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A. Introduction 

  
1. The proposed project performance evaluation report (PPER) will evaluate the Coral Reef 
Rehabilitation and Management Project Phase II.1  The project was supported by an Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) loan financed through the Asian Development Fund, approved on 6 
December 2002 and financially closed on 31 December 2011. The project completion report 
(PCR)2 circulated in November 2012 rated it successful. This rating was confirmed by a project 
validation report (PVR)3 approved in September 2014. The PCR recommended a PPER be 
conducted about 4 years after project completion so that livelihood and resource enhancement 
activities4 with long gestation periods can have full impacts on coastal communities. 
 
2. Findings and lessons of this evaluation will feed into the proposed Thematic Evaluation 
Study on ADB’s Support to Natural Capital and Biodiversity programmed for 2018.5 The lessons 
are likely to be about integrated approaches to protect critical natural resources and improve the 
livelihoods of local communities. So far, there has not been an in-depth evaluation of ADB 
projects in marine resources and coastal ecosystems. Considering the emerging challenges of 
climate change and biodiversity loss in ADB’s developing member countries, the evaluation will 
help their efforts in addressing threats faced by natural capital including the coastal and marine 
resources. Lessons from the PPER will contribute to ADB’s future operations with key priorities 
in the areas of environmentally sustainable and inclusive growth.  
 
3. This approach paper sets out the project background, the scope and approach of this 
evaluation, and tentative resource and schedule requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1
  ADB. 2002. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to 

Republic of Indonesia for the Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project Phase II. Manila. 
2
  ADB. 2012. Completion Report. Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project Phase II. Manila. 

3
  Independent Evaluation Department (IED). 2014. Validation Report: Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management 

Project Phase II. Manila: ADB. 
4
  Livelihood projects include seaweed culture, grouper culture, and fish cracker processing. Resource enhancement 

activities
 
include decreased illegal fishing activities and an increase in live coral cover and fish catch rates. 

5
 Lessons from the project may feed into the Country Assistance Program Evaluation (CAPE) for Indonesia 
programmed for 2019 through the on-going Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program—Coral Triangle 
Initiative Project, subsequent to the project (see para 8). 
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B. Country and Strategic Background 
 
4. Country context. As the world's largest archipelago and the world’s 4th most populous 
country6 with a population of 257.6 million in 2016,7 Indonesia has made tremendous social, 
economic, and political progress since its independence in 1945. While the economy has grown 
fivefold since the mid-1980s,8 growth-oriented policies put unsustainable pressures on natural 
resources. The country is endowed with a remarkable natural environment, tropical climate, and 
diverse ecoregions that harbor thousands of unique biological species. Many coastal regions, 
however, have suffered from overexploitation of marine resources, overfishing, and degradation 
of marine ecosystems sustained by coral reefs and mangrove forests.9  
 
5. Indonesia has the largest coral reef areas in the world, accounting for an estimated 18% 
of the total coral reef area.10 Home to 25% of all marine life,11 coral reefs provide food and 
shelter for marine species as well as sustain a large part of incredible biological diversity of the 
country. Notwithstanding, some 70% of the country’s coral reefs are damaged and threatened 
(footnote 9). This can adversely affect the livelihoods of vulnerable coastal areas where more 
than 53% of coastal families are living below the poverty line.12 It is important to raise income 
levels and improve living standards among coastal communities, so that they can exercise 
effective stewardship over coastal resources. While head count poverty has fallen from 22% in 
the mid-1980s to 11% in 2015, Indonesia has one of the largest gaps between the rich and poor 
in Southeast Asia13 which continues to widen. 
 
6. Strategic sector context. Marine and coastal resources, particularly fisheries, play a 
key role in food security and provide an important source of income and employment (footnote 
9).14

 The government has recognized increasing development pressure on the coastal zone as 
a serious problem. Sustainable management of the coral reef ecosystem is a primary objective 
of Indonesia’s marine and fisheries sector development plans including the National Medium-
Term Development Plan (RPJMN) 2015–2019 15  that aims to achieve more inclusive and 
environmentally sustainable growth by involving all citizens and regions.  
 
7. The 2016 Country Partnership Strategy (footnote 7) will continue to support Indonesia’s 
participation in key sub-regional initiatives such as the Coral Triangle Initiative. It will also more 
generally, continue support for community participation in conserving natural resources and 

                                                
6
 ADB. 2016. Asian Development Bank and Indonesia: Fact Sheet. Manila. 

7
 ADB. 2016. Country Partnership Strategy 2016–2019: Towards a Higher, More Inclusive and Sustainable Growth 

Path. Manila. 
8
 Gross domestic product approaching $1 trillion makes the country the tenth largest economy in the world and the 

largest economy in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN); and per-capita income of $3,374 makes 
it a middle-income country, as of August 2016 (footnote 7). 

