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Доклад и рекомендации рабочей группы по обзору 
механизмов управления ГЕБКО (2024 г.) 

 

Резюме 

Настоящий доклад подготовлен в соответствии с решением руководя-
щего комитета МГО-МОК по программе ГЕБКО (РКГ) относительно про-
ведения в 2022 г. обзора механизмов управления ГЕБКО, и решением 
Ассамблеи МОК A-32/4.1, в котором было предложено представить 
итоги указанного обзора в ходе 57-й сессии Исполнительного совета 
МОК. Полная версия доклада, подготовленного рабочей группой по об-
зору механизмов управления ГЕБКО, представлена в приложении к 
данному резюме, содержащему выводы и рекомендации. 

Данный документ следует рассматривать в контексте новой стратегии 
развития ГЕБКО, представленной Совету в информационном доку-
менте IOC/INF-1538. Исполнительному совету предлагается сформу-
лировать свои замечания в отношении итогов проведенного обзора, ко-
торые будут учтены при разработке руководящим комитетом ГЕБКО 
соответствующего плана выполнения рекомендаций. 

Финансовые и административные последствия будут рассмотрены в 
рамках программы и бюджета, утвержденных в документе 42 C/5. 

Предлагаемое решение приводится в документе о принятых и предла-
гаемых мерах (документ IOC/EC-57/AP Prov. Rev.) как проект резолю-
ции EC-57/[4.4.II]. 
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Общий контекст 

1. Доклад об обзоре механизмов управления ГЕБКО содержит детальный анализ управ-
ленческой структуры и практических подходов, используемых в рамках программы ГЕБКО 
(Программа Генеральной батиметрической карты океанов), и призван содействовать повы-
шению эффективности программы и ее согласованности со стратегическими целями органи-
заций-учредителей – Международной гидрографической организации (МГО) и Межправитель-
ственной океанографической комиссии (МОК). Проведение обзора было продиктовано осо-
знанием стремительных изменений, происходящих в области морских научных исследований 
и картографирования морского дна, что требует укрепления механизмов управления ГЕБКО 
и постоянного совершенствования используемых в рамках данной программы подходов. 

2. В числе основных аспектов обзора – изучение организационных и управленческих ме-
ханизмов ГЕБКО, эффективность работы ее комитетов и взаимодействие с другими органи-
зациями. В обзоре подчеркнута важная роль ГЕБКО в контексте Десятилетия ООН, посвящен-
ного науке об океане в интересах устойчивого развития, а также необходимость повышения 
координации международных усилий в вопросах сбора океанографических данных. 

3. Сформулированные в документе выводы и рекомендации подчеркивают потребность в 
более четкой структуре управления, актуальность расширения взаимодействия с заинтересо-
ванными сторонами, а также необходимость повышения эффективности управления рисками 
и формирования культуры непрерывного совершенствования. Отдельно в обзоре была под-
черкнута важность приведения деятельности в рамках ГЕБКО в соответствие с новой страте-
гией программы, которая была разработана параллельно с подготовкой данного обзора. 

4. В настоящем документе предлагается несколько планируемых шагов, в том числе пред-
ставление подготовленного доклада на рассмотрение руководящего комитета по программе 
ГЕБКО (РКГ), оценка актуальности каждой из сформулированных в обзоре рекомендаций, 
разработка плана реализации новой стратегии и внедрение системы непрерывного совер-
шенствования. Кроме того, в нем содержится призыв провести обзор механизмов управления 
подкомитета ГЕБКО по наименованию форм подводного рельефа (ПК-НФПР), а также про-
анализировать эффективность механизмов надзора в рамках финансируемого Фондом «Нип-
пон» проекта «Морское дно-2030». 

5. Наконец, в обзоре подчеркнута необходимость совершенствования программой ГЕБКО 
своей организационной структуры и механизмов управления, что позволит ей оставаться вос-
требованной и эффективной в условиях меняющегося ландшафта в области морских научных 
исследований и картирования морского дна. 

Выводы и планируемые шаги 

6. Работа, связанная с проведением обзора механизмов управления программы ГЕБКО, 
оказалась гораздо сложнее и масштабнее, чем предполагалось изначально, что стало допол-
нительным свидетельством отсутствия четкой организационной структуры. Важнейший вывод 
по итогам анализа выявленных проблем состоит в необходимости более четкой формализа-
ции механизмов управления и более четкого определения функций, зон ответственности и 
системы подотчетности. В противном случае отсутствие ясности на уровне системы в целом 
может препятствовать повышению эффективности ее функционирования. Одним из основных 
выявленных недостатков является отсутствие в бюджете ГЕБКО специальной статьи, касаю-
щейся финансирования механизмов управления программой, наличие которой в идеале 
могло бы устранить дефицит оперативного взаимодействия между председателями подкоми-
тетов и РКГ. 

7. Один из основных выводов состоит в необходимости проведения экспертной оценки эф-
фективности РКГ с точки зрения его количественного состава, структуры и функциональных 
задач. Проведение такой реформы было сочтено принципиально важным, в связи с чем к 
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участию в ней должны быть привлечены организации-учредители. При этом следует проявить 
особую осмотрительность, с тем чтобы избежать размывания основной задачи и снижения 
эффективности РКГ в результате расширения ее членского состава в стремлении обеспечить 
его инклюзивность. 

8. В контексте устойчивого курса на расширение программы ГЕБКО очевидно, что этот про-
цесс должен происходить параллельно с совершенствованием методов управления в под-
держку его эффективности. Отсутствие стратегии развития программы ГЕБКО на момент про-
ведения обзора ее механизмов управления ограничило возможности в плане конкретизации 
аспектов структурной реформы. Это свидетельствует о необходимости тесного согласования 
будущих оценок эффективности механизмов управления ГЕБКО с ее новой стратегией, после 
того, как она будет утверждена, а также необходимость внедрения системы непрерывного 
совершенствования в качестве основополагающего принципа деятельности ГЕБКО. В сово-
купности эти выводы рисуют картину программы, находящейся на переломном этапе своего 
развития, когда перспективное планирование, понятность механизмов управления и целевое 
выделение ресурсов на цели управления деятельностью будут иметь принципиальное значе-
ние с точки зрения будущей направленности и эффективности деятельности. 

Список рекомендаций 

Раздел1 Предметная область Рекомендация 
8.1 Организационная структура Организационная структура должна стать 

предметом рассмотрения РКГ, а ее оконча-
тельный вариант должен быть согласован и 
отражен в круге ведения и правилах проце-
дуры РКГ. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: МГО – МОК 
 

Следует проанализировать на предмет ак-
туальности и обновить меморандум о взаи-
мопонимании, с тем чтобы в нем нашли от-
ражение все предпринимаемые в настоя-
щее время усилия. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: МГО – МОК 
 

Двум этим организациям следует заключить 
соглашение о партнерстве, что позволит 
размещать/хранить финансовые средства в 
главном фонде ГЕБКО, в МГО. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: МГО – НОАА (МЦДЦБ) 

Следует периодически проводить эксперт-
ную оценку МоВ, а также делать это после 
любых организационных изменений с целью 
обеспечения его актуальности и соответ-
ствия поставленным целям. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: МГО/МОК – ГЕБКО 

Конкретный статус РКГ подлежит уточне-
нию, в связи с тем, что структурно он отно-
сится к МГО. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: МГО/МОК – ГЕБКО 

Круг ведения и правила процедуры следует 
актуализировать с целью учета в них реше-
ния, принятого РКГ-38 относительно преоб-
разования проекта ГЕБКО в программу 
ГЕБКО. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: ПК-ИПВО/ГЕБКО – 
ежегодный симпозиум «Картиро-
вание пробелов» 

Разработать меморандум о взаимопонима-
нии или соглашение о партнерстве, в кото-
ром бы четко определялся характер взаимо-
отношений между ГЕБКО и симпозиумом 
«Картирование пробелов». Как минимум, в 
нем должны быть четко определены любые 

 
1  Речь идет о разделах в приложении к настоящему документу. 
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Раздел1 Предметная область Рекомендация 
совместные механизмы принятия решений, 
ответственность, степень автономности и 
подробности, касающиеся использования 
символики и идентификационных призна-
ков. 

8.3 РКГ – проект «Морское дно-
2030» 

Необходимо проанализировать на предмет 
актуальности документы, касающиеся меха-
низмов управления в рамках проекта «Мор-
ское дно-2030», и представить последние 
версии этих документов РКГ и спонсорам 
проекта «Морское дно-2030» для того, 
чтобы все стороны были осведомлены о су-
ществующих механизмах управления. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: ПК-ОПП/РКГ – Фонд 
«Ниппон» – Программа ГЕБКО 
по подготовке специалистов 

Прояснить механизмы взаимодействия 
между ПК-ОПП и финансируемой фондом 
«Ниппон» программой ГЕБКО по подготовке 
специалистов, в частности надзорные функ-
ции, и обеспечить корректировку существу-
ющих либо разработку новых документов, в 
которых описаны механизмы управления. 

8.3 Анализ взаимодействия и подот-
четности: ТПК-КО – БЦОД 

Разработать и подписать соглашение об 
объеме услуг, в котором описывается согла-
сованная номенклатура услуг, предоставля-
емых БЦОД от имени ТПК-КО/ГЕБКО. 

9.3 Организация программной дея-
тельности в настоящее время 

Обеспечить четкий каскадный характер и 
взаимосвязь между целями, изложенными в 
стратегии развития ГЕБКО, и отдельными 
направлениями работы, включенными в 
планы работы. 

9.3 Организация программной дея-
тельности в настоящее время 

Рассмотреть вопрос о создании специаль-
ного совета по управлению программой. 

9.3 Организация программной дея-
тельности в настоящее время 

Рассмотреть целесообразность назначения 
штатного руководителя программы ГЕБКО. 

10.2 Финансирование – Перспектив-
ная цель 

Сразу после рассмотрения выводов по ито-
гам обзора механизмов управления и подго-
товки плана реализации стратегии должны 
быть проанализированы варианты, пред-
ставленные в докладе «Предложения по 
финансированию», параллельно с их право-
вой экспертизой. Кроме того, должна быть 
проанализирована деятельность рабочей 
группы МГО по вопросам финансирования, 
с тем чтобы избежать дублирования усилий 
и использовать преимущества синергетиче-
ского подхода. 

