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A. Introduction 
 
1. This evaluation approach paper (EAP) presents the background, issues to be 
addressed, and proposed approach and schedule for evaluation of the Fiji Ports Development 
Project (the project). The resulting project performance evaluation report (PPER) will be a major 
input in the preparation of the Regional Sector Assistance Performance Evaluation on Pacific 
Transport which is scheduled in 2011. The PPER has been scheduled 5 years after the 
completion of the project in December 2005 and two and a half years after the completion of the 
project completion report (PCR) in October 2008. This provides sufficient time for the project’s 
outputs and outcomes to be re-assessed and the impacts to become apparent.  
 
B. Background 
 

1. Country and Strategic Context 
 
2. The Fiji Islands comprise 330 islands, one third of which are inhabited. Trade plays a 
vital role to the Fiji’s open economy, with exports of goods and services corresponding to about 
54% of GDP at current market prices.1

 

 Its main export markets are the United States, Australia, 
and United Kingdom. Sugar continues to dominate commodity exports, although receipts from 
the industry have declined in the last few years. Despite a contraction of the economy in 2010 
and fiscal constraints, real GDP growth is expected to resume in 2011, albeit at a relatively low 
rate of 0.5%. Given the projected growth, demand for exports is expected to pick up. It is 
therefore essential that port facilities are well positioned to accommodate future growth in trade.  

3. The project was consistent with the Fiji Government’s Strategic Development Plan for 
2003–2005,2 which specified improvement of shipping services and infrastructure as a key 
policy objective, and explicitly targeted the upgrading of Suva and Lautoka ports by 2005. Fiji’s 
latest Strategic Development Plan for 2007–20113

                                                
1 ADB. 2010. Key Indicators for Asia and the Pacific 2010 Fiji Islands. Manila. 

 identified the need to achieve faster and 
sustainable economic growth through, among other things, exports and restructuring of the 
public and private sectors. It also specified 12 priorities which include promoting competition 

2 Government of Fiji. 2002. Strategic Development Plan 2003-2005, Parliamentary Paper No. 72. Suva. Although 
formalized in 2003, the Strategic Development Plan was informally available during the project preparation stage. 

3 Government of Fiji. 2006. Strategic Development Plan 2007-2011. Suva.  
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and efficiency, and raising export earnings. Thus, the project remains consistent with the current 
strategies and programs of Fiji. 
 
4. ADB’s strategy for Fiji during the time of the project’s approval was based on its Pacific 
Strategy for the New Millennium,4 which supported broader reforms in areas of economic policy, 
public sector management, poverty, governance, and private sector development. This included 
continued transport infrastructure development and maintenance, with related investments in 
physical, telecommunications, and information technology infrastructure. Specifically, ADB’s 
assistance for physical infrastructure was to address the Fiji’s need for its transport sector to 
contribute to growth, trade, and competitiveness. The project remains consistent with the ADB’s 
draft country partnership strategy for 2007–20115 and Pacific Approach for 2010-2014.6

 
 

5. The project7 was ADB’s fourteenth loan to the Fiji Islands and the second in the port 
subsector. The project was approved on 5 March 2002 in the amount of $18.8 million. The 
executing agency (EA) was the Maritime and Ports Authority of Fiji (MPAF) (subsequently Fiji 
Ports Corporation Limited or FLPC). The project was developed as a continuation of previous 
work carried out at Suva under a previous ADB loan8 and within the context of the Suva Port 
Master Development Plan funded by the European Investment Bank. The project also benefitted 
from the work undertaken under an ADB technical assistance (TA),9 which assisted to put in 
place maritime sector structural reforms. This TA, which was rated successful,10

 

 supported the 
project’s institutional elements and defined the project’s loan covenants. Given this substantial 
previous work, it was decided that dedicated project preparatory TA would not be necessary 
and the project was prepared through a sequence of four processing missions (reconnaisance, 
fact-finding, appraisal, and follow-up appraisal) over the period December 1998 to September 
1999. The long delay between the end of the last processing mission and the project’s approval 
in March 2002 was due to disruption caused by the coup d'état of May 2000 and subsequent 
political instability. The project was implemented during 2002-2004 and completed 10 months 
ahead of schedule in December 2004. A PCR was prepared in October 2008 and circulated to 
ADB’s Board of Directors.  

2. Description of the Project 
 
6. The intended impact of the project was to contribute to Fiji’s economic growth through 
port sector support to trade, investment, and competitiveness. The two impact indicators/targets 
at appraisal were (i) reduced cost of port services and (ii) improved competiveness of port 
services. Three additional impact indicators were added at project completion covering trade, 
container ship calls and ocean freight rates. 
 

