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I. BASIC INFORMATION
1. JFPR Number and Name of Grant:
Grant 9160-REG: Developing Sustainable Alternative Livelihoods in Coastal Fishing Communities in the
Coral Triangle
2. Country (DMC):
Indonesia and Philippines

3. Approved JFPR Grant Amount:
$2,000,000

4. Grant Type:
● Project / ○ Capacity Building

5-A. Undisbursed
Amount
$654,610.361

6. Contributions from other sources
Committed
Source of Contribution:
Amount
DMC Government
$140,774
Other Donors
$56,287
Consultants
Community/Beneficiaries $41,716

Actual
Contributions:
$238,777

5-B. Utilized
Amount
$1,345,389.64

Remark - Notes:

$52,834
$25,407

7-A. GOJ Approval Date:
1 June 2011

7-B. ADB Approval Date:
2 November 2011

7-C. Date the LOA was signed
(Grant Effectiveness Date):
Indonesia: 13 September 2013
Philippines: 15 May 2012

8-A. Original Grant Closing
Date:
15 November 2015

8-B. Actual Grant Closing
Date:
15 November 2018

8-C. Account Closing Date:
25 October 2019

9. Name and Number of Counterpart ADB (Loan) Project:
None
10. The Grant Recipient(s):
I.

Indonesia:
Mr. Scenaider C.H. Siahaan
Director of Loans and Grants
Directorate General of Budget Financing and Risk Management
Ministry of Finance
Jalan Wahidin Raya No. 1 Jakarta
Fax (+62 21) 381 2859
Email: direktoratPH@kemenkeu.go.id

II. Philippines:
Mr. Mark Dennis Y.C. Joven
Undersecretary, International Finance Group
Department of Finance
DOF Bldg., BSP Complex, Roxas Blvd., 1004 Metro, Manila, Philippines
Fax (+632) 85234 4955
Email: mdjoven@dof.gov.ph
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Unused grant balance cancelled on the financial closing date of 25 October 2019 and returned to ADB/JFPR account.
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11. Executing and Implementing Agencies:
I.

Indonesia:
a. Executing Agency
Mr. Muhammad Yusuf, S.Hut, M.Si
Director, Coastal and Small Island Management, Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jakarta, Indonesia
Fax +62 21 352 0357
Email: myusufyz68@gmail.com
b. Implementing Agency
Mr. Sapta Putra Ginting, Deputy Director of Coastal Management
Department of Ocean, Coastal and Small Islands
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Fax +62 48 434 4234
Email: sapta_ginting@yahoo.co.id

II. Philippines:
a. Executing Agency
Gov. Jose Ch. Alvarez
Governor, Province of Palawan and
Chairman, Palawan Council for Sustainable Development
PCSD Building Sports Complex Road, Brgy. Sta. Monica, Puerto Princesa City, Palawan
P.O. Box 45 PPC 5300 Palawan, Philippines
Telephone No: (048) 434-4235 | Telefax: 434-4234
Email: oed@pcsd.gov.ph
b. Implementing Agency
Atty. Jose Teodoro S. Matta, Executive Director
Ms. Josephine S. Matulac / Engr. Madrono P. Cabrestante, Jr., Project Director
Ms. Glenda Cadigal, Project Manager
Mr. Rahman O. Ropeta, Project Accountant
Palawan Council for Sustainable Development Staff
PCSD Building Sports Complex Road, Brgy. Sta. Monica, Puerto Princesa City, Palawan
Telephone No: (048) 434-4235 / Telefax: 434-4234
Email: oed@pcsd.gov.ph
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II. GRANT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT
12. Description:
Fishing communities, especially on remote islands and coasts, are the poorest of the poor in Indonesia
and the Philippines. In these areas, large percentages of households live below the poverty line. At the
same time, the coral reefs and other marine resources that provide their livelihoods are subjected to
continuing threats from natural processes and human activities.
The Coral Triangle Initiative for Coral Reefs, Fisheries and Food Security (CTI-CFF) was launched in
2007 as a regional cooperation program among six countries (Indonesia, Malaysia, Papua New Guinea,
Philippines, Solomon Islands, and Timor-Leste) to protect natural and economic assets in the Coral
Triangle.2 At the 2009 Leader's Summit, the CTI governments agreed to strengthen resilience of coastal
and marine ecosystems and human communities, particularly those bordering the Sulu Sulawesi Marine
Ecoregion (SSME). To this end, the CTI countries prepared a transboundary Regional Plan of Action
(RPOA), and each government developed its own National Plans of Action (NPOAs). As a part of their
NPOAs, Indonesia and the Philippines developed programs for resilient coastal and marine ecosystems
which included alternative livelihood support for coastal communities.
As resource degradation is exacerbated by the extreme poverty of artisanal fishers, who engage in fishing
as a livelihood of last resort, it is necessary to improve their income-earning potential and retrain them to
undertake alternative livelihoods so that they can participate in exercising effective stewardship of coastal
resources, particularly coral reefs and their associated ecosystems.
13. Grant Development Objective and Scope:
The goal of the project was to raise incomes in poor coastal communities in Berau District in East
Kalimantan, Indonesia, and in the Balabac Municipality in Palawan, Philippines, by pilot-testing support
mechanisms for sustainable livelihoods. This would be accomplished by developing model alternative
livelihoods that involved women and indigenous people in development. Project areas were within the
SSME. The project’s expected impact was to improve incomes for poor coastal communities in project
areas, and the outcome was to develop model alternative livelihoods. This was to be achieved through
three outputs: (i) targeted beneficiaries in coastal communities trained to develop business plans for
livelihoods, (ii) viable livelihoods successfully implemented, and (iii) effective project management system
operational.
The project was rated relevant. At the time of design, it supported Indonesia and the Philippines’ NPOAs
and contributed to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) of eradicating extreme poverty and hunger
(MDG 1), promoting gender equality and empowering women (MDG 3), and ensuring environmental
sustainability (MDG 7). The project was consistent with the Asian Development Bank's (ADB) Strategy
2020 and was aligned with ADB operations in the strategic agenda on inclusive growth. Although the
Ocean Health agenda was launched only recently, the project already embodied its vision. In hindsight,
the project covered two of the four focus areas of the Oceans Financing Initiative: (i) blue economy
(creating inclusive livelihood and business opportunities in sustainable tourism and fisheries); and
(ii) ecosystem management (protecting and restoring coastal and marine ecosystems and key rivers).