11 Правовая экспертиза Необходимо провести полноценную экспер-
тизу существующего и возможного в буду-
щем правового статуса программы ГЕБКО. 
В ходе указанной экспертизы следует рас-
смотреть стратегию развития ГЕБКО и про-
веденную ранее стратегию финансирова-
ния. 

12 Оценка и контроль рисков В целях содействия эффективному осу-
ществлению программы все органы, 
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Раздел1 Предметная область Рекомендация 
имеющие план работы, должны утвердить 
соответствующие механизмы оценки и кон-
троля рисков. 

13.2.1 Аналитические выводы в отно-
шении основных органов ГЕБКО: 
РКГ 

Проанализировать круг ведения на предмет 
его соответствия стратегии развития 
ГЕБКО. 

13.2.1 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: РКГ 

Учесть выявленные недостатки при утвер-
ждении будущих версий рабочих процедур. 

13.2.1 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: РКГ 

Проанализировать членский состав РКГ на 
предмет соответствия новой стратегии и 
стандартам в области управления. 

13.2.1 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: РКГ 

Принять к сведению и включить в финансо-
вый обзор. 

13.2.1 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: РКГ 

Разработать правила, четко определяющие, 
в какой мере все члены РКГ должны финан-
сировать свои путевые расходы. 

13.2.1 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: РКГ 

Рассмотреть вопрос о параметрах и числен-
ном составе РКГ. 

13.2.1 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: РКГ 

Определить круг ведения и членский состав 
РКГ, с тем чтобы прояснить функции и обя-
занности его членов, а также то, в какой 
степени наличие существующих типов 
назначений способствует или препятствует 
его эффективной работе. 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Проанализировать круг ведения на предмет 
его соответствия стратегии развития 
ГЕБКО. 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Оптимизировать план работы путем сокра-
щения числа включенных в него направле-
ний деятельности и обеспечения большей 
ясности. 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Отразить роль НОАА в МоВ между МГО и 
Центром МГО по цифровой батиметрии 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Изучить возможность подписания МоВ 
МГО – МОК 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Назначить секретаря из числа членов, опре-
делить срок его полномочий и внести соот-
ветствующие изменения в круг ведения 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Провести обзор документов, касающихся 
механизмов управления проектом «Морское 
дно-2030». 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Обозначать все продукты ГЕБКО, например 
Цифровой атлас, в качестве официальных 
публикаций МГО-МОК 

13.2.2 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ТПК-КО 

Оценить и, возможно, сократить число пол-
ноправных членов, при необходимости вне-
сти изменения в круг ведения. 

13.2.3 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-РКМД 

Проанализировать круг ведения на предмет 
его соответствия стратегии развития 
ГЕБКО. 

13.2.3 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-РКМД 

Взаимодействовать с другими подкомите-
тами и группой проекта «Морское дно-2030» 
на предмет оценки плана работы и добавле-
ния примечаний, при необходимости 
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Раздел1 Предметная область Рекомендация 
уточнения областей, представляющих об-
щий интерес. 

13.2.3 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-РКМД 

Оценить план работы на предмет актуаль-
ности после публикации стратегии, а также 
согласование приоритетов. 

13.2.3 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-РКМД 

Рассмотреть и согласовать порядок работы, 
подходящий членам подкомитета. 

13.2.3 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-РКМД 

Оценить и, возможно, сократить число пол-
ноправных членов, при необходимости вне-
сти изменения в круг ведения. 

13.2.4 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-ИПВО 

Проанализировать круг ведения на предмет 
его соответствия стратегии развития 
ГЕБКО. 

13.2.4 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-ИПВО 

Разработать схему рабочего процесса, кото-
рую можно включить в приложение к кругу 
ведения 

13.2.4 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-ИПВО 

Рассмотреть и согласовать порядок работы, 
подходящий членам подкомитета. 

13.2.4 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-ИПВО 

Рассмотреть вопрос о введении новой кате-
гории участия представителей МГО-МОК в 
работе ПК-ИПВО 

13.2.4 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-ИПВО 

Оценить и, возможно, сократить число пол-
ноправных членов, при необходимости вне-
сти изменения в круг ведения. 

13.2.4 Выводы в отношении основных 
органов ГЕБКО: ПК-ИПВО 

Прояснить и формализовать взаимоотноше-
ния в виде соответствующего документа. 

14 Непрерывное совершенствова-
ние 

Рассмотреть предложение в отношении си-
стемы непрерывного совершенствования и 
ее внедрения в программу ГЕБКО в каче-
стве повседневного практического подхода. 

 

Дальнейшие шаги и мероприятия 

9. Следующие шаги предлагаются для рассмотрения с учетом итогов обсуждения РКГ и 
другими основными заинтересованными сторонами. 

10. Представление доклада. Доклад будет представлен на рассмотрение РКГ в соответ-
ствии с кругом ведения и правилами процедуры рабочей группы по обзору механизмов управ-
ления ГЕБКО. 

11. Отдельное рассмотрение каждой из рекомендаций. Данные рекомендации должны 
рассматриваться РКГ в полном составе либо специально сформированной им подгруппой. 
Такой подход обеспечит уделение отдельного внимания каждой рекомендации, что будет спо-
собствовать более тщательному их рассмотрению и облегчит принятие решений. При приня-
тии решения о выполнении или нецелесообразности выполнения рекомендации следует про-
являть осмотрительность, т.к. некоторые рекомендации могут быть взаимоисключающими. 

12. Разработка плана выполнения рекомендаций. Необходимо разработать формаль-
ный план выполнения согласованных рекомендаций. Указанный план будет играть роль до-
рожной карты, предусматривающей последовательность действий, необходимых для дости-
жения желаемых изменений и улучшений. 
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13. Внедрение системы непрерывного совершенствования. Существует четкая уста-
новка на внедрение системы непрерывного совершенствования в практику работы всех коми-
тетов и подкомитетов. Такой подход призван поощрять последовательное формирование 
культуры в вопросах оценки и повышения эффективности, обеспечивая совершенствование 
механизмов управления с учетом организационных потребностей и задач. 

14. Обзор механизмов управления ПК-НФПР. В отношении подкомитета по наименова-
нию форм подводного рельефа (ПК-НФПР) можно было бы провести отдельный обзор меха-
низмов управления с использованием той же схемы, которая была применена при проведении 
более широкого обзора. В рамках данного конкретного обзора будет проведена оценка эф-
фективности управленческих структур и механизмов ПК-НФПР, результаты которой будут до-
ведены до сведения РКГ. 

15. Обзор механизмов надзора в рамках проекта «Морское дно-2030». Возможно, сле-
довало бы провести оценку эффективности механизмов надзора за осуществлением проекта 
«Морское дно-2030». В рамках такого обзора следует рассмотреть вопрос о том, каким обра-
зом механизмы управления ГЕБКО должны быть адаптированы под растущий портфель про-
ектов и программ. Крайне важно, чтобы такой обзор проводился с соблюдением предосто-
рожностей с целью недопущения сбоев в осуществляемой в рамках проекта деятельности, 
учитывая репутацию проекта как эффективно осуществляющегося. Помимо этого, решение о 
проведении любого обзора должно обсуждаться и планироваться в консультации с Фондом 
«Ниппон» и организациями-учредителями, с тем чтобы обеспечить соблюдение и удовлетво-
рение ожиданий всех сторон. 

16. Обзор правового статуса ГЕБКО. В зависимости от результатов мероприятий, связан-
ных с реализацией стратегии ГЕБКО, и при рассмотрении будущих планов ГЕБКО, касаю-
щихся привлечения средств для осуществления дальнейшей деятельности, необходимо бу-
дет провести специальный обзор вариантов будущего правового статуса ГЕБКО. В идеале 
эту работу должны возглавить организации-учредители. 
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GEBCO Governance Review 
 

Executive Summary 

The GEBCO (General Bathymetric Chart of the Oceans) Governance Review Report provides an in-depth 

analysis of the entity’s governance structures and practices, aimed at enhancing its operational 

efficiency and alignment with the strategic objectives of its parent organizations, the International 

Hydrographic Organization (IHO) and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC) of 

UNESCO. The review was motivated by the recognition of the rapidly changing ocean science and 

seabed mapping landscape, necessitating a more robust programme management and continuous 

improvement approach. 

Key components of the review include an examination of the organizational and governance 

arrangements within GEBCO, its committees, and its interactions with external bodies. The review also 

highlights the importance of GEBCO's work considering the UN Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable 

Development and the need for increased international coordination in ocean data collection. 

Findings and recommendations address the need for clearer governance structures, enhanced 

stakeholder engagement, risk management practices, and the establishment of a continuous 

improvement culture. The review emphasizes the importance of aligning GEBCO's work with the newly 

commissioned GEBCO Strategy, which was developed in parallel to this governance review. 

The report suggests several next steps, including the presentation of the report to the GEBCO Guiding 

Committee (GGC) for consideration, individual evaluation of recommendations, the development of an 

implementation plan, and the integration of a continuous improvement regime. Additionally, it calls for 

a governance review of the Sub-Committee on Undersea Feature Names (SCUFN) and an examination of 

the oversight of the Nippon Foundation-GEBCO Seabed 2030 project. 

In conclusion, the review outlines the necessity for GEBCO to evolve its governance structures and 

processes to remain relevant and effective in the changing landscape of ocean science and seabed 

mapping. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



IOC/EC-57/4.4.Doc(1) - Appendix 
 

2 

1. Introduction 

GEBCO was proposed in 1899 and became a reality in April 1903 when HSH Prince Albert I of Monaco 

offered to organize and finance the production of a new chart series designated: “The General 

Bathymetric Chart of the Oceans” (GEBCO), under the Prince’s Scientific Cabinet. In 1922 the 

responsibility for GEBCO was passed to the Director of the Oceanographic Museum of Monaco and in 

1929 was transferred to the International Hydrographic Bureau (today the IHO). Since 1973, GEBCO has 

been a joint Programme of the International Hydrographic Organization (IHO) and the 

Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC) of UNESCO.  