                                                
4 ADB. 2000. A Pacific Strategy for the New Millennium. Manila. 
5 ADB. 2006. Fiji Islands 2007-2011: Tackling the Poverty Challenge by Laying the Foundations for Growth. Draft. 

Manila. 
6 ADB. 2009. ADB’s Pacific Approach 2010-2014. Manila. 
7 ADB. 2002. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to the 

Maritime and Ports Authority of Fiji for the Fiji Ports Development Project in the Republic of the Fiji Islands.  Manila. 
8 ADB. 1979. Report and Recommendation of the President to the Board of Directors on a Proposed Loan to the 

Ports Authority of Fiji for the Suva Port Project. Manila. (Loan 0411-FIJ: Suva Port, for US$7.0 million, approved on 
20 September 1979). 

9 ADB. 1999. Small Scale Technical Assistance Project to Fiji Islands on Port Asset Management Improvement. 
Manila. (TA 3199-FIJ, for $150,000, approved on 31 May 1999). 

10 ADB. 2005. Technical Assistance Completion Report: Port Asset Management Improvement (Fiji Islands) (TA 
3199-FIJ). Manila  



3 
 

7. As originally conceived at appraisal, there were three intended outcomes of the project: 
(i) sustained improvement in port efficiency and in port productivity, (ii) postponement of 
expensive new port project, and (iii) improved intermodal interfacing of container traffic. 
However, in the PCR’s Design and Monitoring Framework (DMF), outcome (iii) was excluded. 
Also, while the appraisal report listed six performance indicators/targets, most of these 
indicators were modified in the PCR.  
 
8. The project consisted of two components covering Suva Port and Lautoka Port. The 
project’s intended outputs under each of the components were as follows:  
 

(i) Component 1: Suva Port – (a) restoration of King’s Wharf to extend its life to 
2020, (b) upgrade of King’s Wharf to minimum seismic standards, (c) 
strengthening of the King’s Wharf deck and reorientation of the container yard to 
improve the efficiency of cargo handling, and (d) ship to shore sewerage to 
improve water quality control at Suva Port.  
 

(ii) Component 2: Lautoka Port – (a) remedial rehabilitation of Queen’s Wharf, (b) 
extension of Queen's Wharf, and (c) additional container storage space. 

 
9. Under the Suva component, the PCR reduced the number of intended outputs from four 
to just two, by combining outputs (a) and (b) into one output with multiple indicators/targets and 
removing output (d) on improving water quality control of Suva Port. 
 

3. Major Findings of the Project Completion Report 
 
10. The project completion report (PCR),11

 

 which was finalized in October 2008, rated the 
project successful overall. The PCR rated the project highly relevant in terms of meeting the 
objectives of FPCL and contributing to the wider objectives of the Government’s Strategic 
Development Plan and ADB’s country partnership strategy for 2007–2011. 

11. The project did not explicitly rate the project’s effectiveness. However, at the outcome 
level, the PCR found that the project had already achieved three of the six envisaged 
indicators/targets, and partially achieved two other indicators. The non-achieved outcome 
indicator related to the envisaged introduction of competition in stevedoring services, which had 
not taken place due to continuing monopoly by a Fijian company. At the output level, the PCR 
found that the project had achieved all of the envisaged output indicators. However, the PCR 
neglected to report on the achievement of the envisaged improvement of water quality control 
due to introduction of ship to shore sewerage at Suva Port. 
 
12. The PCR did not explicitly rate the project’s efficiency. However, the efficiency of 
implementation appears to have been good, given that the project was completed 10 months 
ahead of schedule. Moreover, the PCR reestimated the economic internal rate of return (EIRR) 
for the project as a whole at 22.7%, compared to an EIRR at appraisal of 15.8% for Suva Port 
and 17.6% for Lautoka Port. 
 
13. The PCR did not explicitly rate the project’s sustainability. However, the PCR did assess 
positively the growth of port traffic and trade and concluded that the volumes anticipated at 
appraisal appeared achievable. The PCR reestimated the financial internal rate of return (FIRR) 
over the life of the loan at 12.8%.  
                                                
11 ADB. 2008. Project Completion Report: Fiji Ports Development Project (Fiji Islands) (loan 1902-FIJ). Manila.  
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14. The PCR also did not explicitly rate the project’s impact. However, the PCR found that 
the project had already achieved two out of the four envisaged impact indicators/targets for 
increased trade growth and increased container ship calls through the two ports, but was 
unlikely to meet the indicator for reduced service charges. The PCR indicated that there was no 
data available to rate the indicator for reduction of ocean freight rates. The PCR noted two other 
positive impacts: (i) from an institutional perspective, the project has successfully facilitated a 
continuation of the reform process where the regulatory role of the ports administrator was to be 
separated from its operational management role; and (ii) from an environmental perspective, 
water quality improvements were expected due to better management of ships’ waste in the two 
ports. 
 
