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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EVALUATION PURPOSE AND EVALUATION QUESTIONS

This document reports on the evaluation of the performance of the United States Coral Triangle
Initiative (US CTI) program, as well as on the validity of the foundational assumptions inherent in the US
CTI Results Framework (RF). Specifically, the evaluation is designed to investigate the effectiveness of
the program’s key elements—the Results and Intermediate Results—in achieving the Strategic Objective
(SO) of the RF and the Coral Triangle Initiative on Coral Reefs, Fisheries and Food Security (CTI-CFF)
Goals.

The results of the evaluation will be used primarily by the United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) Bureau for Economic Growth, Education and Environment (E3), Asia regional
and bilateral missions and other U.S. government (USG) agencies such as the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOI), CTI-CFF
Stakeholders and CTI-CFF Development Partners to inform the development of ongoing and future
support to help accomplish CTI-CFF goals and targets.

A team of experts from Social Impact, Inc. (SI) and Management Systems International (MSI) was formed
with limited participation from staff members of the USAID Regional Development Mission for Asia
(RDMA) itself.

The evaluation statement of work (SOW) designed by RDMA (see Annex |) set out five questions. The
primary question was:

How effective has the US CTI’s regional collaboration and integration approach been in achieving its Strategic
Objective of “improving management of biologically and economically important coastal and marine resources
in the Coral Triangle” as applied in the US CTI Results Framework?

The evaluation was also mandated to address Secondary Questions related to conceptual and design
aspects, as well as performance aspects, including gender equality issues. These questions included:

o  What specific lessons have been learned about the validity of the program’s development hypothesis
and results frameworks?

e How effective have US CTI actions under Intermediate Results been in achieving corresponding
Results?

o How effective have US CTI results been in contributing to the accomplishment of corresponding CTI-
CFF Godls, strategic objectives and targets and the US CTI Strategic Objective?

o What key challenges, either technical or managerial, have been encountered and innovative practices
applied in achieving the US CTI Strategic Objective, thereby contributing to the CTI-CFF Goals?

PROGRAM BACKGROUND

The Coral Triangle (CT) is an area encompassing almost four million square miles of ocean and coastal
waters in the Southeast Asian and Pacific nations of Indonesia, Malaysia, Papua New Guinea, the
Philippines, the Solomon Islands and Timor-Leste, called the Coral Triangle 6 (CT6). The area is home
to some 363 million people and the biological resources of the CT directly sustain more than 120
million people living within this area and benefit millions more worldwide. The CT is at risk due to a
range of factors, including overfishing, destructive fishing practices, land- and ocean-based sources of
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pollution and climate change. These have a negative impact on food security, employment opportunities
and living standards of people dependent on the resources. Further, it is the poor who are most
dependent on the threatened marine resources.

Each of the six countries has its own local resource management problems and responsibilities.
However, environmental problems also have regional international political and economic aspects—
because each of the CTé countries has an economic zone in which it has exclusive rights to marine
resources, but those fish and marine resources are not confined to any one zone in breadth or over
time.

As far back as the year 2000, the international NGOs working in the CT area realized that there could
be value in creating a joint regional program to address these problems and began to work with the
CTé countries to realize this vision. In 2007 President Yudhoyono of Indonesia officially launched the
process. In 2008 the US CTI Program of Support was begun by USAID, and in 2009 the CTé6 countries
formed the regional CTI-CFF. The US CTI program helped bring into existence the CTI-CFF
organization among the six countries and continues to support it. The CTI-CFF is intended to be a
formally ratified treaty organization that sets policies and carries out actions regarding marine and
coastal resources through a formal structure, including a Regional Secretariat (RS). At present, the
process of official ratification of the RS by the countries continues and so there are interim structures.

The overall goal of the US CTl is to improve the management of biologically and economically important
coastal-marine resources and associated ecosystems that support the livelihoods of peoples and
economies in the CT. The US CTI program works at multiple levels but is organized as a regional
program with an intentionally regional impact. Activities promote information exchange, galvanize
international cooperation to address transnational or regional issues and share lessons among CT6
countries. These were intended to integrate with national activities to support policy reform and
institutional capacity development that provide foundations for effective regional cooperation and with
local activities designed to demonstrate best practices in priority geographies and specific sites defined
as areas where biological and socioeconomic factors are of such importance that they merit focused
management attention. Similar sets of activities in priority geographical areas would roll up to national
and regional activities that generate regional results.