In December 2021, an informal meeting between the IHO, IOC and GEBCO Chair/Vice Chair was held to 

discuss areas of mutual interest and implications of emerging initiatives. In doing so it was 

acknowledged that a routine review of governance is not only good practice but would likely help to 

ensure GEBCO remained relevant during this period of change. In considering how to move forward, it 

was agreed that there was a strong need to ensure that the work of GEBCO continued to support the 

strategic objectives of IHO and IOC. The issue was further discussed at the 38th GEBCO Guiding 

Committee Meeting (GGC38) and it was agreed that a Governance Review should be commissioned 

under the leadership of IHO Assistant Director and GEBCO Secretary, Mr Sam Harper. A GEBCO 

Governance Review Project Team (GGRPT) was assembled to provide support to support the 

governance review process. 

The results of the Governance review were initially planned for delivery to the 15th IHO Inter-Regional 

Coordination Committee (IRCC15) and the 32nd IOC Assembly, however the complexity of the task and 

available resources meant that this was deferred to the 16th IHO Inter-Regional Coordination Committee 

(IRCC16) and the 57th Session of the IOC Executive Council. 

This report serves as a summary of the analysis, associated findings and recommendations of this 

Governance Review. In particular it sets out the methodology employed and sets out the basis for a 

more robust Programme Management and Continuous Improvement approach to the management of 

GEBCO activity. 

2. Objectives and Context 

The ocean science and seabed mapping landscape are undergoing significant change and the work of 

GEBCO (including that of the Nippon Foundation GEBCO Seabed 2030 Project) has never been so 

relevant or visible. The advent of the UN Decade of Ocean Science for Sustainable Development, 

together with the broader UN 2030 Agenda and associated Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) 

necessitate increased international coordination in the collection and provision of ocean data to support 

a range of critical science interventions. The GEBCO programme entered its 120th Year in 2023 and it is 

widely accepted that GEBCO will need to evolve with this changing environment in order to remain 

relevant, and that its organizational structure has grown in recent years; to support this evolution this 

governance review has been commissioned. 

The aim of the governance review is to ensure that the GEBCO programme has the appropriate 

governance in place to effectively and efficiently deliver its annual work plan (and those of its 

subordinate bodies and activities), guided by the strategic objectives of its parent organizations (IHO and 

IOC) and the GEBCO Strategy. 
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The main objectives of the governance review are to examine: 

- The organizational and governance instruments and practices associated with GEBCO, its Guiding 
Committee and its Subcommittees; 

- The organizational and governance arrangements between GEBCO and external bodies that it 
routinely interacts with; 

- The organizational and governance arrangements for projects and any work items that GEBCO is 
involved in. 
 

3. GEBCO Strategy 

In preparing for undertaking the governance review, GGC noted that ordinarily, such an exercise would 

be designed to facilitate the delivery of a central strategy. For GEBCO, no such strategy existed; instead 

GEBCO had a central mission statement “to deliver the most authoritative, publicly available bathymetry 

of the world’s oceans”. Whilst the respective strategies of the parent organizations provided some 

guidance, nowhere was the connection explicitly stated. As a consequence, GGC commissioned the 

creation of a dedicated GEBCO Strategy which has been developed in parallel with this governance 

review.  

Given that the GEBCO Strategy has not yet entered into force, GGC approved the following assumptions 

to be used in conducting the governance review: 

- GEBCO is a Programme and will be an enduring endeavor; 

- GEBCO will remain a joint Programme of the IHO and IOC; 

- GEBCO relies on its parent organizations to hold funds; 

- GEBCO needs to be able to fundraise, spend and allocate funds to its bodies, projects, 

collaborative activities and contracted services; 

- The funds held on GEBCO’s behalf will/could increase significantly; 

- GEBCO as a Programme will have subordinate committees, working groups, projects and other 

work packages. 

Further, it was noted at GGC level that once the strategy enters into force, its aims and objectives should 

be carefully considered in future iterations of the governance review, or in the adoption of a continuous 

improvement approach to programme management. 

4. GEBCO Governance Review Project Team (GGRPT) Terms of Reference and Rules of Procedure 

Dedicated Terms of Reference (ToRs) and Rules of Procedure (RoPs) for the GGRPT were approved by 

14th IHO Inter-Regional Coordination Committee (IRCC14) and the 56th Session of the IOC Executive 

Council. The ToRs and RoPs can be found at Appendix A.  

5. External Advisory Panel 

The GGRPT ToRs and RoPs state that “the project team is empowered to identify suitably qualified 

members of an External Advisory Panel, and to engage them as required in order to provide assurance 

to the GGC (and the bodies to which the GGC is accountable) that the work that undertaken is of 

sufficient quality, is impartial and is objective in its recommendations”. The GGRPT considered carefully 

how they would make use of such a resource, and it was decided that they could be used on an ad hoc 

basis.  
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To date, three of the four positions identified have been filled with only a representative from industry 

to be appointed. Currently the EAP is constituted of: 

Legal Representative – Dr Virginie Tassin Campanella, Avocat à la Cour (Paris Bar) & EU/EFTA Attorney-

at-Law (Zürich Bar), Vice President of the Scientific Council of INDEMER (Monaco) 

Financial Representative – Mrs Sandrine Brunel, IHO Secretariat 

Academic Representative – Dr Paul Elsner, University of London 

Industry/Private Sector Representative – TBC 

6. Governance Framework 

In undertaking this governance review, it was essential to draw upon standardized best practices that 

exist as they relate to programme management and delivery. Whilst there is a huge amount of literature 

on the subject, and many different approaches to progamme governance, two principal sources were 

referenced: 

• ISO 21500:2021 (Guidance on project management), and ISO 21502:2020 (Guidance on 

programme management) 

• The UK Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery 

These two references were chosen on the basis that the ISO standards are by definition generic and 

cross cutting, whilst the UK Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery has proven utility 

(from the experience of the author) for the implementation and delivery of projects using the principles 

set out in the ISO Standards. 

Below follows a summary of the key relevant elements that were considered in undertaking this review. 

6.1. ISO 21500:2021 (Guidance on Project Management) and ISO 21502:2020 (Guidance on 

Programme Management) 

 

ISO 21500:2021 and ISO 21502:2020 provide international standards and guidance on project 

and programme management. These standards offer a structured approach to managing 

initiatives effectively. In the context of a governance review of GEBCO, the following principles 

apply: 

 

Governance Framework: Evaluate the presence of a well-defined governance framework 

within GEBCO. Ensure that roles, responsibilities, and authorities are clearly defined, and that 

there is alignment between project and programme governance structures. 

 

Benefit Realization: Assess GEBCO’s approach to defining, tracking, and realizing the benefits 

of its initiatives. Ensure that benefit realization plans are in place and that they align with the 

’organization’s mission and objectives. 

 

Documentation and Record-Keeping: Examine GEBCO’s documentation practices, including 

records of decisions, project plans, and governance meeting minutes. Ensure that 

documentation is thorough and accessible. 
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Change Management: Review how GEBCO handles changes to its projects and programmes. 

Assess the effectiveness of change control processes to minimize disruptions and ensure 

alignment with strategic goals. 

 

Continuous Improvement: Promote a culture of continuous improvement within GEBCO by 

identifying opportunities to enhance governance processes and practices. Regularly review and 

update the governance framework to adapt to changing needs and best practices. 

 

6.2. UK Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery 

 

The UK Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery provides a comprehensive 

framework for managing projects effectively within governmental organizations. Whilst GEBCO 

is a jointly owned programme of two inter-governmental organizations (so not strictly speaking 

government organizations), the expectations of good governance placed upon the parent 

organizations of GEBCO by their respective member states, means that this resource is highly 

relevant. In addition, the framework was used as the basis for the governance of a number of 

highly successful UK seabed mapping programmes (e.g. the Civil Hydrography Programme, The 

Commonwealth Marine Economies Programme and the Overseas Territories Seabed Mapping 

Programme). When applied to a governance review of GEBCO, the following key components 

and principles become relevant: 

 

Governance Structure: Assess GEBCO’s existing governance structure, including roles, 

responsibilities, and decision-making bodies. Ensure that the structure aligns with best 

practices and promotes accountability. 

 

Stakeholder Engagement: Evaluate how GEBCO engages with its stakeholders, including 

government agencies, international organizations, and the public. Ensure transparency and 

consider the needs and expectations of various stakeholders. 

 

Risk Management: Review GEBCO’s risk management practices, including the identification, 

assessment, mitigation, and monitoring of risks. Ensure that risks are adequately addressed to 

protect the ’organization’s mission and objectives. 

 

Performance Measurement: Examine the key performance indicators (KPIs) and metrics used 

by GEBCO to measure project and programme success. Ensure that these measurements align 

with organizational goals. 

 

Decision-Making Processes: Assess the clarity and effectiveness of decision-making processes 

within GEBCO, particularly at the governance and executive levels. Ensure that decisions are 

well-informed and transparent. 

In summary, the UK Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery, ISO 21500:2021, and ISO 

21502:2020 collectively provide a structured approach to governance and project/programme 

management. In conducting the governance review, these standards were used to assess and enhance 
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governance structures, stakeholder engagement, risk management, performance measurement, 

decision-making processes, benefit realization, documentation, change management, and continuous 

improvement practices to align with best practices and meet GEBCO’s objectives effectively. 

7. Methodology and Scope 

 

7.1. Stakeholder Engagement 

The stakeholder engagement process undertaken blended desk-based research with targeted 

consultations to ensure a thorough understanding and integration of stakeholder perspectives into 

the review’s development. Below is a summary of the approach taken: 

Desk-Based Study. The majority of the research and analysis took the form of a desk-based study, 

which served as the primary method for gathering initial data, insights, and identifying findings. This 

approach allowed for the collection of extensive background information, setting a solid foundation 

for subsequent consultations. 

 

Consultations with Key Stakeholders. A series of consultations were conducted with key 

stakeholders to delve deeper into the issues identified during the desk-based study. These 

interactions were crucial for obtaining firsthand insights, feedback, and recommendations, ensuring 

that the governance review’s direction was informed by those with a vested interest in its outcome. 