9
 ADB. 2015. Summary of Indonesia’s agriculture, natural resources, and environment sector assessment. ADB 

papers on Indonesia No. 8. Manila. 
10

 L. Burke et al. 2002. Reefs at Risk in Southeast Asia. Washington. World Resources Institute. 
11

 Smithsonian National Museum of Natural History. https://ocean.si.edu/corals-and-coral-reefs 
12

 ADB. 2015. Summary of Indonesia’s poverty analysis. ADB papers on Indonesia No. 4. Manila. Twenty eight 
million were still living below the government’s poverty line. Some 68 million (26% of the population) just above the 
poverty line are classified as near–poor or vulnerable. With an international poverty line of $2 a day, 40% of the 
population would be categorized as poor. 

13
 Gini Coefficient index representing income distribution increased from 0.38 in 2010 to 0.40 in 2015 (footnote 7). 

14
 Exports of a wide array of land and sea-based natural resources increased from $25 billion in 1990 to $150 billion 
in 2015 (footnote 7). 

15
 The plan specifies the green economy as the foundation of development program. It includes strategies to (i) 
develop the rural and remote areas, with special attention on border areas, disadvantaged regions, transmigration 
areas, and small islands; and (ii) eradicate illegal logging, fishing, and mining. The plan also contains numerous 
regional-level initiatives such as development of coal coral triangle initiative commodity downstream in Sumatra 
(RPJMN 2015–2019).  

http://smithsonianscience.org/2011/11/dna-barcode-survey-suggests-coral-reef-biodiversity-is-seriously-underestimated/
https://ocean.si.edu/corals-and-coral-reefs
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building sustainable livelihoods. 16  ADB’s document, Environment Operational Directions of 
2013–2020, identifies investing in natural capital as one of four supportive directions.17 Coastal 
and marine resources management is expected to utilize integrated landscape and seascape 
approaches to protect biodiversity and support the sustainable management of natural 
resources nationally and regionally. It is also on the same trajectory with the Sustainable 
Development Goals, specifically Goal 14 to conserve and sustainably use oceans, seas, and 
marine resources for sustainable development. 
 
C. Project Description 
  
8. Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program. There are three projects under 
the Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program (COREMAP), a multiyear initiative 
supported by ADB and other financing institutions.18, 19 The project to be evaluated, COREMAP 
II, represents the second of the three-phase program that aims to rehabilitate and manage coral 
reefs in Indonesia through three phases; each comprising initiation, acceleration, and 
institutionalization. The first phase (COREMAP I) established a viable framework for national 
coral reef management in pilot sites.20, 21 The second phase COREMAP II was designed to 
follow on and incorporate the lessons of COREMAP I. It adopted a holistic approach to the 
management of coastal resources, in particular coral reefs and associated ecosystems, and a 
community-based approach for decentralized coral reef management to build strong public 
awareness on coral reef conservation (footnote 2). It also initiated institutional development for 
model marine protected area (MPA) systems and tested the feasibility of sustainable livelihood 
activities for reducing fishing pressures. Currently, the third phase of the program, the 
COREMAP—Coral Triangle Initiative Project (COREMAP-CTI) is being implemented by the 
government with support from ADB.22  COREMAP-CTI aims to institutionalize COREMAP II 
activities and contribute to meeting the government’s marine and fisheries sector development 
plan’s target for establishing 20 million hectares of marine protected areas by 2020. 
 
9. Impact, outcomes, and outputs. The expected impact of the project was to 
rehabilitate, protect, and manage well coral reefs and associated ecosystems, as well as to 
reduce poverty in coastal communities. The envisaged outcomes were (i) enhanced national 
and local capacity to manage the country‘s reef resources, and (ii) increased income levels and 
improved living standards of poor coastal communities. The project had two major components 
to attain these outcomes: (i) institutional strengthening and project management, and (ii) 
community-based resource management and development. The subcomponents are shown in 
the table below. The project sites were 57 coastal villages in 8 districts of 3 provinces: (i) Batam, 

                                                
16

 The highest volume of marine capture fisheries production was recorded at 5.7 million tons, out of a total of 6.1 
million tons in 2013. The marine area in Indonesia (580 million hectares) is reported to have a potential harvest of 9 
million tons per year of high value produce (footnote 9).  

17
 ADB. 2013. Environment Operational Directions, 2013–2020: Promoting transitions to green growth in Asia and the 
Pacific. Manila. 

18
 The COREMAP preparation was supported by the World Bank, the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and the 
Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID). 

19
 The overall COREMAP was envisioned by the government. In the three-phase program, ADB and the World Bank 
have been partnering in complementary geographic areas. In COREMAP II, ADB focused on the western region 
(Riau, North Sumatra, and West Sumatra provinces) while the World Bank did the eastern region (Sulawesi, Nusa 
Tenggara, and Irian Jaya). 

20
 ADB. 2005. Completion Report: Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project in Indonesia. Manila. 

21
 International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN). 2002. The Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management 
Program Phase I Evaluation Report. The IUCN evaluated Phase I in 2002. 

