlnq the period 7/1/70 to

- 12/1/70. - .

5) 1% toreign atudenta enrolled in graduate and apacial-

‘study prograla. : v S

AahuaITi 'n:f, Durlng 1972, ICA atatt provlded aaaiutance ona

Report ahort-ter- basis to USAID nissions and host: country

1972 . governments in Braxil, El Salvador, ntcaragua. Pana-a,
SRR _P.tu. Phllimlnﬂl, and '.l‘bllllnd. N
At the request of UBAID/Nlcaragua. a fiaheriel
.aurvey waa conduoted on Lake. Nicaragua. statf - Dr, W.‘j
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Davies (Chief of Party of AID Brasil project) and Mr.
Plarcs (AID/Wash.). Salary support for Davies under .
AID/csd-2270. 8¢:v1ces i Mr. Plorce made available at-
‘o coit.: v ’ .
. Seven profeauo:a on long-=-tarm ausignmenta on _
cooperative projects in Brazil, El Salvador, Panama,
Philippines. Backstopping services on campus
increased. ' Four main years of technic:l personnel
.needed annually for %ackatopp&uu rather than 1.3
nan-years.
' . Technical Report published. ’ :
Programs arranded for AaD—sponsozed visitozs. 14
visitors during 1972.

Participant Training Pigg Lams

Twenty-four foreign students entolled in graduate
and special study programs - Funding for these students
came from foraign countries and AID missions.

Expenses and Proposed Budget - ICA difficulty with
inconsistency and inadequacy of funding for the. level of
effort devoted to activities carried out under centrally
funded project. lLevel of funding required is 8200 000
&nnually. Budget submitted to: 1973—79. : :

Annual For project to date, to:eign vork consisted of -
‘Report 19 man-months of short-term services provided by 29
1973 staff members in 39 countries. Pifteen major reports

p:eparad and distributed to USAID missions and hont o
country governnenta.- ' _

931~1.056
Figherivs Deveiopmoent, ICLARM -

Dbjectivee: %o incresse the produstion of high-quality protein
foods and provide isprovad income and cpployment opportunities .
for dAisedventaged gasple in daveloping countiies. To provide
the mechanisms nesded to adwance the paca of research and
deveiopment aimad at achieviag optimum autput and ptoductivity
zton the agquatic environment.

Tima Pariodr 3/73-8/82

Leval of U.8. Pundings £80C06,000

Other Fundinc: Total 35.000.000

‘Bunmaryi  Initlal fanding for a 3-yesr psriod’ to support the
International Centay for Living Aquatic Resonrces Hanlgeuant

TICLAKM) . ‘The U.8. contribution will not exceed 25 percent
.og;tha:cosgvsuppo:t-réqut;ed for programs that are consistent
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‘with AID. objoctivcl. Rockctollot PFoundation will provide
core: aslistunce., ICLARM is- locatcd in Hlnila. Philippincl
Hulti-dono: ptoject.

931-1155
Bm&ll—Scaie ?1bheri§§’Dovelopnqnt”confeiqnce
Ob*ectivess “To support small-scale fisheries conference held at
‘the Unlvezllty of Miami to 1dent1!y opportunities or.
,constralntl on small-scale fisheries pzoductlon systems and

- to determine what inhibits or enhancel artlsanal tisheries
- development in LDCS .. - :

Time Period: 11/77
Level of U.S. Funding: 846,500
i’Bumm.r:y':-,f-Unive't:ui.t:y of Miani handled the arrangements for the

symposium.  Approximately 100 Americans and 100 foreigners
attended. C - : : L s . :

Report: Published Report, Conference on the development of
small-scale fisheries in the Caribbean region. -

'931-1156 -

-Reporﬁ of the‘Intethatlohal Hanégenené Study Group to tha Council
of the Southeast Asian Fisheries Development Center (SEAFDEC) -

Objectivel: ‘The Southeast Asian Fisheries Development Center -
established- an International Management Study Group.to :cview
and evaluate the agreement, administrative and ﬁlnanclal »
regulations, procedures, functional structure, etc., of the .
departments and particularly the Secretariat of SEA!DBC.