15. The PCR drew two lessons: (i) failure to adequately establish performance indicators, 
targets, and baseline data made systematic evaluation of the project more difficult; and (ii) in 
designing and implementing projects, the EA should be required to assess the probable effects 
of other investments in the sector upon the project and advise ADB accordingly. 
 
16. The PCR enumerated a number of recommendations, mainly related to non- and partial 
compliance with project loan covenants. It indicated that the loan covenants’ risk of 
noncompliance in future project design could be reduced by (i) better support for implementing 
covenants covering the design and implementation of appropriate performance measures, (ii) 
closer monitoring and a stronger dialogue with the central government on the timely 
implementation of covenants that are beyond the EA’s control, and (iii) incorporating effective 
and proportionate sanctions for noncompliance in the loan agreement. Other project-related 
recommendations included that ADB should follow-up with the EA to (i) secure compliance of 
project-specific covenants covering environmental provisions of port regulations, (ii) push for the 
privatization of stevedoring (cargo loading and unloading) services, and (iii) undertake 
benchmarking surveys to monitor project performance, including the financial aspects (e.g., 
return on investment and debt coverage). 
 
C. Issues to be Addressed by the Independent Evaluation Mission 
 
17. The Independent Evaluation Mission (IEM) will review the PCR’s findings and assess the 
project according to the PPER Guideline’s12

 

 standard criteria of relevance, effectiveness and 
efficiency in achieving its outputs and outcomes, sustainability of the outcomes achieved to 
date, and impact. The proposed PPER will also verify key learnings for ADB operations, as well 
as identify key issues and follow-up on the PCR’s recommendations. Specifically, it will focus on 
the following major issues (in addition to issues that will come up during the course of assessing 
the evaluation criteria): 

(i) Financial Sustainability Analysis. A financial sustainability analysis of the 
FLPC, including fiscal impact and the entity’s financial performance (including 
return on investment and debt coverage) will be undertaken. 

(ii) Reform Process, Institutional, and Capacity Building. The outcome of the 
maritime sector structural reform process will be examined, especially during the 
latter stages of project implementation when the MPAF ceased to exist and was 
replaced by the FPCL. An institutional assessment of the performance of the 
FPCL will be carried out, including an assessment on the extent to which the 
regulatory role of the ports administrator was separated from its operational 

                                                
12 ADB. 2006. Guidelines for Preparing Performance Evaluation Reports for Public Sector Operations. Manila.  
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management role. Capacity building assistance to the ports sector that have 
taken place, including those supported by ADB, will also be assessed. 

(iii) Private Sector Participation. An examination of policy-related constraints and 
other factors that affect private sector engagement in port operations, particularly 
in the area of stevedoring, will be undertaken. 

(iv) Environmental management issues. Originally, the project design had included 
improvement of ship to shore sewerage to improve water quality at Suva Port, 
but this appears to have been not undertaken and the corresponding envisaged 
project output was removed at project completion stage. The IEM will investigate 
the reason for this change in project design and examine whether this has 
reduced the envisaged beneficial impact of the project. More generally, the IEM 
will broadly examine whether the environmental management of the two ports is 
in conformity with prevailing national regulations/guidelines and with International 
Convention of Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL 73/78). 

 
D. PPER Approach and Schedule 
 
18. In preparation for the IEM, the assigned team leader (M. Gatti) has reviewed the 
pertinent project files and has familiarized himself with the main issues associated with the 
formulation and implementation of the project. It is envisaged that the consulting services of an 
international Transport/Ports Specialist and a domestic Country Specialist will be needed for 30 
working days and 10 working days, respectively. The Transport/Ports Specialist should have 
experience in ports operations, including related institutional issues. 
 
19. It is proposed that the IEM be undertaken for approximately 15 days during IV April–II 
May 2011 and that the mission comprise the team leader, the consultant and the assigned 
national officer (F. De Guzman). The following proposed schedule is subject to the Government 
of Fiji’s clearance of the mission and the availability of a suitable staff consultant: 
 
 Independent Evaluation Mission - IV April - II May 2011 
 IED Internal Review   - IV May 2011 
 Interdepartmental Circulation  - II June 2011 

Draft to Editor    - I August 2011 
Submission to Director General - IV August 2011 

 
20. Knowledge Dissemination Plan. The PPER will be available to the public after the 
Director General, IED, approves it. The report will be uploaded on ADB's external and internal 
websites and will provide inputs to ADB's evaluation information system.  
 
21. T. Ueda (Senior Evaluation Specialist) and N. Singru (Senior Evaluation Specialist) will 
be the peer reviewers for this evaluation.  
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