 

Consultations with Chairs of the Sub-Committees. Special attention was given to engaging the 

Chairs of the Sub-Committees, who played a critical role in the consultation phase. All Chairs were 

given the opportunity to review the initial findings and, in many cases, have already begun 

addressing them. This targeted engagement ensured that the project’s preliminary outcomes were 

scrutinized before specific recommendations were made. 

 

Support from the External Advisory Panel (EAP): The External Advisory Panel (EAP) provided a key 

source of support and perspective from outside of the immediate GEBCO community. The legal 

advisor’s input was instrumental in navigating the governance norms and legal structures of various 

international bodies, providing a nuanced understanding of the legal considerations impacting the 

programme.  

 

7.2. Analysis and Identification of findings 

Whilst the focus governance review was far broader than just the workings of the main GEBCO 

bodies, a series of guiding questions were developed to assist in the review of governance 

instruments and work plans. These questions were used as the starting point for the research and 

analysis, and provided consistency of approach, as well enabling the process to be repeatable. These 

questions were as follows: 

- Do the relevant governance instruments exist?  

- Are the governance instruments up to date and do they adequately support the work of the 

group or committee?  
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- Is the work plan clear, current and logically structured?  

- Is the work of the GGC and SCs appropriately structured in terms of programme delivery 

hierarchy?  

- Is the membership of the group or committee appropriate and are there any barriers to 

effective contribution?  

- Are any relevant working practices sufficiently clear, formalized and fit for purpose?  

7.3. Scope 

The detailed analysis in the governance review is limited to the main GEBCO Bodies (GGC and the 

Sub-Committees), as well as those activities, projects and organizations that GEBCO interacts with or 

has some kind of functional relationship. One exception is SCUFN, as it operates far more 

independently than the other Sub-Committees and was deemed too complex to be included in the 

initial phase. 

The internal workings and joint oversight of the Nippon Foundation – GEBCO Seabed 2030 Project is 

also out of scope in this initial phase. A general description and the nature of the relationship to the 

GEBCO and the GGC are described for completeness. 

Both SCUFN and Seabed 2030 could be considered for future phases as it would certainly be 

valuable to have the most complete governance picture possible. In the case of SB2030, this would 

be particularly relevant if or when GEBCO develops other projects and partnerships. 

The following specific areas of analysis are in scope of the governance review: 

- Mapping of GEBCO organizational and functional structure, detailing the nature of any 

relationships, reporting lines, obligations or liabilities; 

- Review of the legal structure and framework with a statement on the current and 

recommended future status (if change is deemed necessary); 

- Review of financial arrangements with a statement on the current and recommended future 

status (if change is deemed necessary); 

- A gap analysis of the current governance instruments (e.g. MoUs, ToRs etc.); 
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8. Organizational Mapping 

 

8.1. Organizational Structure 

A key element of the governance review was the mapping the organizational structure of the GEBCO 

Programme. This was a complex exercise; not least because the GEBCO Programme has evolved 

organically over the past 120 years. It is also the case that in some cases, the lack of governance 

instruments means that the exact nature of the reporting lines, and levels of autonomy and 

responsibilities are at best unclear, and at worst disputed. Figure 1 shows a representation of the 

organizational structure of the GEBCO Programme. It has been used for the basis of the governance 

review, analysis and governance instrument gap analysis. 

 

Figure 1 GEBCO Organizational Structure 
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Recommendation: The organizational diagram should be reviewed by the GGC with a definitive 

version agreed and included in the ToRs and RoPs of the GGC. 

8.2. Key bodies and organs of GEBCO 

8.2.1. GEBCO Guiding Committee 

The GEBCO Guiding Committee leads the delivery of the GEBCO Programme. The GGC’s 

operations are governed by its ToRs and RoPs (Appendix B) of which the latest version was 

adopted by the IOC on 4 July 2019 and the IHO on 5 June 2019. The GGC is made up of sixteen 

members; five Members appointed by the IHO, five Members appointed by the IOC, as well as 

the Chairs of GEBCO Sub-Committees and the Director of the IHO Data Centre for Digital 

Bathymetry (DCDB). Members of the GGC serve as experts in their personal capacity rather than 

as representatives of their organization and/or country. Representatives of the Secretariats of 

the IHO and IOC are permanent Observers in the GGC. 

The objectives of the GGC are summarized as: 

The GEBCO Guiding Committee shall:  

- Guide the IHO-IOC GEBCO Project, under the general governance of IHO and IOC while 

recognizing and following IHO and IOC policies.  

- Authorize the preparation and dissemination of maps, grids, data files and other 

appropriate depictions of the ocean floor.  

- Identify the needs of the various user communities of the bathymetry of the world’s 

oceans; study the ways and means whereby these needs can be met.  

- Identify the necessary resources, both human and financial, for its undertakings and 

make appropriate recommendations to its parent organizations.  

- Stimulate the flow of data relevant to the GEBCO Programme by actively identifying 

sources of new data and encouraging and promoting the release of data to appropriate 

data banks, with the objective of ensuring that maximum available data are provided to 

the IHO Data Centre for Digital Bathymetry (DCDB).  

- Supervise the development, maintenance and routine updating of GEBCO products. 

Activities are to include but are not restricted to:  

o Study and set out procedures for new compilations of bathymetry. 

o Develop standards and methodologies for the production of bathymetric maps 

and grids and recommend their adoption to the IHO and IOC and to the seafloor 

mapping community.  

o Supervise the development, production and updating of a worldwide grid of 

digital bathymetric data. 

o Supervise the preparation and maintenance, in association with national and 

international bodies, of an authoritative IHO/IOC GEBCO Gazetteer of Undersea 

Feature Names.  

o Study and implement the best distribution mechanism for the effective use of 

GEBCO products by all users.  
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o Investigate and develop appropriate logistical and financial arrangements 

necessary for the furtherance of the GEBCO Project, recognizing and taking into 

account the relevant IHO and IOC policies, and seeking the assistance of the 

Secretariats of the IHO and IOC as appropriate.  

o Integrate into its products the geographical names of undersea features that 

appear in the IHO-IOC GEBCO Gazetteer of Undersea Feature Names. 

 

8.2.2. Sub-Committee on Undersea Feature Names (SCUFN) 

The Sub-Committee on Undersea Feature Names reports to the Joint IOC-IHO GEBCO Guiding 

Committee (GGC) as its designated authority for all matters concerning undersea feature names.  

It is the function of the Sub-Committee to select those names of undersea features in the world 

ocean appropriate for use on GEBCO graphical and digital products, on the IHO small-scale 

international chart series, and on the regional IBC series.  

8.2.3. Technical Sub-Committee on Ocean Mapping (TSCOM) 

The Technical Sub-Committee on Ocean Mapping (TSCOM) was established in 2006 to advise 

the GEBCO Guiding Committee and all associate groups interested in the building and use of the 

GEBCO product. In addition, TSCOM serves the greater bathymetric, hydrographic, and maritime 

communities as authoritative source for technical expertise in seafloor mapping and forum for 

discussion on emerging technologies and applications of bathymetric and hydrographic data. 

The importance of this advising group is further stressed by The Nippon Foundation-GEBCO 

Seabed 2030 project.  

TSCOM reports to the GGC as its designated authority for all technical matters relevant to the 

goals of GEBCO as set out in the ToRs and RoPs (Appendix C). 

8.2.4. Sub-Committee on Regional Undersea Mapping (SCRUM) 

At a meeting of some GEBCO Guiding Committee (GGC) members (and one IHB representative) 

in Silver Spring, Maryland, USA on 18-29 May 2009, it was decided that a new Sub-Committee 

was required to coordinate, encourage, and provide an interface with the various regional 

mapping efforts being conducted by IOC, IHO and others. In addition, such a Sub-Committee on 

Regional Undersea Mapping (SCRUM) could function as an Editorial Board endorsing regional 

products to be included in GEBCO. These Terms of Reference and Rules of Procedure were 

presented to the full GGC at the annual meeting on 1-2 October 2009 in Brest, France, and the 

creation of the Sub-Committee was approved on an interim basis. At the following GGC meeting 

in Lima, Peru, on 18 September 2010, the Committee approved the formation of SCRUM on a 

permanent basis, subject to the approval of IOC and IHO. Authority for the creation of this sub-

committee is included in the GGC Terms of Reference, paragraph 1.9, which states that “As 

required, establish subordinate bodies (sub-committees and working groups) to fulfil the 

Committee Work Programme and approve the Terms of Reference and Rules of Procedure of 

those bodies, reviewing annually the continuing need for each subordinate body.” In accordance 

with paragraph 1.11 of the GEBCO Terms of Reference, SCRUM shall coordinate with regional 

mapping projects on the specifications and preparation of regional digital bathymetric models 

and charts, to ensure their compatibility with, and eventual inclusion in, GEBCO products. 
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SCRUM reports to GGC as its designated authority for all regional mapping and coordination 

matters relevant to the goals of GEBCO as set out in the ToRs and RoPs (Appendix D). 

8.2.5. Sub-Committee on Outreach and Public Engagement (SCOPE) 

At a meeting of the GEBCO Guiding Committee (GGC) in Busan, Republic of Korea on 16-17 

November 2017, it was agreed that a new Sub-Committee was required to coordinate the 

communications, outreach and external relations strategy and activities being conducted to 

support and raise awareness of the GEBCO Project and to complement the focused outreach 

activities of the Seabed 2030 Initiative. SCOPE is required to work closely with all GEBCO Sub-

Committees and with the Seabed 2030 Project Team to ensure a coordinated message, 

communications and engagement are achieved to support the activities of the IHO-IOC GEBCO 

Project. SCOPE also seeks to awareness of the GEBCO programme across regional and global 

communities with an interest in and need for ocean bathymetry data. The annual GEBCO 

Symposium, which has come to be know as the ‘Map the Gaps Symposium’ forms part of the 

SCOPE annual work plan. 

SCOPE reports to the GGC as its designated authority for all outreach matters relevant to the 

goals of GEBCO as set out in the ToRs and RoPs (Appendix E). 