Time Period: 12/78-9/79
Lovol ot U.8. Fundings: - $49,000

Sullaty: 'USAID grant to covct costs involved to produce chozt
ptcsonting the findings, conclusions, and recommendations ot-
the Intornntional Hnnagonnnt Study Group.v Co-pocltion of the
’ltudy groups ..

a) ‘The council agzccd that tho nielion bt ccnpouod o£ throc
menbers all financed by AID, whose nationalities were not of
member countries of- BIA!DBC but that one lhould eoa. from
;louthtllt Alia; | .
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'b) " ‘Tha.group leader should have a Aistinguished career in
vtiuhery administration and long experience in fisheries
_research and. development. The second lpecialilt in
‘inetitutionel lanage:ent and tha third a tegal expert. Terms
of Reterence: o o
*1." Bvaluate the existing provieionl of. the -‘Agresment
.establishing the Center: including its Administrative and
Financial regulations and other regulations currentiy used by
the three departments in so far as: they relate to the
aanagenent of the Center and recon-end appropriate measures
to etrengthen the Center;

"2, More specifically, examine the current administrative
.and financial procedures of the Secretariat and the three
Departaments and euggeat ways and Reans by which these may be
improved; v _
‘*3. Examine the nenagement etructure of BEAFDEC, in
particular the scope of activities of the Secretariat, its
power and responsibilitiess. Where modification and/or
restructuring of the secretariat is delized. ‘to suggest ways
and means therein this can be effected and to recommend -
suitable funing sources to further support the Becretariat‘
activities.” :

Report: Septeober 1979. Transmitted by Roy I. J&ckeon, Leader of
the International Management Study Group to Dr. Deb o
Mvanasveta, Becretary-ceneral, snarbnc. ’

931-1306

Fisheries and Aquaculture Collaborative Research in the -
' Developing Countries, Title XII

: ijectiVee:' To develop a statement of research neede in developinq}
| countries and of U.S. university capebilitiel. - .

Tine Period: 1977-78
Level of U.S. !unding: 8276, 000

Julnary: The report identifies develop-ent alliltnnce needl in
.- fisheries and equaculture as seen by developing countries,
tvidentitiee the set of needs that might best be addressed
‘through Title XII collaborative research, establishes
“relative prioritles, and presents budgetary requirements for
“. their ncconpliohnent. A workshop vas held in Denver,
vﬂcolorado, December 14-15, 1977, with 110 participants. The
-workshop's purpose was to provide an opportunity for
interested university repreeentativel to interact with the
-7 stats ot ‘the Board for Food and Agricultural Development. and -
" membars of the Joint Research Committee and AID concerning -
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"the ‘scope and ‘intent of Title XII legislation and _ S
~oolleboret1ve teeeatch support prograns and to ptovide fo: an
;exchenge of news on figheries and aguaculture research needs
“and priorities in the develuping countriesd. »

eRepotEi.iFiehetiel and Aquaculture Collaborative Research in the
" - Developing cOuntriee, A Priority Planning Approach. KXenneth

"B, Craib and Warren R. Ketler, Bditors; Resources Developnent
Agsociates, Los Altos, CA, Rugust 1978. ' '

931-1155

International Wcrkshop oa Tropical 8u111-8ca1e
Pisherv Stock Asgessment

‘Objectives: To provide advice on rusearch needsc of developing
countries in fishery stock assessment (identified as a high~-
-ptiotity subject for coneidezation) that might be met th"oughv
collaborative research support’ ptogtems within the trenewotk :
of the Title XII program. : =

_Time Period: 6/79-4/80
: Level ot U.8. Pundingt 849, 000 _

"Suunatys . pecitic objectives ete to hold & workshop, to encoirage
.dielogue between developing country f£ishory administrators
who musi make the best of whatever information is eveilable
to tienm and theoretioiens whu can more effectively pzopoee
new approaches to assessmant if they are made nore aware of
the prectieel ‘problems that inhibit data collection end .
analylis in developing countries.