The USAID RDMA funds and oversees US CTl, provides overall program direction and works closely
with bilateral USAID Missions in the region. To implement this program RDMA uses three mechanisms:

e The Coral Triangle Support Partnership (CTSP), a five-year cooperative agreement awarded
to the World Wildlife Fund (WWF), which serves as the prime for an NGO consortium that
includes The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Conservation International (Cl);

e The Program Integrator (Pl) contract, led by Tetra Tech/Associates in Rural Development
(TT), which provides regional support, technical assistance and small grants and supports the
U.S. program team and the CTI-CFF Interim RS; and

e The US. NOAA Inter-Agency Agreement, which provides capacity building, technical
assistance and training to support CTI goals.

EVALUATION DESIGN, METHODS AND LIMITATIONS

To address the evaluation purpose and questions, the Evaluation SOW (see Annex |) mandated a
triangulated mixed methods performance evaluation, drawing on both quantitative and qualitative data
from document reviews, individual and group key informant interviews (KII), site visits and a survey. The
majority of information for the evaluation was derived from Klls, which consisted of both individual and
group semi-structured interviews—more than 100 in total with approximately 200 people in the region
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and the United States. Given the restricted field schedule in the SOW, which limited the amount of time
in each country to approximately one week, an electronic survey was also developed to increase the
number and type of respondents. The celebration of Ramadan complicated interview availability in
Indonesia, Malaysia and Timor-Leste, and communications were limited in Papua New Guinea (PNG)
and Timor-Leste outside of Dili. Despite this, representatives were interviewed from all organizations
identified and prioritized at the inception of fieldwork plus others from additional organizations that
were identified over the course of the evaluation.

MOST IMPORTANT FINDINGS

What may be transformative in US CTl is the creation of a regional system of ocean
governance that incorporates the four results areas, which shows potential for a collaborative
mechanism that motivates the CT6 countries to work together despite differences in capacity
and resources, and could be effective given the opportunity (would take more than five years)
and resources (of which relying on only donor money would be insufficient).

Of the four thematic areas in the RF, the regional/national platform work was the most
effective at achieving more tangible results versus the other three areas (Ecosystems
Approach to Fisheries Management [EAFM], Marine Protected Areas [MPA] and Climate
Change Adaptation [CCA]) in the RF.

Achievement of the US CTI RF Intermediate Results (IRs) that call for “policies developed,”
“constituencies engaged,” “networks strengthened,” “capacity increased” and similar was
generally high. Those IRs that called for more complete actions such as “sustainable financing
mobilized,” “EAFM applied,” “MPA effectiveness improved” and “climate adaptation strategies
applied” were generally at a more incipient stage.

While the CTI-CFF has begun to address some of the most important threats in the CT with
US CTI support, decisions were also made not to address some important issues. The USG
decided that US CTI would not address tuna fishing, for example, as this is considered a
“trade” issue and better handled by other USG organs. Many respondents brought up the fact
that the CTI-CFF was not yet addressing some of these larger issues and questioned whether
such larger issues might now or even ultimately be “too big for CTI-CFF to handle” now—
because of its stage of development, and later because it only includes these six countries—
and whether they would be more appropriately addressed by other already existing regional
bodies such as Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) or others. Among the CTI-CFF principles in the RPOA (#4, #5) are to
work with the existing bodies and the decision to agree with the Southeast Asian Fisheries
Development Center (SEAFDEC) on their leadership in Live Reef Food Fish Trade (LRFFT)
was mentioned by several as possible recognition of this.

The long-term value of the significant achievements is somewhat tempered by the incomplete
stage of the work/effort. The fact that the CTI-CFF depends largely on the whole
constellation of US CTl actions including policies, frameworks, Regional Exchanges (REX),
Technical Working Groups (TWGs) and training means that the CTI-CFF is not yet
sustainable. The RS is not yet ratified, though most stakeholders consider it likely at some
point, and, though most of the CTé6 countries have committed financial support, the non-
operationalization of the RS means that the funds are not yet actually applied. The exception
to this is Indonesia, which has been supporting the Interim RS located in its Fisheries Ministry.
Countries do provide substantial financial support for their programs and for some regional
activities such as meetings. The future of the CTI-CFF remains uncertain as the USG, through
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the US CTl, has been the principal donor, indeed, as everyone acknowledges, the cause of its
existence.