2

The Coral Triangle covers nearly 5.7 million square kilometers of ocean space. It contains three quarters of all known
coral species, over half of the world’s coral reefs, 40% of all known coral reef species, and the largest mangroves
areas in the world.
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14. Key Performance Indicators
Outcome:
By the end of project implementation, at least four
types of model alternative livelihoods with financial
rate of returns (FIRRs) of at least 20% pilot-tested

Accomplishment
Rating
(HS, S, PS, U)3

Evaluation of each Indicator

S

Achieved. A total of eight livelihood
types were established (Indonesia 4,
Philippines 4). Assuming alternative
livelihood units (ALUs) can continue
their performance at the time of project
completion, the FIRRs exceed 20%.

By the end of project implementation, business plans
for at least 80 alternative livelihoods developed
through participatory planning
Output 2:

S

Achieved. A total of 94 business plans
(Indonesia 52, Philippines 42) for eight
livelihood types were developed.

At least 80 ALUs, of which 30 are led by women,
earning FIRRs of at least 20%

S

Achieved. 461 ALUs (Indonesia 52,
Philippines 409) were established, of
which 217 (Indonesia 32, Philippines
185) are led by women. Assuming
ALUs can continue their performance
at the time of project completion, the
FIRRs exceed 20%.

Output 1:

Output 3:
Monitoring and evaluation reports circulated; at least
two project knowledge and lessons products
disseminated through national, regional, and global
knowledge networks

S

Achieved. Monitoring and evaluation
reports were prepared by the
executing agencies before project
completion.
During
project
implementation,
quarterly
project
progress reports were submitted, and
their quality improved. After physical
project completion, final project reports
were submitted.
13 knowledge products (Indonesia 4,
Philippines 9) were developed and
disseminated to national, regional, and
global knowledge networks, of which
videos on outputs and actual impacts at
the ground level were uploaded on
social media.4

15. Evaluation of Inputs:
A longlist of alternative livelihoods was prepared at appraisal, and new livelihoods were added during
implementation after consultations with local governments, field experts, and beneficiaries. Indonesia
developed four broad types of livelihood: (i) shrimp paste, fish and seaweed crackers processing; (ii) fish

3
4

HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; PS = Partly Satisfactory; U = Unsuccessful.
Government of Indonesia, Directorate General of Marine Spatial Management (Ditjen Pengelolaan Ruang Laut).
2019. DSAL JFPR (Japan Fund for Poverty Reduction) 2018 KKP. YouTube video, 9:37. 28 June; Government of
the Philippines, Palawan Council for Sustainable Development. 2019. Grant Assistance for Developing Sustainable
Alternative Livelihoods in Coastal Fishing Communities in Balabac Palawan. Palawan; Government of the
Philippines, Palawan Council for Sustainable Development. 2019. JFPR Social Media. YouTube video, 2:14. 19
March; and Government of the Philippines, Palawan Council for Sustainable Development. 2019. JFPR 9160.
YouTube video, 14:30. 19 March.