_ﬁouber ot u. 8. Pereonne;: 15 f:on U.8. un;vereitiee

,Nunbez of Pozeign Peruornela 10 froﬁ 1ntetnetiohe1 1no£1£utions

uReport: ' Int«rnationel worklhog on Ttggical Small-Scale rieherz
- ‘ Stoek ‘Assessment, Report of the Bteering collittee.

. '_ January 7, 1980.
1931-1314

Aubutn Univeraity S R '
hqueculture Technology Developuent (Grent AID/DSAN-G-0039)
Objectivess

fl; L 1o ensure continuetion of high-quellty university
" educational ptogten oriented toward !teehwetet
lqueoulture in developlng oounttiel: P
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2, T uakc tho program available to students in. dcvcloping

v countries;

3. To use special capabilities developed at Auburn to ..
transfer existing aquaculture tochnology to developing
countries.

Time Period: 5/78 - 4/81
Level of Punding: $£682,000

Summary: The AID grant was effective May 1, 1978, but was not
actually approved until early September 1978. The qrant was
awarded for a three-year period. Originally the grant was to.
‘include funding for certain technology transfer activities in
developing countries, but this component was eliminated and
was included in a separate University Services Contract
(AID/DSAN-C~0053). This grant is a continuation of AID-Auburn
cooperation in developing technology in freshwater and
brackish-water aquaculture appropriate to local aeeds, in
developing programs for the dissemination of that technology,
and in actual technology transfer on a worldwide basis.

Outputs:

1. Maintain a strong graduate educational program in
- freshwater aquaculture oriented to the needs of :
developing countries and to maintain positions for at
least 35 students from developing countries in the
programs.

2, Provide opportunities for special training between
acadenic quattets and ptovidc lcholatnhips to selected
students.

3. Offer a five-aonth, noncredit, Aquaculture Training

" Program primarily for professional tishoty workers f:..om
developing countries.

4. Prepalre manuals and other materials to be uscd in
‘technology transfer activities.

5. Develop and present a series of short courses and
seminars.

6. Conduct an evaluation of aquacultutc dovclop-nnt programs
in selected countries in West Africa.

7. Provide opportunities for short-term advisory lorvicol in

developing countries.

Report: Annual Raggr t for the period uay 1, 1978, through April
30, 1979, B. W. Shell, Director, ICA, November 1, 1979.

Absttacti
A total of 35 staff mcmbers and graduato research

alliltants were funded to some degree, but only 3 received
-oro ‘than half of their total support for the year.
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 Grant funded staff were responsible for teaching 10 of
- the 23 formal courses taught during the year. ,

 Graduate: student enrollment increased over 250% since the
1970-71 academic year. The enrollment of foreign graduate .
8students increased twice as fast as the enrollment of all
students in the same period. During this report period, 39
new graduate students were admitted to the program, 17 being
foreign students.

' Degrees were awarded to 47 students; 16 foreign students
received graduate degrees; 14 of the 16 students returned to
their respective countries after graduation. One other
student received a scholarship to study at URI and another is
‘remaining in the U.S. until her husband completes his degree.

Three postdoctoral fellows from developing countries were
at Auburn during the year, supported by other ugencies, but
grant funds were utilized to provide opportunities to
participate in research projects, to provide laboratory
'supplies, equipment, travel to field research areas and
~faculty time required in aupport of their research and
training activities.

~Grant funds were used to provide a tuition fellowship
for one man supported by the Latin American Scholarship
AProgram -of American Universities.

-Grant funds were used to provide staff time, travel. and
other costs associated with providing graduate students with
the opportunity of visiting selected fisheries and
aquaculture operations in the southeastern U:lted. States.

The university provided special training opportunities
‘for a number of visitors who came to obtain inEormation about
international fisheries and aquaculture development,

- The third annual Aquaculture Training Program (5 months)
‘was conducted. Seven students attended. '

Work on three manuals was undertaken. Five reporte were
prepared. .

. Grant funds were ased to initiate a quartetly
newslctter. The current ﬂniling 1ist totals 595, of which
245 were overseas locations. The first issue was distributed ,
in. early 1979.

Two short courses were conducted in Colombia in 8pan1|h.

" The ICA reaponded to 42 requests for short-term
technical assistance during the year. :