8.2.6. Sub-Committee on Education and Training (SCET) 

The Sub-Committee on Education and Training (SCET) was established in 2022 to develop and 

coordinate the education and training strategy of the GEBCO Programme. In addition, SCET aims 

to raise awareness amongst academic institutions of gaps in education and training that may 

impact on the progress and development of ocean mapping and in particular, the objectives of 

the GEBCO Programme. As the newest GEBCO Sub-Committee, SCET is still in the initiation 

phase and is yet to make meaningful progress against its work plan. 

SCET reports to the GGC as its designated authority for all education and training matters 

relevant to the goals of GEBCO as set out in the ToRs and RoPs (Appendix F). 

8.3. Relationship and reporting mapping 

Based upon the entity’s mapping exercise, an analysis of the key functional and reporting 

relationships was undertaken. This included a review of the existing governance instruments and the 

identification of where gaps exist. This analysis is summarized in table 1. 

Table 1 Governance Instrument Gap Analysis 

Relationship Description Existing 
Instruments 

Gaps and Recommendations 

IHO – IOC The nature of the relationship 
is a partnership between the 
parent organizations. This is 
currently described in a 
generic MoU that is far 
broader than just GEBCO. 
However, it also predates the 

MoU 1. The MoU should be 
revisited and refreshed to 
make sure it reflects all 
current endeavors. 

2. A partnership 
arrangement should be 
established between the 
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advent of endeavors such as 
the UN Decade of Ocean 
Science for Sustainable 
Development and the Nippon 
Foundation – GEBCO Seabed 
2030 Project. 
 
As noted in the summary of 
the financial review, there is 
currently no mechanism for 
the exchange of funds from 
the IOC to the IHO. This limits 
how this contribution can be 
applied and requires a 
separate funding allocation 
process. 

two organizations to allow 
the distribution/holding of 
funds in the central 
GEBCO fund at the IHO. 

IHO – NOAA 
(DCDB) 

The Data Centre for Digital 
Bathymetry (DCDB) is the 
repository for much of the 
publicly available data that 
feeds into the GEBCO Grid as 
well as the Gazetteer of 
Undersea Feature Names. 
The DCDB is an IHO resource 
that is managed on behalf of 
the IHO Member States by 
the United States National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA). Prior 
to the start of the governance 
review, no specific instrument 
other than the record of the 
IHO Conference Decision to 
establish the DCDB existed to 
describe this relationship. 
This has subsequently been 
rectified in the form of an 
MoU which was signed during 
the 3rd Session of the IHO 
Assembly in 2023. 
 

MoU 1. Review the MoU 
periodically or after any 
organizational change to 
ensure it is current and fit 
for purpose. 

IHO/IOC – 
GEBCO 

The only instrument that 
describes the relationship 
between the parent 
organizations and the GEBCO 
Programme are the GGC ToRs 
and RoPs, last updated in 
2021.  

GGC ToRs 
and RoPs 

1. The exact status of the 
GGC should be clarified as 
it relates to the IHO 
operating structure. 
 

2. The ToRs and RoPs should 
be updated to reflect the 
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This document details that 
the GEBCO Guiding 
Committee is classed as a 
Joint Group of Experts under 
the IOC guidelines for 
subsidiary bodies, however 
there is no explanation of the 
status of the GGC as it relates 
to the IHO. In practice, the 
GGC reports into the IRCC and 
can be considered a 
subsidiary body of this IHO 
organ, however its exact 
status is not stipulated. 
 
The ToRs and RoPs refer to 
GEBCO as a project, despite a 
decision taken at GGC38 to 
reclassify it as a programme. 
 

GGC38 decision to 
reclassify the GEBCO 
Project as a Programme. 

GGC – SCUFN The relationship and 
reporting lines for the 
‘parent-child’ relationship 
between the GGC and SCUFN 
are described in SCUFN’s 
ToRs and RoPs. This 
document is currently under 
revision and is not in scope of 
this review 
 

ToRs and 
RoPs 

nil 

GGC – TSCOM The relationship and 
reporting lines for the 
‘parent-child’ relationship 
between the GGC and TSCOM 
are described in TSCOM’s 
ToRs and RoPs. 
 

ToRs and 
RoPs 

See 13.2.2 

GGC – SCRUM The relationship and 
reporting lines for the 
‘parent-child’ relationship 
between the GGC and SCRUM 
are described in SCRUM’s 
ToRs and RoPs. 
 

ToRs and 
RoPs 

See 13.2.3 

GGC – SCOPE  The relationship and 
reporting lines for the 
‘parent-child’ relationship 

ToRs and 
RoPs 

See 13.2.4 
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between the GGC and SCOPE 
are described in SCOPE’s ToRs 
and RoPs. 
 

GGC – SCET The relationship and 
reporting lines for the 
‘parent-child’ relationship 
between the GGC and SCET 
are described in SCET’s ToRs 
and RoPs. 
 

ToRs and 
RoPs 

See 13.2.5 

GEBCO/SCOPE 
– Map the 
Gaps 

There is currently no 
instrument that describes the 
relationship between any of 
the GEBCO bodies and the 
Not For Profit organization 
‘Map the Gaps’. In recent 
years, Map the Gaps has 
delivered what used to be the 
GEBCO Science week, now 
the Map the Gaps 
Symposium. Section 13.3.3 
goes into more detail 
regarding the background and 
complexities regarding this 
situation, however given that 
Map the Gaps is an 
autonomous entity that 
draws a budget from GEBCO 
through SCOPE, an 
instrument of some kind 
should be put in place to 
describe the operating 
relationship. 
 

Nil 1. Develop an MoU or 
partnership agreement 
that clearly sets out the 
nature of the relationship 
between GEBCO and Map 
the Gaps. As a minimum 
this should set out clearly 
any joint decision making 
processes, liability, levels 
of autonomy and detail 
relating to branding and 
identify. See Error! 
Reference source not 
found. 

GGC – SB2030 A number of documents exist 
that describe the operation of 
Seabed 2030, however there 
have been many iterations of 
these documents since the 
inception of the project. 
Whilst the operation of 
SB2030 is out of scope of this 
review, a dedicated piece of 
work should be undertaken 
to ensure that the latest 
versions of these documents 

 1. SB2030 Governance 
documentation should be 
reviewed, and the latest 
versions submitted to the 
GGC and SB2030 Sponsors 
to ensure that all parties 
are aware of the current 
governance 
arrangements. See Error! 
Reference source not 
found. 
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a submitted to the GGC for 
review. 
 

SCET/GGC – NF 
– GEBCO 
Training 
Programme 

The Nippon Foundation 
GEBCO Training Programme is 
in its 20th Year and predates 
the creation of SCET. More 
detail as to the background is 
provided in Error! Reference 
source not found., together 
with a specific 
recommendation for the 
oversight of the Programme. 
 
With the creation of SCET, it 
makes sense that the 
relationship between 
GEBCO’s nominated lead for 
education and training have a 
formal relationship with the 
NF - GEBCO Training 
Programme and the Parent 
Organizations, as happens 
with all the other 
Courses/Educational 
Programmes sponsored by 
donors (e.g. administrative 
aspects, management of the 
course, selection of the 
candidates, etc.). 
 

Nil 1. Clarify the relationship 
between SCET and the NF 
– GEBCO Training 
Programme, especially as 
relates to oversight, and 
ensure that either existing 
instruments are adjusted, 
or new ones created to 
describe the governance 
arrangements. 

TSCOM - BODC BODC manages the GEBCO 
website and, a number of 
other GEBCO assets on behalf 
of the GEBCO programme. In 
doing so it draws a budget 
from TSCOM. Currently there 
is no instrument which 
describes the nature of this 
relationship and what the 
expected service 
level/deliverables are. 
 

Nil 1. Develop and Service Level 
Agreement that describes 
agreed deliverables from 
BODC on behalf of 
TSCOM/GEBCO. 

 

9. GEBCO Programme Work Structure 
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As part of the Governance Review, the way in which GEBCO’s programme of work is structured was 

investigated. In doing so, the general principles of progamme and project delivery were considered to 

identify where current work practices differed from the excepted norms. Specifically, the UK 

Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery was used as the primary reference. 

Within this governance framework, the principle of work programme hierarchy is established.  

Organizing programmatic work into a sensible hierarchy allows an organization to make sure that the 

cascade of information, guidance and reporting flows correctly, which in turn allows for effective 

performance management. Figure 2 shows the relationship between portfolios, programmes, projects, 

related non-project work and specific work packages.  

 

Figure 2 Programmatic Work Hierarchy (Reproduced from the UK Government Functional Standard for Project Delivery) 

In considering how these principles might map across to the GEBCO Programme, it was also possible to 

identify whether the appropriate reporting and management bodies and practices were in place.  

9.1. Current Programme Work Structure 

In considering the current GEBCO Programme Work Structure, it was possible to map across from 

the generic work categories presented in the UK Government Functional Standard to the activity 

currently being undertaken within the programme. Figure 3 shows the current GEBCO Programme 

Work Structure, utilizing the same color coding as that presented in Figure 2.  
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Figure 3 Suggested future GEBCO Work Programme Structure 

Portfolio. Both the IRCC and the IOC Exec Council can be considered to manage portfolios of work of 

which the GEBCO Programme is a constituent part. Similarly, the NIPPON Foundation manages a 

portfolio of Programmes and Projects of which Seabed 2030 is one. 

Programme. GEBCO itself is considered a programme, as it is enduring in nature and has within its 

work plan various activities that could be considered projects, work items or other non-project 

work. 

Project. GEBCO has two main projects, the Seabed 2030 Project, and the GEBCO Training 

Programme, both of which are jointly managed with the Nippon Foundation as the main funding 

partner. It is possible that in the future, there may be other projects established and in doing so, 

careful consideration should be given to whether a dedicated programme management board needs 

to be established. 

Work Package. GEBCO’s programme of activity is currently described in a series of Work Plans. 

These work plans are analogous to Work Packages. The GGC has a master Work Plan which largely 

includes the delivery of the Work Plans of the Sub-Committees. However, in reality the work plans 

of the Sub-Committees are developed independently of the GGC and there is a question as to how 

the GGC can properly monitor performance. 

9.2. Processes and Procedures 

Within the work of GEBCO, there are a number of complex processes and procedures that are not 

covered by the ToRs and RoPs. These mainly relate to the management and oversight of the formal 

publications and products that GEBCO is responsible for. An example would be the procedure for 

the production of official GEBCO products, and how the appropriate checks and safeguards are put 

in place to ensure that international norms and best practices are observed. This is also important to 

ensure the protocols of the parent organizations are adhered to. 