22
 ADB. 2013. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors: Proposed Loan and 
Administration of Grant to the Republic of Indonesia for the Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program-
Coral Triangle Initiative Project. Manila.  
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Bintan, Lingga, and Natuna in Kepalauan Riau (Riau Islands) province; (ii) Nias, Nias Selatan, 
and Tapanuli Tengah in North Sumatra province; and (iii) Mentawai in West Sumatra province.23

  
 

Table 1. Design Framework – Subcomponents 
Impact Outcomes Outputs  Subcomponents 

Coral reefs and 
associated 
ecosystems 
rehabilitated, 
protected, and 
well managed 
 
Lower incidence 
of poverty in 
coastal 
communities. 
 

Enhanced national 
and local capacity 
to manage the 
country‘s reef 
resources 
 
Increased income 
and improved living 
standards of poor 
coastal 
communities 
 

Component 1: 
Institutional 
strengthening and 
project management 

(i) Development of National and Regional 
Policies and Strategies 

(ii) National and Regional Coral Reef 
Information and Training Centers (CRITC) 
Networks 

(iii) Human Resources Development and 
Extension 

(iv)  Project Management and Coordination 

Component 2: 
Community-based 
resource 
management and 
development 

(i) Community Empowerment 
(ii) Community Resource Management 
(iii) Social Infrastructure Development 
(iv) Enhancement of Community Welfare and 

Incomes/Livelihood 
Source: Project completion report. 

 

10. Project cost and implementation arrangements. The project cost at appraisal was 
estimated at $41.25 million equivalent ($17.53 million for Component 1, $18.40 million for 
Component 2, and $5.32 million for contingencies and interest charges during construction). 
ADB support accounted for 80% of project financing, a loan amount of $33 million. The actual 
cost at completion amounted to $37.67 million, with ADB financing 97.5% and the government 
2.5% of total project cost. The executing agency of the project was the Ministry of Marine Affairs 
and Fisheries (MMAF) through the Directorate General of Marine, Coastal, and Small Islands 
(DGMCSI). Implementing agencies included Indonesian Institute of Sciences (LIPI) as the 
national implementing agency and the provincial and district government agencies in the project 
areas, specifically the provincial planning and development offices (BAPPEDAs). 
 
11. Changes during implementation. The loan closing date was extended 2 years to 
December 2011 for various reasons that include: slow start-up activities, delayed release of 
counterpart funds, slippage in the progress of project implementation due to local political 
conditions, and delayed mobilization of nongovernment organizations (NGOs) for community 
organizing. In addition, the scope of the project‘s design and implementation arrangements was 
expanded to include the tsunami-affected fishing villages in North Sumatra and Aceh provinces. 
 
D. Some Key Findings of the PCR and Previous Evaluations  
 
12. Below is a summary of major findings of the project’s PCR and related evaluations, 
which are valuable references in the preparation of the PPER. 
 
13. Completion and Validation Reports for the Coral Reef Rehabilitation and 
Management Project Phase II. As mentioned, the overall rating of the project in PCR (footnote 
2) and PVR (footnote 3) was successful. PCR assessed the project to be highly relevant, 
effective, efficient, and likely sustainable. The PVR concurred with these ratings although a 
performance target of increasing the average income of the coastal communities was not 
squarely met. The performances of the borrower, executing agency, and ADB were all assessed 
satisfactory. The PVR considered that the project had generated a significant development 
impact. The PCR and PVR key findings are summarized in Appendix 1. 

                                                
23

 The provinces were selected based on importance for reef protection and management, and economic significance 
of their reefs to the fishing communities. The districts were selected on the basis of the potential ecological and 
economic significance of coral reefs within the districts’ coastal waters. 
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14. Earlier Evaluation of Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program Phase I. As a 
major opportunity to address the problems of deteriorating marine resources, COREMAP 
combines bottom-up community-based management and top-down project support. The first 
phase established a viable framework for a national coral reef management system in the 
country, and COREMAP I was evaluated by the International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature (footnote 21). The evaluation found that full time staff was critical to program success, 
especially in senior management and more technical areas such as Coral Reef Information and 
Training Centers. The evaluation recommended that local people must be deeply involved from 
the earliest stage so that they can benefit from coral reef management. Socioeconomic issues 
were also considered critical and required equal attention to biophysical factors in selecting 
project sites. To do this, (i) an integrated approach that addresses both environmental and 
social concerns is recommended to be adopted; and (ii) the program needs to be responsive to 
different community situations based on cultural, socioeconomic, and biophysical conditions at 
different localities. These recommendations were taken into account in designing subsequent 
phases of the project. 
 
15. Environmentally Sustainable Growth: A Strategic Review 2016. This Independent 
Evaluation Department (IED) topical paper 24  proposed to classify ADB projects into three 
categories: (i) core environmental operations, (ii) core growth-oriented operations with major 
environmental co-benefits, and (iii) core growth-oriented operations with minor environmental 
co-benefits. 25  It found that only about a third of the projects tagged as environmentally 
sustainable growth had significant environmental benefits, the core environmental operations, 
and only some of these supported natural capital. This project as well as its subsequent Coral 
Triangle Initiative (CTI) project exemplifies support for core environmental operations. 
 