5
drying; (iii) small enterprises5; and (iv) payment for ecosystem services.6 In the Philippines, livelihoods
were classified into land-based and sea-based and also had four broad types: (i) poultry; (ii) goat rearing;
(iii) vocational training 7 ; and (iv) seaweed farming and seaweed cracker processing. Land-based
livelihoods were prioritized to alleviate pressure from the sea. Some livelihood units in the Philippines
integrated two or more types of livelihoods.8
For each type of livelihood, multiple alternative livelihood units (ALUs) were established in different
communities. In general, ALUs in Indonesia adopted a group-based structure consisting of multiple
households, whereas ALUs in the Philippines are individual households. Before launching any livelihood,
business plans were prepared as a part of the financial due diligence and capacity training for the
beneficiaries.
Adequacy of formulation: There are two areas for the project formulation to improve. Firstly, the grant
implementation manual (GIM) was not required at the time of approval. Although it was envisaged the
GIM would be prepared during implementation, this did not materialize due to other implementation issues
(especially project effectiveness and PMC recruitment) that had to be prioritized and addressed.
Secondly, insufficient attention was given to fund flow arrangement and liquidation process in remote
locations without banking services and sparse access to internet and courier service. In the absence of
bank branches in project areas, project staff and project management consultants (PMCs) must carry
significant amount of cash to project sites, exposing themselves to security risks.9 Liquidation process
and replenishment were also made difficult by (i) the sparse access to internet and courier services, which
impeded completion of the required paperwork, and (ii) the multi-tiered arrangement. These challenges
contributed directly to the low utilization of funds, particularly in Indonesia (49%). Having achieved the
project’s design and monitoring framework (DMF) targets, the Ministry of Maritime Affairs and Fisheries
(MMAF) was not inclined to utilize the remaining balance for more potential beneficiaries.
Economy of input provision: The project was financed by a $2.0 million Japan Fund for Poverty
Reduction (JFPR) grant, with $1 million allocation each for Indonesia and the Philippines. Grant
reallocations were done in September 2018 to reflect changes in project activities and alternative
livelihoods that were developed. At project completion, a total of $1.4 million was disbursed, comprising
$0.50 million for Indonesia and $0.9 million for the Philippines. In the Philippines, four additional project
villages were added to the original eight project villages, which explains its higher fund utilization than
Indonesia. The actual expenditures were (i) $80,492 (21% of the $382,000 original allocation) for civil
works;10 (ii) $489,309 (59% of the $824,000 original allocation) for equipment; and (iii) $0.520 million,
which was much higher than the original allocation of $61,664 for consulting services.
Due to difficulty in recruiting private auditing firms due to the remote location of the projects, the EAs
arranged state auditors to conduct audits for almost all submissions, except for the first one covering the
fiscal years (FYs) between 2013 and 2016 in Indonesia. State auditors’ services were covered by EAs’
budgets. In Indonesia, the first audit was conducted by a private firm using the project’s budget.
Consultants’ inputs are as follows: PMCs 126 person-months (p-m) (Indonesia 114 p-m, Philippines 112
p-m); gender specialist 3.4 p-m (1.7 p-m in each country); monitoring and evaluation specialist 4.2 p-m
(2.1 p-m in each country); external auditor 1.5 p-m (Indonesia only).
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As examples, souvenir workshops, rental shops for bicycles and snorkeling equipment, and mangrove forest cafe.
As examples, hotels either (i) directly remunerated communities for (a) seagrass or coral reef replantation to attract
turtles and marine lives, and (b) mangrove forest trekking routes management; or (ii) allowed communities to sell
souvenir and accessories within their business perimeters.
7 As examples, training on welding, masonry, carpentry, food processing, and mat weaving.
8 For example, animal waste was used for vermicomposting or directly applied as fertilizers.
9 There was no criminal incident but the risks were ever-present since the PMC staff relied heavily on the public transit.
10 Civil works included warehouse/storage and mangrove track in Indonesia, and wooden drying platforms for
seaweeds, fencing and shelters for goat and cattle raising in Philippines. The project did not involve acquisition of
private assets.
6
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Productivity of the inputs. Terms of reference for consultants were adequate. PMCs implemented all
project activities in about 3.5 years from mobilization (June 2016 in Indonesia, March 2015 in the
Philippines) to grant closing in November 2018.
Reasons for deviating from planned inputs and activities. Project implementation took almost 7 years
since ADB approval in 2011 due to delay in project effectiveness (in Indonesia) and PMC recruitment (in
both countries). Consequently, the project’s physical completion date was extended twice by a total of 3
years from 15 November 2015 to 15 November 2018. The root causes of delays (including government
internal procedures, security concerns, and weather conditions) were outside the project’s control once
the project entered the implementation phase. However, most of these could have been detected and
addressed during project design.
During implementation, alternative livelihoods in the original project design were removed and new ones
added in both countries. In the Philippines, additional business plans and training programs on technical
livelihood skills and business management were conducted to respond to beneficiaries’ requests.
Consequently, expenditure on training, workshop, and seminar were threefold ($74,559) of the original
allocation ($24,955).
Client satisfaction with the inputs provided. The EAs, IAs, and project beneficiaries highly appreciated
the financial and technical assistance provided by the project. The PMCs were committed to the project’s
objectives and established strong rapport with EA personnel and project beneficiaries that outlasts the
project life.
Performance of the EAs and IAs. The performance of the EAs and IAs was satisfactory. The EAs and