It is suggested that where these processes exist, they should be captured in a Standard Operating 

Procedure (SOP) or similar and maintained on a regular basis. Such documents should have a clear 

owner and reference that can be referred to in any continuous improvement schema. 

 

IRCC
IOC. Exec. 

Council

GEBCO Guiding 
Committee

GGC WP

SCOPE WPTSCOM WPSCUFN WP SCRUM WP SCET WP SB2030

NF - GEBCO Training 
Programme
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9.3. Recommendations 

In considering how well GEBCO’s work programme structure conforms to excepted norms, it is 

obvious that there is very good alignment with the UK Government Functional Standard. However, 

what is unclear is how well the cascade of activity connects from discrete work items in each of the 

sub-committees work plans, through to the master work plan of the GGC and on to the objectives of 

the GEBCO Programme. This may well be because of the absence of a dedicated strategy and once 

complete, this should certainly be used to set clear measurement criteria that can be used to assess 

the relevance of activities to achieving GEBCO’s aims. 

Recommendation: Ensure there is a clear cascade and linkage between the objectives set out in 

the GEBCO Strategy and the individual work items included in the work plans. 

As the number of Projects that GEBCO manages increases, consideration should be given as to 

whether a programme management board should be established with key stakeholders who can 

advise on and monitor delivery. This would ideally sit in between the Sub-Committees and the GGC 

or be a subset of the GGC. 

Recommendation: Consider the creation of a dedicated programme management board. 

In the absence of a programme management board, it appears that there is a need for dedicated 

programme management resources. While the Chair teams of the Sub-Committees have 

responsibility for the management of their individual work plans, as do the GGC of theirs, the 

Programme is so complex and made up of so many discrete activities (and associated budget lines), 

that ordinarily there would be a dedicated programme management resource that is responsible for 

monitoring and reporting on progress. This responsibility is beyond the scope of the role of any of 

the GGC Officials or the Secretary. 

Recommendation: Consider the need for a dedicated GEBCO Programme Manager 

10. Finance 

The review of the financial situation as part of the governance review was limited to a review of the 

GEBCO budget, funding and approval process. This process has been revised and is described in 

Appendix G. of this report. 

10.1. Funding 

The General Bathymetric Chart of the Oceans (GEBCO) programme, despite its significant size and 

importance, operates on a relatively modest budget. It secures funding from a variety of sources: 

approximately 10,000 Euros from the International Hydrographic Organization (IHO) budget, 8,000 

Euros from the Government of Monaco, and 20,000 Euros biannually from the Intergovernmental 

Oceanographic Commission (IOC), though this latter amount is not directly transferred to GEBCO's 

central fund but is instead redistributed if not utilized. Notably, the Nippon Foundation stands out as 

GEBCO's largest benefactor, contributing roughly 4 million USD across both the Seabed 2030 

(SB2030) and GEBCO Training Programmes, highlighting the foundation's significant investment in 

the advancement of oceanographic research and seabed mapping. 
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10.2. Future ambition 

It is a stated ambition, if not a necessity, for GEBCO to increase the funding it has available, as well 

as diversify its funding sources. In doing so, a dedicated funding strategy was commissioned in 2020 

to identify options for how GEBCO could achieve this. 

The resulting report detailed a number of approaches to soliciting funding, as well as options for 

how GEBCO would need to adapt its structure (and potential legal status) to accommodate these 

activities. This report is included at Appendix H. of this report. 

Recommendation: The options proposed within the Funding Proposal report should be considered 

alongside the legal review once this governance review has been considered and an 

implementation plan produced. Consideration should also be given to work of the IHO Funding 

Project Team to avoid duplication and take advantage of synergies. 

11. Legal Review 

No full legal review has been conducted to date. In consultation with the legal advisor from the External 

Advisory Panel, it was agreed that until the GEBCO Strategy was in place, and in light of this the options 

set out in the funding Strategy had been considered by the GGC and Parent organizations, there would 

be limited benefit in undertaking this exercise. 

Recommendation: A full review of the current and potential future legal status of the GEBCO 

Programme be commissioned. This review should consider the GEBCO Strategy and the previously 

commissioned Funding Strategy.  

12. Risk Management 

Risk management in the context of programme delivery involves identifying, assessing, and mitigating 

risks that could potentially impact the programme's success. This process is critical for several reasons: 

Ensures Programme Objectives Are Met. By identifying and mitigating risks early, risk management 

helps ensure that the programme can achieve its objectives within the set timelines and budget. 

Improves Decision Making. Through a structured approach to identifying and evaluating risks, 

programme managers can make informed decisions, prioritizing resources and efforts where they are 

most needed. 

Enhances Resource Efficiency. Risk management allows for the efficient allocation of resources, 

ensuring that time, money, and other resources are invested in areas that mitigate significant risks and 

support the programme's success. 

Increases Stakeholder Confidence. By demonstrating a proactive approach to identifying and managing 

risks, confidence among stakeholders (including future potential funders of the GEBCO Programme who 

may wish to do due diligence), that the programme will be delivered successfully. 

Facilitates Continuous Improvement. By learning from identified risks and the outcomes of mitigation 

strategies, a Programme such as GEBCO can continuously improve their risk management practices and 

programme delivery capabilities. 
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In conducting the governance review, and specifically assessing the current GEBCO Programme work 

structure and practices, it is obvious that there is no discernable risk management process in place, nor 

does it appear to be considered in the designing of work items. Work plans include a very simplistic 

prioritization score against individual work items but only for the purposes of assigning budget. 

Risk management is a key component of a Continuous Improvement process which is further elaborated 

on in section 13.3. 

Recommendation: All bodies that have a work plan adopt a risk management process to support 

effective programme delivery 

 

13. Analysis and Findings 

Based upon organizational and functional mapping of the GEBCO Programme, the following findings 

have been identified. They are presented by organizational entity to aid discussion and validation. Each 

finding has been categorized by ‘type’ and where appropriate, a recommendation for onward action 

suggested. It should be noted that the suggested recommendations (where made) are to stimulate 

discussion and are subject to agreement by those bodies affected and ultimately endorsement by the 

GGC. 

13.1. Parent Organizations 

Table 2 provides a summary of the key finding relating to the two parent organizations. The review 

of existing governance instruments showed that the MoU between the two organizations predated 

key developments such as the UN Decade of Ocean Science for sustainable development and 

Seabed 2030. 

Table 2 Parent Organization Findings 

Finding Ref. Type Detail Recommendation 

IHO - IOC 1 Instrument MoU between two organizations 

is out of date and predates 

SB2030 and the UN Ocean 

Decade 

Review and update MoU 

IHO – IOC 2 Instrument No Mechanism to transfer funds 

between parent organizations 

Develop partnership arrangement 

 

13.2. Analysis of Key GEBCO bodies 

 

13.2.1. GEBCO Guiding Committee 

Table 3 summarizes the findings as relate to the GGC. The main themes relate to the 

membership of the GGC and the way that the modern portfolio of work is structured. The 

nature of the findings identified are largely a reflection of how the work of the GEBCO 

Programme has evolved over recent years into a complex portfolio of different work items. 
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One of the key challenges identified was the size and nature of the GGC, currently at 16 

members. Further, there was a lack of clarity around the roles and responsibilities of the GGC 

members given that 10 are appointed by either IHO and IOC, 5 are Chairs of the Sub-

Committees, and 1 is the ex-officio member by virtue of the role of the director of the DCDB. 

This structure makes the GGC large, flat in structure, and opaque when it comes to authority 

and circular reporting. It is felt that the structure of the GGC could be adapted to reduce its size 

and separate the functions of the executive strategic leadership, and the tactical programme 

manager functions. 

Table 3 GGC Findings 

Finding Ref. Type Detail Recommendation 

GGC 1 Instrument ToRs largely fit for purpose but 

should be reviewed in light of the 

Strategy to ensure that objectives 

are consistent 

Review ToRs to ensure 

alignment with strategy 

GGC 2 Process No portfolio/project board and 

lack of programme structure 

Consider these deficiencies 

when approving future versions 

of WPs 

GGC 3 Membership Membership (especially Ex-

Officio) is problematic in that 

there is the potential for conflict 

of interest where committee 

members are the recipient of 

GEBCO project funds 

Consider the make up of the 

GGC membership against new 

strategy and governance norms 

GGC 4 Finance No formal guidance on financial 

management and accountability 

Note and include in financial 

review 

GGC 5 Membership Unlike IHO/IOC appointed 

members of the GGC, it is not a 

condition of SC Chair's 

membership of GGC to be able to 

attend annual meetings, with 

associated T&S covered by their 

employer or individually. 

Develop a policy that makes it 

clear to what extent all 

members of the GGC are 

expected to fund their own 

travel. 

GGC 6 Membership The number of GGC members 

(15) is quite large for a body such 

as GEBCO 

Consider the shape and size of 

the GGC 
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GGC 7  Membership The roles and responsibilities of 

GGC members are not clear, and 

further confused by the three 

categories of appointment. 

 

ToRs and GGC Membership list 

to clarify roles and 

responsibilities of GGC member 

and whether the categories of 

appointment support or hinder 

effective delivery of GGC 

business 

 

13.2.2. TSCOM  

Table 4 summarizes the findings as they relate to TSCOM. TSCOM (with perhaps the exception 

of SCUFN) has the largest and most complex programme of work. As such, it has a number of 

functional relationships and dependencies on external entities. A number of the findings relate 

to how these relationships could be formalized and the potential for consolidating work items. It 

is likely that the latter will only be possible once the GEBCO Strategy has been completed. 