16. The paper called for a more integrated and spatially focused approach for greater 
development effectiveness. In addition, the paper noted two recurring lessons from ADB’s 
agriculture and natural resources projects: (i) involving and empowering communities provide 
benefits in natural resource management, and (ii) partnering with a limited number of NGOs 
enhances the effectiveness of monitoring and evaluation. Notwithstanding, the paper cautioned 
against participatory resource management projects involving overly complex arrangements 
with beneficiaries, intermediaries such as community-based organizations, and implementing 
agencies. These lessons will be tested by this evaluation. 
 
E. Evaluation Scope and Approach 
 
17. Objective. The PPER will assess the performance and impact of the project and 
generate a set of findings, lessons, and recommendations for future ADB operations in similar 
natural resource management and conservation areas. It will review the PCR’s project 
monitoring framework, taking into account the progress in outcomes and impact after project 
completion. Key issues to be examined are (i) the status of the coral reef and coastal 
environment in the project area; (ii) institutional development for model MPA; (iii) impact of 
livelihood activities to the socioeconomic status of the population 5 years after Phase II; (iv) 
financial sustainability of microenterprise/livelihood component; (v) budget allocation for 
activities introduced under the project after Phase II; and (vi) coordination among development 

                                                
24

 IED. 2016. Environmentally Sustainable Growth: A Strategic Review. Manila: ADB. 
25

 As exemplified in the review, projects in coral reef rehabilitation and wetlands protection would clearly be included 
in the first category; solar panel projects with transmission lines for renewable generation projects in the second; 
and roads with special elephant crossings and habitat restoration offsets beyond safeguards in the third. 
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partners of the COREMAP. 26  The findings of the assessment will provide inputs to the 
forthcoming IED evaluation on ADB support to natural capital and biodiversity. 
 
18. In addition to the general assessment of the project including its environmental 
safeguards, the PPER will pay special attention to two issues: (i) good practices institutionalized 
for coral reef management (CRM), and (ii) microenterprises development. The PPER will 
conduct a document review to identify good practices in coastal management, examine whether 
these practices were reflected in the current MMAF strategic and investment plans, and explore 
how well these have been demonstrated after the project. With regard to microenterprises 
development, the PPER will assess the financial viability of supported microenterprises. 
 
19. As the second phase amongst the three projects under the COREMAP umbrella, Phase 
II is positioned to be the acceleration phase of a national coral reef rehabilitation and 
management program (para 8). Special features of the project include (i) implementation under 
a decentralized management, with greater capacity-building efforts at the district level; and (ii) 
close coordination and effective linkages among national, regional, and local governments with 
their defined roles and responsibilities in project implementation. In addition to decentralization, 
the government implemented other administrative changes such as splitting up some provinces 
covered by the projects.27 These changes should be taken into consideration to assess impacts 
on COREMAP II (Phase II) in terms of project ownership and implementation arrangement. The 
evaluation will also explore the links and synergies between the three projects under 
COREMAP. Given the primary objective of the second phase to upscale the pilot project of 
COREMAP I (Phase I) and to create an enabling condition of institutionalization for COREMAP-
CTI (Phase III), it is important to assess (i) how well the objective was achieved, and (ii) how the 
project could serve as a model to be replicated across the country.  
 
20. Methodology. The PPER will refer to the Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector 
Operations28  and assess the project according to the core evaluation criteria of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. The project’s development impact and performance 
of ADB and the executing agency will also be assessed. The main evaluation questions to be 
considered under each criterion are outlined in Appendix 2. The PPER will be based on primary 
and secondary data and will encompass: (i) a desk review of relevant project information, with a 
recalculation of the economic internal rates of return of subprojects; (ii) discussions with project 
staff from Southeast Asia Regional Department (SERD) and the Indonesia Resident Mission 
(IRM); (iii) consultations with government and implementing agencies; and (iv) focus group 
discussions with project beneficiaries and other stakeholders.  
 
F. Data Sources  
 
21. The credibility and quality of the PPER hinges on sufficient evidence and robust 
analysis. For this reason, the evaluation will collect primary and secondary data. 
 
22. Primary data through interviews, field observations, and survey. Primary data will 
be gathered during consultations with staff from SERD and through an independent evaluation 
mission to Indonesia. Interviews will be conducted with IRM staff; key informants in central, 
provincial, and district MMAF offices; provincial planning and development offices; ADB 

                                                
26

 Phase II was solely funded by ADB. COREMAP is a 15-year program funded by several financing institutions for 
the rehabilitation and management of coral reefs in Indonesia (footnote 18).  

27
 In 2004, Riau Islands (Kepalauan Riau) province was formed to include the three project districts of Batam, Bintan, 
and Natuna that used to be part of Riau province in Sumatra at appraisal. In 2008, Nias district was subdivided into 
three districts. 