IAs performed well under restrictive conditions: remoteness of project locations, unpredictable weather
conditions, inadequate and unstable electricity, poor telecommunications and internet access, and
absence of formal banking institutions. These constraints hindered travel, communication, reporting, and
the liquidation process. The EAs and IAs coordinated effectively with other national and local government
units, provided guidance to PMCs especially in implementation procedures and preparing progress
reports, and continuously coordinated with ADB. They contributed significantly in helping the ALUs form
partnerships with local businesses, development agencies, and non-profit organizations.
Except for the first submission covering FYs 2013–2016, audited annual project financial
statements (APFS) were submitted on time in both countries. For Indonesia, auditors’ opinions on the
APFS from FY 2013 to FY 2018 were unqualified, except for FY 2017 which had a qualified opinion. Based
on the APFS management letter for FY 2018, the 5 findings and 13 recommendations identified in the FY
2017 APFS were all resolved. For Philippines, auditors’ opinions on the APFS were unqualified from FY
2012 to FY 2018, except for FY 2017 where the auditor issued a qualified opinion. APFS for FY 2017 and
FY 2018 for the Philippines cannot be accepted due to lack of explicit auditor’s opinions on the use of
JFPR funds and advance accounts. This was raised with Palawan Council for Sustainable Development
(PCSD) and the state auditor, but cannot be addressed at this time due to the coronavirus disease
(COVID-19) pandemic lockdown and closure of government offices. Thus, at the time of preparation of
this report, APFS submissions for FY 2017 and FY 2018 are considered non-compliant. However, the
explicit opinions will be provided upon resumption of regular government services. Lastly, MMAF actively
sought partnerships with local hotels and a Czech non-profit organization, Save Turtle Organization, to
link ALUs to markets and secure sponsorship for ecosystem services schemes.
Performance of ADB. ADB’s performance was generally satisfactory. ADB provided guidance and
assistance to the EAs in resolving administrative and financial challenges, and periodically updated the
procurement plan, time-bound action plan, and conducted critical review and evaluation of activity
proposals and procurement packages. Altogether, eleven missions were fielded to review progress,
interview beneficiaries, and consult with local government units. That said, the project team should have
prepared a GIM at the start of implementation. More attention to the implementation details during design
could have minimized some of the delays and issues faced by the project, including: (i) fund flow and
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liquidation procedures in project sites without adequate banking services contributed to delays in
implementation, difficulty in completing liquidation, and underutilization of funds; (ii) the original allocation
of consulting services of only $61,664; (iii) missing details of profit- and risk-sharing mechanism between
project beneficiaries and PMCs11; and (iv) use of financial internal rate of return (FIRR) as a DMF indicator.
Lastly, the team could have been more diligent in remining the EAs of the need for timely submission of
the annual project financial statements for FYs between 2013 and 2016.
Performance of PMCs. The performance of the PMCs was satisfactory. The PMCs in both countries had
limited experience in administering ADB-financed projects and were not familiar with reporting
requirements. Thus, initial support and guidance by EAs and (to a lesser extent) ADB was required.
Delayed submission of progress reports and study reports caused slight implementation delays.
The PMC in the Philippines suffered from weak personnel management and the team leader was changed
thrice owing to the lack of amenities in project villages, security concerns, and remuneration delays. These
notwithstanding, field works including social preparation, community consultations, training, and business
planning were fully adequate and sufficient. This is a significant accomplishment in view of the remoteness
and distance between project sites.12 It is noteworthy that, in fulfilling its profit- and risk-sharing obligation
as set under output 2, the Philippines PMC actually furnished ALUs working capital loans with their own
funds, and this arrangement is still ongoing.
The PMC in Indonesia initially faced the same challenges due to unfamiliarity with ADB procedures and
reporting requirements. They overcame these challenges and the PMC worked closely with MMAF to help
ALUs form partnership with local businesses and an international non-profit organization.
16. Evaluation of Outputs and Results:
Efficiency in the production of outputs. The project is rated less than efficient in process inefficiency.
ADB approval was in November 2011, but effectiveness for Indonesia was in September 2013, and for
the Philippines in May 2012. The first advertisement for PMCs was in August 2014 for Indonesia and
March 2013 for the Philippines. Consultant mobilization was in June 2016 for Indonesia, and March 2015
for the Philippines. Effectiveness in Indonesia was delayed primarily due to concerns on internal fund flow
procedures between the Ministry of Finance and MMAF, and PMC supervision responsibilities. PMC
recruitment was delayed because of lack of applicants. Consulting firms hesitated to send staff to remote
locations that lacked basic amenities. In both countries, only one organization responded to the call for
expression of interest. The postings were re-advertised several times, and eventually the selection method
was changed to single source selection. After mobilization, PMCs made quick progress although planned
travel was often postponed due to unpredictable weather conditions and security concerns.
On cost efficiency, the project achieved all outputs utilizing only $1.4 million of the grant funds. The EAs
were cost-conscious as reflected by the actual expenditure on project management, which is $0.16 million
(50% of the original allocation of $0.32 million). In total, the project established 461 ALUs in 20 villages,
and most are expected to earn decent returns.
Effectiveness. Altogether, the project supported 8 villages in Indonesia and 12 villages in the Philippines.
The project is rated effective. All DMF output targets were achieved.