Table 4 TSCOM Findings 

Finding Ref. Type Detail Recommendation 

TSCOM 1 Instrument ToRs largely fit for purpose but 

should be reviewed in light of 

the Strategy to ensure that 

objectives are consistent 

Review ToRs to ensure 

alignment with Strategy 

TSCOM 2 Operations Work Plan is very complex and 

could be rationalised 

Rationalise work plan to reduce 

items and improve clarity 

TSCOM 3 Instrument No instrument in place to 

describe the role of NOAA in 

hosting GEBCO Data in the 

DCDB 

Incorporate into IHO - DCDB 

MoU 

TSCOM 4 Instrument No instrument in place to 

describe the role of NOC/BODC 

in managing the GEBCO website 

IHO/IOC to consider 

implementing an MoU 

TSCOM 5 Membership Need for dedicated secretary 

that can accommodate more 

frequent meetings 

Identify a secretary from within 

the membership, establish terms 

of service and update ToRs 

accordingly 

TSCOM 6 Instrument No formal 

instrument/agreement to 

describe interface with SB2030 

Conduct a review of the SB2030 

Governance Documents 
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TSCOM 7 Product No formal statement of the 

ownership of GEBCO products 

Give all GEBCO products an 

IHO/IOC formal publication 

reference e.g. Digital Atlas 

TSCOM 8  Membership Number of full members could 

hinder decision making and 

ability to be quorate. 

Review and potentially reduce 

number of full members – 

adjusting ToRs as required. 

 

13.2.3. SCRUM 

Table 5 summarizes the findings as they relate to SCRUM. The main issue identified related to 

the work of SCRUM that supports other activities/bodies such as TSCOM and Seabed 2030. In 

discussion with the SCRUM Chair Team it is evident that this is likely to be an exercise in 

clarifying the wording in the work plan as opposed to materially adjusting any activity. 

Table 5 SCRUM Findings 

Finding Ref. Type Detail Recommendation 

SCRUM 1 Instrument ToRs largely fit for purpose but 

should be reviewed in light of 

the Strategy to ensure that 

objectives are consistent 

Review ToRs to ensure alignment 

with Strategy 

SCRUM 2 Work Plan Potential overlap in terms of 

scope with TSCOM/SB2030 - 

May just need clarification in 

Work Plan 

Work with other SCs and SB2030 

team to review work plan and 

add notation where required to 

clarify areas of common interest 

SCRUM 3 Work Plan Work plan is complicated and 

could be rationalised 

Review Work plan once strategy 

has been published and agree 

prioritisation 

SCRUM 4 Process Timing of meetings could be 

adjusted to have one 

preparatory virtual meeting and 

one in person meeting alongside 

Map the Gaps and GGC 

SCRUM to consider and agree on 

a routine that works for 

membership 

SCRUM 5 Membership Number of full members could 

hinder decision making and 

ability to be quorate. 

Review and potentially reduce 

number of full members – 

adjusting ToRs as required. 

 

13.2.4. SCOPE 



IOC/EC-57/4.4.Doc(1) - Appendix 
 

24 

Table 6 summarizes the findings as they relate to SCOPE. The main issues identified surround 

the interaction between SCOPE and the other GEBCO bodies, including the parent organizations. 

Given the purpose of SCOPE is to coordinate and support the outreach and communication 

requirements of the GEBCO Programme, strong coordination with the other GECBO bodies is 

essential. Further, the Parent Organizations being IGOs that are accountable to their member 

states, need to have a more effective means of supporting the work of SCOPE. It is felt this could 

be achieved by the creation of a new category of participation/membership for the 

Communication leads of the parent organization, together with the formalization of a process 

for review planned communication material. 

Table 6 SCOPE Findings 

Finding Ref. Type Detail Recommendation 

SCOPE 1 Instrument ToRs largely fit for purpose but 

should be reviewed in light of 

the Strategy to ensure that 

objectives are consistent 

Review ToRs to ensure 

alignment with Strategy 

SCOPE 2 Process Potential need to define a 

formal process for approval of 

comms material that affects 

other SCs or bodies.  

Define process diagram that can 

be appended to ToRs 

SCOPE 3 Process Timing of meetings could be 

adjusted to have one 

preparatory virtual meeting and 

one in person meeting alongside 

Map the Gaps and GGC 

SCRUM to consider and agree on 

a routine that works for 

membership 

SCOPE 4 Membership Role of Reps of IHO/IOC unclear 

and process for reviewing 

outward communications 

activity not in place. 

Consider a new category of 

participation of IHO/IOC Comms 

Reps in SCOPE 

SCOPE 5 Membership Number of full members could 

hinder decision making and 

ability to be quorate. 

Review and potentially reduce 

number of full members – 

adjusting ToRs as required. 

SCOPE 6 Relationship Formal relationship between 

Map the Gaps and 

SCOPE/GEBCO is unclear and 

undocumented. 

Relationship should be clarified 

and formalized via an 

appropriate instrument. 
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13.2.5. SCET 

SCET is the newest Sub-Committee and is still in its initiation phase. As a consequence, the only 

finding relates to the need to review the ToRs once the new GEBCO Strategy has been 

developed. 

13.3. Ancillary Bodies, Entities and Activities 

In addition to the GEBCO Sub-Committees, there are several bodies, entities and activities that 

GEBCO either collaborates on or with to deliver its objectives. The governance that surrounds these 

endeavors is briefly described below, but in all cases, further work may be required to fully review 

the associated working practices once the core GEBCO governance has been refreshed. 

13.3.1. Nippon Foundation GEBCO Seabed 2030 Project 

The Nippon Foundation-GEBCO Seabed 2030 (SB2030) Project is a collaborative project aimed at 

mapping the entire ocean floor by the year 2030. This initiative seeks to bring together existing 

data with new information obtained through various mapping efforts to create a 

comprehensive, freely available map of the world's seabed. The project is a partnership 

between The Nippon Foundation, a private philanthropic organization in Japan, and GEBCO. 

SB2030 reports annually to the GGC on progress and is supported by a Strategic Advisory Group. 

In addition, a SB2030 ‘Sponsors’ meeting is convened at least annually where items of mutual 

strategic interest are discussed informally. As described in 8.3, whilst SB2030 the internal 

management of SB2030 was out of scope of this governance review, the existing governance 

documentation should be reviewed and submitted to the GGC (and other concerned parties) for 

consideration.  

One challenge identified with involving the GGC in the planning of SB2030 activity is the 

differing reporting years associated with the Nippon Foundation and the senior bodies of the 

Parent Organizations. This may be helped by an adjustment to the structure of the GGC or the 

creation of a Programme Management Board as recommended in 9.2. 

13.3.2. Nippon Foundation – GEBCO Training Programme 

The Nippon Foundation – GEBCO Training Programme, delivered at UNH is in its 20th year. In 

addition to seven students currently at UNH, 112 scholars, from 45 countries have been through 

the course. Following the Alumni gathering in Tokyo in August of 2023, a detailed survey of the 

Alumni was conducted to better understand how well the program meets current and future 

needs. The results of this review are currently under discussion with the Nippon Foundation. 

The review will be completed in time to introduce any changes for the 21st year of the 

programme starting in September 2024.   

The course is funded by the Nippon Foundation and delivered by the University of New 

Hampshire. The funds are held by the IHO on behalf of the UNH and re-distributed as required.  

It was reported to GGC 40 that “the NF Project Management Committee has oversight, on 

behalf of the GGC, of the training programme at UNH and other NF funded projects; not 

including Seabed 2030. Current members are Robin Falconer (chair), Shin Tani, Martin 
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Jakobsson, Hugo Montoro, Taisei Morishita, Dave Monahan and Rochelle Wigley. However, it is 

not clear what the status of this committee is, and no governance documentation describing its 

remit has been identified. The role of the two parent organizations (IHO and IOC) is unclear, and 

is notably different from the management of other donor funded educational programmes that 

exist. As recommended in 8.3, consideration should be given as to the relationship between the 

NF – GEBCO Training Programme and SCET, especially as relates to oversight, and appropriate 

governance instruments should be put in place. In any case, some manner of formal oversight or 

external guidance should be available to those delivering the Training Programme. 

13.3.3. Map the Gaps 

Map the Gaps (MtGs) non-profit organization registered in the USA, is focused exclusively on 

ocean floor exploration and committed to providing open-access data via international 

collaboration. MtGs is overseen by a board of five directors and is engaged in a range of projects 

around the world. In recent years, MtGs has delivered the eponymous annual symposium which 

evolved from the original GEBCO Science Week. MtGs delivers the symposium as part of the 

SCOPE Work Programme and as such receives funding from GEBCO. As reported in 8.3, there is 

no governance instrument in place that describes either the relationship between MtGs and 

GEBCO, nor the associated roles and responsibilities. It is not clear whether MtGs is delivering 

the symposium for GEBCO, or whether GEBCO is supporting an independent activity that 

supports the mutual aims of both organizations. This situation should be clarified as 

recommended in 8.3.  

14. Continuous Improvement 

A key component of this governance review is the proposal for a continuous improvement process that 

would help GEBCO evolve alongside good governance whilst negating the need for another full review in 

the future. In considering the gaps in risk and programme management processes, together with the key 

characteristics of the GEBCO programme, it is suggested that implementing a continuous improvement 

process that integrates an issues log and risk register could significantly enhance the effectiveness, 

efficiency, and safety of the programme. Below is a tailored proposal outlining a structured approach to 

developing such a mechanism which is adapted from those principles set out in ISO 21500:2021 and ISO 

21502:2020. 

Continuous Improvement Process Proposal for the GEBCO Programme 

Objective: Establish a framework for continuous improvement within the GEBCO Programme, leveraging 

an issues log and risk register to identify, assess, and mitigate risks and issues promptly and effectively. 

Issues Log. A key component of any continuous improvement process is an issues log. This is a simple 

means of capturing any issues or observations during the delivery of the work plan, or in the conducting 

of meetings, undertaking an initial analysis of the nature of the issue, identifying or connecting to any 

specific programme risks, agreeing a priority for resolution and tracking progress. Such an issues log 

could take the form of a spreadsheet and could be held centrally at the GGC level or individually at the 

Sub-Committee level. 
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Risk Register. Develop a comprehensive risk register that identifies potential risks, their likelihood, 

impact, and strategies for mitigation. This register should be dynamic, allowing for the addition of new 

risks as they are identified. 

Linking the Issues Log and Risk Register. Establish a process where issues from the log are reviewed to 

identify new risks or reassess existing ones in the risk register. This integration ensures that the 

programme is proactive in risk management. 