28
 IED. 2016. Guidelines for the Evaluation of Public Sector Operations. Manila: ADB. 
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operations staff; development partners; and other stakeholders, including LIPI. Field 
observations to selected project sites will be conducted.29 IED may undertake a household 
survey to get information on beneficiaries’ knowledge and practices in CRM, as well as 
sustainability of benefits potentially generated by the project. The survey methodology and 
coverage will be finalized based on available resources, ensuring statistical reliability. 
 
23. Secondary data through desk review. Secondary data sources include, inter alia: (i) 
ADB policies and strategies (e.g., Country Partnership Strategies, Strategy 2020, 2002 
Environmental Policy, 2009 Safeguard Policy Statement); (ii) ADB analytical reports; (iii) project 
documents (e.g., Reports and Recommendation of the President, back-to-office reports, 
midterm review reports, PCRs, PVRs, and other partners’ reports); (iv) IED evaluation studies 
(e.g., country program, special/thematic, and corporate evaluations), and (v) government 
reports if available. 
 
G. Tentative Schedule and Resources 
 

24. The independent evaluation mission is proposed to be undertaken in April 2017 for 
approximately 16 working days subject to clearance from the government of Indonesia. It is 
envisaged that the services of a marine resource management specialist/economist 
(international consultant) and an evaluation associate (in-country consultant) will be required for 
22 working days each. The international consultant should be familiar with evaluation principles 
in the context of marine resource management including coral reefs ecosystem. The in-country 
consultant is expected to have a good grasp of the local institutional issues concerning 
Indonesia’s aquaculture sector, marine resource management, and coastal livelihood issues. 
The terms of reference for the consultants and cost estimates are in Supplementary Appendixes 
A and B, respectively. 
 
25. The PPER will be led by an evaluation specialist to be supported by an evaluation officer 
under the overall guidance of the Director, Division 1 of IED. An associate evaluation analyst will 
provide intermittent technical, administrative, and logistical support during the duration of the 
PPER preparation. The table below provides details of the indicative schedule. 
 

Activity/Milestone Target Date 

Evaluation Approach Paper approval IV February 2017 

Recruitment of consultants IV February – II April 2017 

Desk review III February – II April 2017 

Independent evaluation mission III April – I May 2017 

Analysis and preparation of Draft PPER II May – II June 2017 

Internal peer review III – IV June 2017 

Interdepartmental review V June – I July 2017 

Government review III– IV July 2017 

Office of the Secretary editing I – II August 2017 

PPER finalization III – IV August 2017 

Submission to Director, IED1 V August 2017 

Final draft for approval by Director General, IED I! September 2017 

 
26. For this PPER, IED plans to involve staff of the National Development Planning Agency 
(Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Nasional; BAPPENAS) to join the evaluation mission as 
part of its strategy in developing the government’s capacity in evaluation, encourage co-learning 

                                                
29

 The evaluation mission endeavors to visit several projects sites as feasible. However, accessibility and remoteness 
of some project sites are constraints. 
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and improvement of evaluation systems, and offer opportunities to explore issues in greater 
depth. The indications are that BAPPENAS is interested in the collaboration and training.  
 
H. Dissemination of Findings 
 
27. The PPER will be made available to the public after approval by the Director General, 
IED. The report will be uploaded on ADB’s external and internal websites and will provide inputs 
to ADB’s evaluation information system. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
 
Appendixes (public): 
 
1) Summary of Project Completion Report and Project Completion Report Validation 

Report Ratings and Key Findings 
2) Evaluation Matrix: Key Project Performance Evaluation Report Questions 

 
 
Supplementary Appendix (not public): 
 
A) Terms of Reference for International and National Consultants 
B) Cost Estimates 
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT AND PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT 
VALIDATION REPORT RATINGS AND KEY FINDINGS 

Component Rating Key Findings 

Relevance  Highly relevant The project is consistent with the strategies of the government and Asian 
Development Bank (ADB). It adopted a holistic approach to coral reef 
management (CRM) and provided the coastal communities with basic 
social services, social infrastructure, and income generating opportunities 
to balance environmental and resource management with socioeconomic 
development. It placed a strong emphasis on the active involvement of 
beneficiaries, local governments, and nongovernment organizations 
(NGOs) in planning and implementing CRM interventions. Expanding the 
project coverage to include tsunami-affected villages in other districts of 
North Sumatra and Ache provinces underscored the project’s relevance. 
It also demonstrated the project’s appropriate responses and innovative 
value-adding features. 

Effectiveness  Effective  The project’s overarching outcome of rehabilitating, protecting, and 
managing coral reefs and associated ecosystems was achieved. The 
project helped formulate plans, policies, strategies, and regulatory 
measures to enhance national and local capacity. It increased the overall 
average annual growth in live coral cover by 9.4% per year, exceeding 
the performance target of 2%. The average catch per unit effort (CPUE) 
per day showed increasing trends from 2008 to 2011, consistent with 
improvements in live coral cover. Another outcome was to reduce poverty 
in coastal communities. The average growth rate of per capita income 
(2005–2011) for the project was 5.33% per year, higher than the 
appraisal target of 2%, while annual growth rates of per capita income 
varied greatly among the project sites. Although the outcome target of 
increasing average income of 10,000 households by 20% was not 
squarely met, the actual average growth in household income was 
12.55%. 