11

ADB. 2011. Grant Assistance Report: Proposed Grant Assistance to the Republic of Indonesia and Republic of the
Philippines: Developing Sustainable Alternative Livelihoods in Coastal Fishing Communities in the Coral Triangle.
Manila. The Grant Assistance Report merely mentions a profit- and risk-sharing mechanism between the project
beneficiaries and PMCs was to be established under output 2. The intention was to give PMCs a stake in the ALUs
and hence a financial incentive to support ALUs operations. The Grant Assistance Report does not provide details
about this mechanism, and the PMCs and EAs were left to improvise.
11 The safety of the project personnel was a continuous concern. Accessibility to project sites were low due to
unpredictable weather conditions and lack of passable roads. In the Philippines, it was not unusual for project
personnel to walk more than 2 kilometers from one beneficiary ALU to another.
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Output 1: Targeted beneficiaries in coastal communities trained to develop business plans for
livelihoods. The project prepared 94 business plans (Indonesia 52, Philippines 42) through participatory
planning, as compared to a target of 80.
a. Indonesia: (i) 52 business plans were prepared for ALUs in all 4 broad livelihood types; (ii) 48
training programs on alternative livelihood skills and business management provided to 902
individuals, of which 631 (70%) were women; (iii) business partnerships established with private
entities: 2 resort hotels in Darawan and Maratua Islands and Save Turtle Organization to sell
souvenirs and accessories (keyholders, light stands, and wooden ornaments) made of coconut
shells; and 13 supermarkets across Berau District to sell agricultural produce;
b. Philippines: (i) 42 business plans prepared for ALUs in all 4 broad livelihood types; (ii) partnership
established with Save Philippine Seas Foundation to provide seaweed planting materials to 90
seaweed farmers and continuous coaching and monitoring.
c. Social preparation was conducted on a group setting prior to detailed business planning.
Confidence and sense of ownership were strengthened through counselling, consultations, and
information sessions on the potential and feasibility of different livelihoods. Detailed business
planning to the individual ALUs further intensified social preparation, the former being an iterative
exercise whereby PMCs and beneficiaries jointly identified viable livelihood options, developed
business plans, income and expenditure forecasts, and risk assessment. This process
empowered beneficiaries to make informed decisions that balanced rewards and risks, the
quintessential of becoming independent business operators.
Output 2: Viable livelihoods successfully implemented. The project established 461 ALUs (Indonesia
52, Philippines 409) as compared to a target of 80. Of these, 217 ALUs (53%) were led by women.
a. Indonesia: (i) 52 ALUs established, of which 32 (61%) were led by women; (ii) coordinated with
development partners Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ),
Millennium Challenge Cooperation, and Forum Lingkungan Mulawarman) on livelihood skills
training and product marketing;
b. Philippines: (i) 409 ALUs established, of which 185 (45%) were led by women; (ii) coordinated
with Technical Education and Skills Development Authority and Department of Education on
livelihood skills training and business management;
c. The DMF output target requires that the ALUs earn a FIRR exceeding 20%. It must first be noted
that FIRR is not an appropriate indicator as its computation requires the actual cashflow stream
for multiple years, which was not available at project completion as many ALUs had been in
operation for less than two years.13 As such, it is assumed that ALUs’ financial performance at
the time of completion will continue, generating the same amount of operating cashflow for the
next 10 years. With this assumption, the 20% FIRR requirement will likely be achieved. In
Indonesia, data were collected from 32 ALUs, of which 25 are expected to yield FIRRs exceeding
20%, and the remaining seven ALUs’ FIRRs are in the range of 10 to 13%. Of the 25 ALUs, 16
(64%) are led by women. 14 In Philippines, all ALUs are expected to achieve the 20% FIRR
requirement. The returns to vocational trainings are particularly attractive.
d. The details of the envisaged profit- and risk-sharing mechanism was not prepared. Such a
mechanism should have been documented in the GIM. Consequently, in Indonesia, focus was
shifted to connecting the ALUs with local businesses, while in Philippines the PMC provided
working capital loans to the ALUs.
Output 3: Effective project management system operational. All targets were met: (i) quarterly
progress reports and a final project report submitted; (ii) as compared to the target of 2 knowledge
products, 13 (Indonesia 4, Philippines 9) knowledge products were developed and disseminated to
national, regional, and global knowledge networks.
a. Indonesia: (i) project website established; (ii) articles on the project published in nationwide
13