Regular Review. The review of the issues log and risk register should be built into the standing agendas 

of the annual meetings of the GGC and Sub-Committees. Key risks and issues should be included in the 

annual reporting of the GGC to the IHO IRCC and the IOC Executive Council. 

Continuous Improvement Culture. It is important to embed a culture of continuous improvement by 

encouraging all GEBCO contributors to engage in identifying risks and issues. This should be an 

expectation of those proposing work items, especially those for which GEBCO funding is being allocated. 

Lessons Identified. On completion of key pieces of work, where a risk is successfully mitigated or an 

issue is appropriately managed, time should be taken to identify any lessons that would be useful 

consideration when undertaking future activity. These lessons can be included in the issues log. 

Performance measurement. Whilst developing dedicated key performance indicators relating to risk 

and issues management would probably be overkill for a programme such as GEBCO, a general review as 

to the utility of the process and whether it is fit for purpose should be encouraged. 

Feedback Mechanism. Create a mechanism for receiving feedback on the continuous improvement 

process from team members and stakeholders. Use this feedback to refine and enhance the process 

continuously. 

Recommendation: Consider the proposal for a continuous improvement process and implement into 

GEBCO Programme business as usual practices. 

15. Conclusion and Next Steps 

 

15.1. Key Observations 

The governance review process was significantly more extensive and complex than initially 

anticipated, highlighting the intricate nature of the structures involved. Central to the issues 

identified were the need for better formalization of processes and a clearer definition of roles, 

responsibilities, and accountabilities, which combined may result in a systemic lack of clarity that 

could hamper operational effectiveness. A key gap identified was the absence of dedicated 

programme management resource which would ideally bridge the operational gap between the 

Sub-Committee Chairs and the GGC. 

A key finding is the need to review the GGC in terms of its size, structure, and function. This reform 

is deemed essential and should involve the parent organizations. Further, particular care should be 

taken to avoid dilution of purpose and effectiveness by expanding the GGC membership in the quest 

for inclusivity. 
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As GEBCO continues on its growth trajectory, it's clear that its governance practices must evolve in 

tandem to support this development effectively. The absence of a GEBCO strategy during the 

governance review limited the ability to pinpoint specific structural reforms. This highlights the 

necessity for future governance iterations to be closely aligned with the new strategy once in place, 

integrating a continuous improvement regime as a fundamental aspect of GEBCO's operational 

ethos. Together, these observations paint a picture of an organization at a crossroads, where 

strategic planning, clarity in governance, and the establishment of dedicated management resources 

are critical for its future direction and effectiveness. 

15.2. List of Recommendations 

Table 7. lists all Recommendations that have been discussed in this report. They are provided here 

with the corresponding section number and subject area. Table 7 is provided as aid to assessing the 

findings in this report and care should be taken to read them in the context of the analysis provided 

in the corresponding sections. 

Table 7 Summary of Recommendations 

Section 
Number 

Subject Recommendation 

8.1 Organizational Structure The organizational diagram should be 
reviewed by the GGC with a definitive 
version agreed and included in the ToRs 
and RoPs of the GGC. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
IHO – IOC 
 

The MoU should be revisited and 
refreshed to make sure it reflects all 
current endeavors. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
IHO – IOC 
 

A partnership arrangement should be 
established between the two 
organizations to allow the 
distribution/holding of funds in the central 
GEBCO fund at the IHO. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
IHO – NOAA (DCDB) 

Review the MoU periodically or after any 
organizational change to ensure it is 
current and fit for purpose. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
IHO/IOC - GEBCO 

The exact status of the GGC should be 
clarified as it relates to the IHO operating 
structure. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
IHO/IOC - GEBCO 

The ToRs and RoPs should be updated to 
reflect the GGC38 decision to reclassify the 
GEBCO Project as a Programme. 
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8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
GBECO/SCOPE – Map the Gaps 

Develop an MoU or partnership 
agreement that clearly sets out the nature 
of the relationship between GEBCO and 
Map the Gaps. As a minimum this should 
set out clearly any joint decision-making 
processes, liability, levels of autonomy and 
detail relating to branding and identify. 
 

8.3 GGC – SB2030 SB2030 Governance documentation 
should be reviewed, and the latest 
versions submitted to the GGC and SB2030 
Sponsors to ensure that all parties are 
aware of the current governance 
arrangements. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
SCET/GGC – NF – GEBCO Training 
Programme 

Clarify the relationship between SCET and 
the NF – GEBCO Training Programme, 
especially as relates to oversight, and 
ensure that either existing instruments are 
adjusted, or new ones created to describe 
the governance arrangements. 
 

8.3 Relationship and Reporting Mapping – 
TSCOM - BODC 

Develop and Service Level Agreement that 
describes agreed deliverables from BODC 
on behalf of TSCOM/GEBCO. 
 

9.3 Current Programme Work Structure Ensure there is a clear cascade and linkage 
between the objectives set out in the 
GEBCO Strategy and the individual work 
items included in the work plans. 
 

9.3 Current Programme Work Structure Consider the creation of a dedicated 
programme management board. 
 

9.3 Current Programme Work Structure Consider the need for a dedicated GEBCO 
Programme Manager. 
 

10.2 Finance – Future Ambition The options proposed within the Funding 
Proposal report should be considered 
alongside the legal review once this 
governance review has been considered 
and an implementation plan produced. 
Consideration should also be given to work 
of the IHO Funding Project Team to avoid 
duplication and take advantage of 
synergies. 
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11 Legal Review A full review of the current and potential 
future legal status of the GEBCO 
Programme be commissioned. This review 
should consider the GEBCO Strategy and 
the previously commissioned Funding 
Strategy. 
 

12 Risk Management All bodies that have a work plan adopt a 
risk management process to support 
effective programme delivery. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC Review ToRs to ensure alignment with 
strategy. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC Consider these deficiencies when 
approving future versions of WPs. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC Consider the make up of the GGC 
membership against new strategy and 
governance norms. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC Note and include in financial review. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC Develop a policy that makes it clear to 
what extent all members of the GGC are 
expected to fund their own travel. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC Consider the shape and size of the GGC. 
 

13.2.1 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - GGC ToRs and GGC Membership list to clarify 
roles and responsibilities of GGC member 
and whether the categories of 
appointment support or hinder effective 
delivery of GGC business. 
 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Review ToRs to ensure alignment with 
Strategy. 
 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Rationalise work plan to reduce items and 
improve clarity. 
 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Incorporate into IHO - DCDB MoU 
 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM IHO/IOC to consider implementing an 
MoU. 
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13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Identify a secretary from within the 
membership, establish terms of service 
and update ToRs accordingly 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Conduct a review of the SB2030 
Governance Documents. 
 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Give all GEBCO products an IHO/IOC 
formal publication reference e.g. Digital 
Atlas. 
 

13.2.2 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - TSCOM Review and potentially reduce number of 
full members – adjusting ToRs as required. 
 

13.2.3 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCRUM Review ToRs to ensure alignment with 
Strategy. 
 

13.2.3 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCRUM Work with other SCs and SB2030 team to 
review work plan and add notation where 
required to clarify areas of common 
interest. 
 

13.2.3 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCRUM Review Work plan once strategy has been 
published and agree prioritization. 
 

13.2.3 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCRUM SCRUM to consider and agree on a routine 
that works for membership. 
 

13.2.3 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCRUM Review and potentially reduce number of 
full members – adjusting ToRs as required. 
 

13.2.4 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCOPE Review ToRs to ensure alignment with 
Strategy. 
 

13.2.4 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCOPE Define process diagram that can be 
appended to ToRs. 
 

13.2.4 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCOPE SCRUM to consider and agree on a routine 
that works for membership. 
 

13.2.4 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCOPE Consider a new category of participation 
of IHO/IOC Comms Reps in SCOPE. 
 

13.2.4 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCOPE Review and potentially reduce number of 
full members – adjusting ToRs as required. 
 

13.2.4 Analysis of Key GEBCO Bodies - SCOPE Relationship should be clarified and 
formalized via an appropriate instrument. 
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14 Continuous Improvement Consider the proposal for a continuous 
improvement process and implement into 
GEBCO Programme business as usual 
practices. 
 

 

15.3. Next steps and future activities 

The following next steps are presented for consideration subject to discussion by the GGC and other 

key stakeholders: 

Presentation of Report. The report will be submitted for the consideration of the GGC as set out in 

the GGRPT ToRs and RoPs. 

Individual Consideration of Recommendations. These recommendations are to be evaluated either 

by the GGC as a whole or by a designated sub-group. This step ensures focused attention on each 

suggestion, facilitating thorough analysis and decision-making. Care should be taken when deciding 

whether or not to implement a recommendation, as some recommendations may or may not be 

mutually exclusive. 

Development of Implementation Plan. A structured plan for implementing the agreed-upon 

recommendations should be developed. This plan will serve as a roadmap, outlining the steps 

necessary to deliver the desired changes and improvements. 

Integration of Continuous Improvement Regime. There is a clear directive to embed a continuous 

improvement framework into the working practices of all committees and subcommittees. This 

approach aims to foster an ongoing culture of evaluation and enhancement, ensuring that 

governance mechanisms evolve in line with organizational needs and challenges. 

Governance Review of SCUFN. A specific governance review using the same model employed for 

the broader analysis could be conducted for the Sub-Committee on Undersea Feature Names 

(SCUFN). This targeted review will assess SCUFN's governance structures and processes, with 

findings to be reported back to the GGC. 

Review of SB2030 Oversight. An examination focused on the oversight of the Seabed 2030 (SB2030) 

project could be considered. Such a review should consider how GEBCO's governance needs to 

adapt to support a growing portfolio of projects and programmes. It is crucial that this review is 

conducted with caution to avoid disrupting the operations of SB2030, which is recognized as a well-

functioning project. Further, any review should be discussed and planned in consultation with the 

Nippon Foundation and Parent organizations to ensure it adheres to and meets the needs of all 

parties. 

Review of the legal status of GEBCO. Depending on the outcome of the GEBCO Strategy activity, 

and in considering the future ambition of GEBCO to undertake fundraising for future activities, a 

targeted review of the options for the future legal status of GEBCO should be undertaken. This 

should ideally be led by the Parent Organizations. 
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