Efficiency  Efficient  The economic internal rate of return (EIRR) as a whole was 29.3% at 
project completion while it was estimated at 19% at appraisal. The project 
encountered start-up implementation delays as loan effectiveness took 
longer including the signing of grant agreements between the Ministry of 
Marine Affairs and Fisheries (MMAF) and the district governments, and 
the procurement of consultant and NGO services. Yet the project was 
able to accomplish its targets with timely adjustments and improvements 
in management and operations. 

Sustainability  Likely 
sustainable  

Central and local governments have provided financial support 
continuously to the project’s activities and Coral Reef Management 
Program-Coral Triangle Initiative (Phase III). Central and local 
governments’ strong commitment played a crucial role in sustaining and 
enhancing benefits from investments in the project. The project is 
considered as the flagship project in marine and coastal resource 
management in the country. 

Impact  Project 
completion 
report (PCR): 
not rated  
Project 
validation report 
(PVR): 
significant  

The PVR assessed the impact as significant based on overall progress 
against impact indicators such as (i) average annual growth in live coral 
in all project sites at 9.4%; (ii) increased average growth of per capita 
income during 2005–2011 to 5.3% per year; and (iii) increasing trends in 
CPUE of fishermen, consistent with the observed improvements in live 
coral cover. 

Source: Asian Development Bank project documents. 
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EVALUATION MATRIX: KEY PROJECT PERFORMANCE EVALUATION REPORT QUESTIONS 
Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources  

I. Project Performance 

Relevance 

Policies and Strategies: 

 Was the project consistent with development strategies, policies, and plans of the Government of 
Indonesia? In particular, how compatible is the project with strategies, policies, and plans in the maritime 
and natural resource sector? 

 Was the project consistent with Asian Development Bank’s (ADB) country and sector strategies? Did it 
remain aligned with ADB strategies and government priorities at completion and at the time of 
evaluation?  

 Were the interventions appropriate responses to identified development challenges? 

 Have significant changes in the project context or ADB policies been retrofitted to the design? 
 
Design and Formulation: 

 Was the rationale for this project based on sound technical bases and understanding of community-
based needs and shortfalls? 

 Were relevant lessons from similar interventions in the country and/or sector considered in the project 
design?  

 Was the project design appropriate to achieve the envisaged project outcomes and impacts?  

 Was the design and monitoring framework (DMF) adequate to address identified challenges, and were 
the project outcomes and outputs measurable and achievable within the project timeframe? 

 Were project risks identified at appraisal adequately mitigated in the project design? 

 Were there any innovative aspects, for ADB or the government, on either project design or 
implementation that contributed to overall impact? 

 
Beneficiaries, Stakeholders, and Ownership: 

 Were the beneficiaries appropriately targeted and were their specific needs accommodated in the project 
design? To what extent did the project reach the poor and vulnerable groups?  

 Did the people in the project areas perceive the project to be relevant to their needs? 

 To what extent were stakeholders (e.g., the government, executing and implementing agencies, and 
beneficiaries) involved in the design of the project? What was the extent of their participation during 
implementation? How was the government ownership at the district, provincial, and national level during 
implementation and after completion? 

 
Report and Recommendation of 
the President to the Board of 
Directors (RRP) 
National Long-Term 
Development Plan 2005–2025  
National Medium-Term 
Development Plan 2010-2014; 
2015–2019 
Ministry of Marine Affairs and 
Fisheries (MMAF) Strategic Plan 
2010-2014; 2015–2019 
Country Assistance Plan 2000 
Country Strategy and Program 
2002 
Country Assistance Program 
Evaluation (CAPE) 2005 
Staff Review Committee meeting 
report  
Back-to-office reports (BTORs)  
Mid-term reviews  
Mid-term evaluation 
Project Completion Reports 
(PCRs)  
PCR Validation Report (PVR) 
Field observations during 
Independent Evaluation Mission 
(IEM) interviews 

Effectiveness 

General achievement of objectives: 

 To what extent were the project outcomes and outputs achieved as indicated in the DMFs? 

 What factors have contributed to the achievement of the expected outcomes and outputs? 

 What institutional factors in the government or marine and natural resource agencies influenced positively 
or negatively the effectiveness of the project? What lessons and recommendations for future sector 
interventions can be drawn from this going forward? 

 What achievements were made beyond the scope of the interventions? 

 Were project risks identified during appraisal sufficiently mitigated in the design (e.g., the 
government/executing agency, low capacities, slow release/lack of counterpart funds, institutional 

 
RRP  
Loan Agreement  
BTORs  
Mid-term reviews  
Mid-term evaluation 
PCR 
PVR  
Project Management Unit (PMU) 
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Criteria Specific Evaluation Questions Data Sources  

framework complexity, safeguards, extended time and resources to meet requirements)? 

 How has the institutionalization under the project been reflected in the current MMAF strategic and 
investment plans? 