Other metrics such as net profit margin (in percentage), or profit (in rupiah and peso) are more suitable as they can
be computed with yearly data.
14 For the remaining 20 ALUs without data, 16 were of the ecosystem services type. A significant input is time which is
not well recorded.
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science magazine ‘Science Indonesia’ and distributed in an international conference (Our Ocean
Conference) in Bali, Indonesia; (iii) booklet (100 copies) entitled “Lifting Pearls from the Berau
Coasts” distributed in the said conference; and (iv) a project video filmed and uploaded on
YouTube and other online media.
b. Philippines: (i) five livelihood manuals (goat meat and goat for dairy; chicken meat and egg; and
seaweed farming) published and distributed to ALUs and to other practitioners in non-project
areas within the province; (ii) three project videos, “Stories from the Field”, filmed and uploaded
on YouTube and other online media; and (iii) project sustainability plan prepared.
The expected outcome was achieved. The project supported eight types of alternative livelihoods
(Indonesia 4, Philippines 4), and the sampled ALUs are expected to achieve a 20% FIRR.
The impact level indicator requires that the average per capita income of 1,000 poor households increase
by 30% in Berau District and in Balabac Municipality, including 300 households led by women. 15 A
completion survey in Indonesia interviewed 41 direct beneficiaries, of which 15 (37%) had income
increased by over 50%; 7 (17%) by between 30 to 49.9%; 14 (34%) by between 10 and 29.9%; and 5
(12%) below 10%. Besides improving livelihoods, the ALUs helped beneficiaries stabilize income as
fishing is seasonal. The percentage of households with less than three meals a day has decreased
drastically, and the frequency of animal protein consumption (meat or diary) increased significantly. Living
conditions have improved, as more households acquired latrine facilities, and building materials for walls
and floor were of non-traditional materials (bamboo, wood, and earth). In the Philippines, no comparable
completion survey was conducted.16 Given the satisfactory FIRRs, and the fact that more ALUs than
anticipated were established, there is little reason to suggest that income increase in the Philippines is
less than in Indonesia.
The project is tagged as having some gender elements (SGE) on gender categorization. Gender action
plans (GAPs) were prepared separately, with the Indonesia GAP having 8 actions, and the Philippines
GAP having 13 actions. In both countries, only one action was not achieved.17 Of the 52 ALUs established
in Indonesia, 32 (65%) were led by women. There are 281 ALU members, of which 184 (65%) are women.
In Philippines, 189 (46%) of 409 ALU members are women. The actual number of direct beneficiaries
exceed the target in both countries. As many ALUs were led by women, the ability to generate income
during non-fishing season (a male-dominated occupation) contributed much to women’s empowerment.
An unforeseen benefit is that the nutrition status of the children of beneficiary households has improved,
as parents bring home non-merchantable produce from ALUs.
Although not specified in the DMF, it is worth mentioning that beneficiary households used to hunt turtles
for their shells. This practice has ceased as beneficiaries learned new livelihoods, and through hotels and
Save Turtle Organization, found markets for their souvenirs and accessories which are made of coconut
shells.18
17. Overall Assessment and Rating (HS, S, PS, U):
Sustainability. The project is rated likely sustainable. The project prepared business plans for different
livelihoods and provided business management trainings, and most ALUs earn decent returns. More
importantly, the project succeeded in raising awareness on environmental conservation, at least among
the beneficiary households which now abstain from illegal hunting and unsustainable fishing.

15

It is unclear how the 1,000 households’ threshold was determined. Presumably this is the number of direct
beneficiaries within the ALUs.
16 While there was an endline survey, the respondents were not the same as those in the baseline survey.
17 In Indonesia, Action 3.1 is rated not achieved, due to a lack of substantiation: project technical guidance outlined at
least 30% women’s participation in the project. In Philippines, Action 3.3 requires that “a gender specialist is engaged
to ensure women’s participation in the project.” It is rated not achieved since the gender specialist’s time input was
1.7 p-m, spreading over six months from March to September 2018. After the contract ended, the project did not
have a dedicated staff to oversee the implementation of GAP.
18 There is antidotal evidence in the Filipino project site that sea turtle hunting is still perpetrated by non-beneficiaries.
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In Indonesia, the project facilitated partnership between local businesses, the Czech NGO and ALUs.
ALUs can expect regular work and incomes, and stability is a pre-requisite for any long-term planning and
business expansion. A similar, but in smaller scale, arrangement was made by the PMC in Philippines,
by connecting some ALUs to shops in Manila.
In the Philippines, a livestock sharing program was implemented in suitable areas, in which direct
beneficiary households donated offspring livestock to fellow community members. This arrangement
benefited more households and fostered mutual support. While their contracts with the project have
ended, the PMC have continued to provide working capital to some ALUs, such as wat weaving and
basketry, and connected them to shops in Manila. The partnership with Save Philippine Seas Foundation
will provide continuous support on seaweed production. A project sustainability plan was prepared and
presented to the Balabac Municipality. It indicates post-project actions to be taken by relevant authorities
and community stakeholders, covering the institutional, financial, and environmental aspects. PCSD
assigned new field staff, tasked with addressing field level concerns, post completion monitoring,
especially in wildlife survey and trafficking.
Overall assessment. The project is rated successful. The project substantially achieved the outcome and
output targets, and is aligned with CTI’s RPOA and NPOAs, and ADB’s Strategy 2020. The project
successfully established viable alternative livelihoods for income enhancement and for the greater cause
of wildlife conservations in remote coastal communities.
18. Major Lessons Learned:
Grant Implementation Manual. A GIM should have been prepared at approval, especially since this is a
regional project with separate EAs and IAs in two countries.19 In its absence, implementation was not
harmonized: (i) different terminologies were used in reference to the ALUs or the livelihood types, causing
confusion; and (ii) EAs prepared and implemented different gender action plans.
Remoteness of project locations. The project areas were in remote islands with limited amenities and
logistics support and were exposed to unfavorable weather conditions and security risks. Consequently,
it was difficult to recruit PMCs and private auditing firms. Sourcing for equipment (such as generators)
and materials was also difficult as few suppliers catered to the project areas. A procurement risk
assessment during project preparation could have identified these issues and proposed mitigation
measures. In addition, future projects in remote sites should consider the difficulties in (i) fund flows in the
absence of bank branches; and (ii) liquidation due to sparse access to internet and courier service.
Fund flow arrangement. While PCSD is a regional unit under the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources, all fund disbursements to the project account must be cleared by the Department of
Budget and Management. In addition, consultations with the Department of Finance is also required. This
multi-tiered requirement made disbursement difficult and delayed implementation. Although a joint
meeting successfully simplified the procedures, project personnel must still bring cash to the field and
expose themselves to security risks. A similar situation in Indonesia significantly prolonged the time taken
for effectiveness and discouraged the utilization of available excess funds for more communities, beyond
the original scope. The fund flow arrangement should have been reviewed and agreed upon by all parties
at the start of implementation.
Community Involvement. For any natural resources management project, it is critical to engage local
champions, community leaders, and businesses. In Indonesia, local hotels and supermarkets are
important marketing channels, and the ecosystem services payment schemes will not function without
sponsorship. In the Philippines, the PMC arranged a livestock sharing scheme in which direct beneficiary
households donated livestock to fellow community members. These secondary beneficiaries were also
supported by PCSD and local government on agricultural training. Consequently, the project was able
reach out to more beneficiaries.
19