  
Institutional Strengthening and Project Management 

 What is the current/most updated status on the: (i) approval of the District Regulation on Coral Reef 
Management in Nias; (ii) formulation and approval of individual coral reef management plans (CRMPs) of 
the new districts of Nias and their integration into the Medium-term Regional Development Plan; (iii) 
approval of Lingga‘s CRMP and its marine management area (MMA); and (iv) establishment of technical 
implementing units to serve as MMA management bodies in project districts except Bintan, Mentawai, 
and Batam? 

 Were the executing agency (Directorate General of Marine, Coastal, and Small Islands [DGMCSI] under 
MMAF and implementing agencies [provincial planning and development offices, BAPPEDAs], three 
provincial and eight district Fisheries and Marine Affairs Service offices) sufficiently staffed with the 
requisite balance of technical and management skills? What were the specific roles of Indonesian 
Institute of Sciences (LIPI), BAPPEDAs, and nongovernment organizations (NGOs)? Did these 
stakeholders function efficiently? Were their responsibilities clear? To what extent, was the participatory 
resource management functional and operational by mitigating overly complex arrangements? 

 Was the monitoring and evaluation by LIPI (e.g., coral health, biodiversity, biomass monitoring) 
conducted effectively?  

 Did effective communications channels operate between central government, executing, and 
implementing agencies above? 

 What were challenges and lessons of decentralized management in project implementation? 

 How has institutional development for MPA been effectively operational after the project?  

 What were major impacts of the administrative boundary changes (creating a new Riau Islands province 
in 2004 to include Batam, Bintan, and Natuna districts, subdividing Nias into new districts in 2008)? How 
did they affect the project delivery? 

 What activities were delivered by the coral reef information and training centers (CRITCs)? How were the 
data and information on the Coral Reef Management Program (COREMAP) website utilized and 
managed at district level? Did they reach the beneficiaries? How could these have been done better?  

 
Community-based Resource Management and Development 

 What is status of the coral reef and coastal environment in the project area? What are the changes of 
catch per unit effort (CPUE), MMA, and marine protected area (MPA)? 

 To what extent are regional policies and local decrees enforced and effective? 

 Were there any best practices of coral reef management (CRM) at district level (e.g., monitoring, control, 
and surveillance (MCS) and law enforcement, public awareness, community empowerment and gender, 
extension activities, social infrastructure service, livelihood activities) that can be applied to other projects 
and areas? 

 What were successful and unsuccessful factors of alternative income generation (AIG) activities (e.g., 
advantages and disadvantages of locations, needs, resource availability, etc.)?  

 Were there any innovative microenterprises development or AIG activities that may be applicable to other 
projects and areas? What kind of livelihood enterprises (small- and medium-sized enterprise) were 

documentation 
Executing agency’s project 
completion report 
New data collected since project 
completion 
Field observations and interviews 
during IEM  
Key informant interviews  
Focus group discussions  
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effective as good practice of AIG and how?  
 

Environmental safeguards and gender considerations 

 How have environmental safeguard risks been mitigated?  

 Did women participate in the project design, implementation, in particular, developing CRMP, operating 
and monitoring, training, public awareness, and AIG activities? What was the level of their involvement? 
What were roles of women in coral reef conservation? 

 Were local social infrastructure planned based on needs of all villagers including women?  

 Was extension program developed targeted both men and women? Were extension materials gender-
sensitive? 

 Did NGOs in the project have gender experience or gender specialist? 

Efficiency 

Project efficiency: 

 How well were project resources used in achieving the outcomes?  

 How does the recalculated economic internal rate of return (EIRR) compare with the EIRR estimates at 
appraisal?  

 Were the economic and financial analyses done correctly with regard to their assumptions, data, and 
calculations?  

 
Process efficiency: 

 What were the factors of economic and process level efficiency that contributed to the delay at the start of 
project implementation?  

 What could have been done differently to avoid such delays?  

 
RRP 
Loan Agreement  
BTORs  
Mid-term reviews  
Mid-term evaluation  
PCR 
PVR  
Project documentation 
Field observations and interviews 
during IEM 
Key informant interviews 

Sustainability 

Benefit sustainability  

 What project outputs and benefits continue to exist? 

 What is the likelihood that the project benefits will be sustained?  

 Do coastal communities continue to show ownership? Are the communities successful and what are key 
reasons for such success and innovative or applicable mechanisms to other country/areas? 

 What is the likelihood that the results of human resource development (HRD) and capacity building in the 
agencies will be maintained?  

 
Operational sustainability  

 What is the current condition of the project physical outputs, assets, and services?  

 What implementation arrangements including inter-agency coordination arrangements have been put in 
place after project completion? Are they working effectively and sustainably? 

 What are key roles and the sustainability of community-based MCS groups (pokmaswas), LIPI, and 
NGOs after the project?  

 How has MCS worked for reducing illegal fishing? What activities have been delivered after the project?  

 What were project sustainability and ownership challenges due to the administrative boundary changes 
(e.g., a new province of Riau Islands was created in 2004 to include Batam, Bintan, and Natuna districts, 
Nias district was subdivided into new districts in 2008)? 