This issue is unlikely to reoccur since GIM or project administration manual is now a required document at approval.
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19. Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:
Continuous monitoring. Periodic monitoring by EAs will be important to understand the long-term
impacts and sustainability of the project. Monitoring should consider both the financial performance of the
ALUs and the abundance of marine life in the project areas.
Additional assistance. In general, the EAs should provide continuous marketing and promotion support
by intensifying information dissemination at national events and showcasing how the communities are
contributing to the NPOAs of the CTI-CFF.
20. Additional Remarks, Comments and Suggestions:
None.
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Appendix 1

PROJECT COST AT APPRAISAL AND COMPLETION
Table 1: Project Cost at Appraisal and Completion (Entire Project)
Inputs
Consulting services
Civil works
Equipment
Training/
Workshop/Seminar
Project
management
Other Project inputs
Contingency
Total

Original
allocation
($)
61,664.00
382,222.00
824,825.00

Last
allocation
($)
585,323.15
117,249.96
715,459.69

Increase
(decrease)
(%)
849.21
(69.32)
(13.26)

Actual vs last
Actual
revision
expenditure
($)
(%)
519,861.70
88.82
80,492.41
68.65
489,309.44
68.39

56,433.00

116,891.77

107.13

80,548.16

68.91

319,634.00
255,222.00
100,000.00
2,000,000.00

199,905.55
165,169.88
100,000.00
2,000,000.00

37.46
35.28
0.00

160,085.11
15,092.82
0.00
1,345,389.64

80.08
9.14
0.00

Table 2: Project Cost at Appraisal and Completion (Indonesia)
Inputs
Consulting services
Civil works
Equipment
Training/
Workshop/Seminar
Project management
Other Project inputs
Contingency
Total

Original
allocation
($)
31,375.00
77,777.00
522,453.00

Last
allocation
($)
236,323.15
36,777.00
472,726.85

Increase
(decrease)
(%)
653.22
(52.71)
(9.52)

31,478.00
151,695.00
135,222.00
50,000.00
1,000,000.00

31,478.00
151,695.00
21,000.00
50,000.00
1,000,000.00

0.00
0.00
(84.47)
0.00

Actual
Actual vs last
expenditure
revision
($)
(%)
170,861.70
72.30
0.00
0.00
211,464.40
44.73
5,988.57
86,684.62
15,092.82
0.00
490,092.11

19.02
57.14
71.87
0.00

Table 3: Project Cost at Appraisal and Completion (Philippines)
Inputs
Consulting services
Civil works
Equipment
Training/
Workshop/Seminar
Project management
Other Project inputs
Contingency
Total

Original
allocation
($)
30,289.00
304,445.00
302,372.00

Last
allocation
($)
349,000.00
80,472.96
242,732.84

Increase
(decrease)
(%)
1,052.23
(73.57)
(19.72)

24,955.00
167,939.00
120,000.00
50,000.00
1,000,000.00

85,413.77
48,210.55
144,169.88
50,000.00
1,000,000.00

242.27
71.29
20.14
0.00

Actual
Actual vs last
expenditure
revision
($)
(%)
349,000.00
100.00
80,492.41
100.00
277,845.04
114.47
74,559.59
73,400.49
0.00
0.00
855,297.53

87.29
152.25
0.00
0.00
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PROJECT PHOTOS
Ekowisata Mangrove Tracks (Indonesia)
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Alternative Livelihood Units Product Samples (Indonesia)

Product Advertisement (Indonesia)

Appendix 2

Demo Farm (Philippines)