 
PCR  
PVR 
PMU documentation  
Field observations and interviews 
during IEM  
Key informant interviews  
Focus group discussions  
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Environmental Sustainability: 

 Have the local communities’ perceptions of COREMAP and the need for CRITCs changed and evolved?  

 How can be the project outputs be utilized in marine ecosystem conservation beyond the project sites?  

 Has the benefit monitoring and evaluation (BME) system been fully functional? Were there any revisions 
in BME indicators after the periodic monitoring by LIPI? 

 
Livelihood Sustainability: 

 What continuity mechanisms are in place to maintain support for AIG activities? 

 To what extent are the AIG activities economically and environmentally sustainable?  

 Were the actual project beneficiaries consistent with those targeted in the design phase?  

 Has social infrastructure development improved livelihoods and maintained the quality life of fishing 
households under the project? 
 

Financial Sustainability: 

 What are perceptions of implementing agencies on financial support? Are there any changes during and 
after the project? 

 Are any economic activities promoted by the project (e.g., microenterprises, maritime ecotourism) 
generating economic profits or losses (net of subsidies)? 

 Has sufficient budget been allocated for activities introduced under the project after Phase II? 

 What is the status of the financial sustainability of the microenterprise for livelihood component? 

II. Other Assessments 

Institutional 
Development 

 
 What institutional changes (central, provincial, and district) occurred during the project lifetime and how 

did they impact on the project outcomes? 

 To what extent have the experience from implementing the projects provided lessons for future projects 
or provide a good practice model for other similar projects? 

 Are the CRITCs and the project implementation unit (PIU) including PIU-LIPI, the channels between 
coastal communities and the project still existing and operating?  

PCR  
PVR  
PMU documentation  
Field observations and interviews 
during IEM  
Key informant interviews  
Focus group discussions  

Impact 

 What do the most recent data tell us about the impact indicators (live coral reef cover area, increased 
income, and poverty reduction of coastal communities) as stated in DMF? How do they compare with 
non-project areas? 

 Did the central government intend to capitalize on the project as the basis for expansion or replication in 
other areas? Were there initiatives and resources of the government for a long-term impact and 
sustainability? 

 To what extent have envisaged project impact as stated in the DMF been achieved? 

 To what extent has the project brought significant changes to the project areas and the project 
beneficiaries? 

 How have the stakeholder and beneficiaries’ perception of the project changed, before and after 
completion? What direct contributions do beneficiaries see from the project?  

 How do beneficiaries’ knowledge, mindset, practice, and key social indicators in the project area compare 
to those in the non-project area?  

PCR 
New project data collected since 
project completion  
Key informant interviews  
Focus group discussions 
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ADB 
Performance 
(quality-at-entry 
and supervision) 

Quality-at-entry: 

 Did ADB mobilize sufficient technical expertise during the project design? 

 Was the design process participatory? Did ADB take into account the concerns and needs of local 
governments and communities? Were lessons learned from previous independent evaluations and PCRs 
incorporated into the project design?  

 
Supervision: 

 What was the performance of ADB procurement supervision and disbursements? 

 Did ADB and the government take the initiative to suitably modify project design (if required) during 
implementation in response to any changes in circumstance or emerging opportunities?  

 How did ADB react to the administrative change of provinces in 2004, with forming a new province (Riau 
Islands)?  

 Did ADB take prompt action to ensure the timely implementation of recommendations from BTORs, 
including the mid-term review and resolve any implementation bottlenecks? 

 What was the role and performance of the resident mission? How was the relationship between 
headquarters and the resident mission? 

 What are the links and synergies between the three projects under COREMAP? 

 What are ADB’s advantages among other development partners of the COREMAP, in terms of its 
strategic positioning in this sector? 

 
PCR  
PVR 
PMU documentation  
Field observations and interviews 
during IEM  
Key informant interviews 

Borrower 
Performance 
(quality of 
preparation, 
implementation, 
and monitoring 
and evaluation 
[M&E])  

Quality of preparation: 

 Was the government (national and local) actively involved in the design?  

 Did they initiate any modifications in response to changing circumstances or opportunities? 

 Has adequate staffing/resources been provided for project management? 
 
Implementation and M&E: 

 Have the flow of funds and procurement procedures been suitable for ensuring timely implementation? 

 Have counterpart funds been provided adequately and on time? 

 Did the government ensure adequate coordination of the relevant agencies? And between national and 
local levels? 

 Has the executing and implementing agencies put in place an effective M&E system and does it generate 
information on performance and impact that is useful for project management to make decisions? 

 Have loan covenants and the spirit of the loan agreement been followed?  

 Did the government contribute to planning an exit strategy?  

 Have local governments provided support and resources to continue the services and maintain the assets 
created by the project? 
 

 
PCR 
PVR  
PMU documentation  
Field observations and interviews 
during IEM  
Key informant interviews  
Focus group discussions  

Source: Project documents and Independent Evaluation Department.  
 
 