Community Consultation Meeting (Philippines)
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Skill Development Workshops (Philippines)
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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS
Date
2 Jun 2011
2 Nov 2011

15 May 2012
28 Sep 2012

18-22 Mar 2013
27 Mar 2013
Within 2 weeks
8 Apr 2013

11 Apr 2013
1 May 2013
14 May 2013
13 Sep 2013
17 Sep 2013
4 Nov 2013
24-28 Mar 2014
15 May 2014
26 May 2014
30 May 2014

24 Jul 2014
9 Feb 2015
9 Mar 2015
12 Mar 2015
2 Jun 2015
14 Jul 2015
5 Aug 2015
12 Aug 2015

Event / Activity
Government of Japan’s funding approval
Board approval.
Original grant closing date: 15 November 2015
First extension: 15 November 2016
Effectiveness of the Project’s Philippines’ component
Meeting with MOF for the INO component on implementation arrangement and
LOA concerns. Agreements: (i) an NGO will be hired to implement the Project,
while the DG Marine, Coastal and Small Islands (DGMCSI), through the
Directorate of Community Empowerment and Micro Enterprise Development
(CEMED), will supervise project implementation; (2) CEMED will monitor the
project’s progress and an annual planning workshop will be done to prepare the
work and financial plans; (3) though the project is a grant, the current project
design will follow government procedures similar to loans. ADB will recruit the
NGO; (4) MOF will abide by MMAF’s decision on implementation arrangements
and funds flow and MOF clarified that the grant will not reduce MMAF’s budget,
and it could be implemented anytime as it will not go through the government’s
budgeting system; (5) an external audit firm will perform the project audit.
Reconnaissance mission
ADB first advertised on ADB’s consultant management system (CMS) the
consulting package for the PHI project management consulting firm.
PHI consultant expressed interest
Government of Indonesia (GOI) decided to keep the original LOA, with revisions
in some clauses based on their governance policy and the needs of the executing
agency.
Second review of the change in implementation arrangements memo– proposed
revisions to the unsigned Indonesia LOA
ADB re-advertised the consulting package on CMS as there was only one firm
who expressed interest
PHI consultant re-expressed interest
Effectiveness of the Project’s Indonesia component
JFPR grant ceremony in Indonesia where agreement letters were exchanged
Approval of minor change in PHI consultant selection method from QCBS to SSS
Consultation mission for JFPR 9160-REG
ADB approved Submission 1: Request for Proposal (RFP)
Meeting at HQ with CTL and PHI EA to discuss disbursement procedures
ADB advised INO EA on revisions to the work plan and cost estimates:
(i) disbursement plan, (ii) revision of procurement methods, (iii) recruitment of
community facilitators to work in villages, (iv) building of the information center in
Maratua and Derawan for marine ecotourism, (v) adjustments of other costs.
MMAF (INO) submitted the draft RFP to ADB for proposed recruitment of the
project implementation consulting firm
ADB approved Submissions 2-3: Technical and Financial Proposal Evaluation
(submitted by PCSD)
ADB approved Submission 4: Draft Negotiated Contract (submitted by PCSD)
Start of PHI consulting firm’s assignment.
ADB published on CSRN the consulting package for the INO project management
consultant (firm)
INO EA sent Submission 1 to ADB: Shortlisting and Request for Proposals
Extension of grant completion date from 16 Nov 2015 to 15 Nov 2016
INO EA sent ADB Submission 1 for second review
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Date
2 Sep 2015
12 Jan 2016
18 Feb 2016
1 Mar 2016
4 & 7 Mar 2016
7 Jun 2016
17-18 Oct 2016
28 Oct 2016
23 Nov 2016
1 Dec 2016
5 Dec 2016
10 Aug 2017
10 Jan 2018
14 Feb 2018
22 Mar 2018
19 Jun 2018
14 Nov 2018

5 Jul 2019

Event / Activity
ADB’s advice to PCSD, extending the grant completion date from 16 November
2015 to 15 November 2016 to complete project activities
ADB approved the revised Submission 2 for the INO consultant
Baseline projections updated on eOps
ADB approved Submission 3 for the INO consultant
Contract negotiations between the INO EA and the first ranked firm
Notice to Proceed issued to the INO firm, with contract from 8 Jun 2016 to 8 Jan
2017
Review mission
MMAF’s and PCSD’s requests to extend grant completion date from 15 Nov 2016
to 15 Nov 2018
ADB approved extension of grant completion date until 15 Nov 2018
Baseline projections updated on eOps due to grant completion date extension until
15 Nov 2018
Approved minor change in implementation arrangements (for Indonesia)
Approved memo on change in consultant selection method
Approved memo on minor change in implementation arrangements on advance
account ceilings
Contract variation for the INO firm with extension in the consulting firm’s
completion date from 8 January 2018 to 15 November 2018.
Contract variation for PHI consulting firm with extension in the consulting firm’s
completion date until 15 November 2018.
Approved memo on minor change in implementation arrangements
Approved reallocation of grant proceeds due to incorrect allocations in some
categories at processing stage and during implementation, there were changes in
the project activities
Approved memo on minor change in project implementation arrangements for the
Philippines’ component