Gender was not considered a primary matter in the original US CTI program design. There
was no explicit mandate for gender mainstreaming in the original program design or in
subsequent re-design. Direction from program officials was to incorporate gender into
activities, and there are specific instances of success working with women’s groups, for
example.

There was little vertical integration through the three levels of regional, national and local;
these could have been two separate programs (regional and national/local). The greatest
disconnect has been at the national level where the National Coordinating Committees
(NCGCs) were conceived to pass regional plans to local. In a number of ways, the desired
vertical integration involving all three levels was not achieved in part as regional level
exchanges were attended by higher-level government officials often not sufficiently connected
to the ground. What was lacking was a coordinating mechanism to link national to local
implementation, involving local and other subnational government and non-government
institutions (not just CTSP NGOs).

The NCCs in each country were designed to be responsible for all five CTI-CFF Goals, but in
practice most operated primarily in response to the three goals addressed by the US CTl, and
there was significant variation in ability to function.

Generally, NGO implementers used this as a program to continue their work at sites—
though improved with the use of regional studies, guidelines, frameworks and tools and with
some knowledge exchange. This brings with it some comparative advantages in terms of
relevant prior experience and a base from which to achieve on-the-ground results in a
shorter timeframe but also can limit the ability to implement new types of activities. The
USCT]I was instrumental in promoting in CTI-CFF the concept of horizontal integration
across sectors. Beyond the conceptual, and in an incipient stage of implementation, there are
examples of an expanded MPA scope to cover climate change and fisheries goals, and
expanded MPA planning and implementation but not of horizontally integrated programs
across six countries.

Despite the stated SO of the US CTI program, a common logic and vision were not well
developed and communicated across program implementers and stakeholders. The level of
familiarity with the purpose or SO of the US CTIl and with the entire RF decreased markedly
the closer the stakeholder was to the ground and further from program management as, for
instance, in villages or on sites. This was expected, but unexpected was the degree of
unfamiliarity even among those more responsible for program management. The RF was
unfamiliar beyond the fact that it covered the four areas, much as in the simple diagram (see
Figure 2), and was considered more suited to communicating the program’s broad intention
than of serving as the detailed organizing framework. As an innovative regional approach
reaching down to all levels, a logical concept of the CTl and what it represents may be equally
important for local implementers and the community, as for regional and national players.

From the beginning, the program sustainability strategy for the CTI-CFF depended on the
ratification of the RS and the maturing of the CTI-CFF supported by the CT6é which has not
yet happened. While there was an “endgame” or close-out strategy for the US CTI, this does
not represent a strategy for sustaining activities such as the NGO site work. US CTI reports
that large funding streams are already lined up in most all countries and for most all sites.
Other sustainability strategies, such as mainstreaming CTI-CFF in national and subnational
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development plans and institutionalizing coordinating mechanisms (vertical and horizontal)
independent of external funding were also not observed.

With respect to sustainability in the field, development of alternative or sustainable livelihoods
was an important area where individual successes were noted, but without a policy for the
identification, selection and development of alternative enterprise opportunities.

Early lack of clarity on roles and responsibilities among implementers of the different US CTI
mechanisms generated initial confusion among partners which, although lessened over time,
generated inefficiencies in coordination.

There was a slow program start-up and inefficiencies in key activities such as work planning.
Relationships, communication and coordination among consortium members have become
more efficient over time as the internal capacities of country teams improved. The Pl and
CTSP made robust efforts to minimize the impact of the challenges on implementation. There
were also changes in the emphasis required by RDMA on matters such as the degree of
regionality versus country programs in early years.

There was near-universal appreciation for the quality of training and other technical work of
NOAA and as valuable expert members of TWGs. For example, NOAA worked in or near
(the proposed) Tun Mustapha Park in Malaysia and on the north shore of Timor-Leste in
inventorying fish stocks as a baseline. Some respondents in Timor-Leste however questioned
how much local capacity was built for sustainability and setting up and using a system for data
management. In general, there was little understanding among participants of the way in which
the NOAA work was integrated into the rest of the US CTI program.

MOST IMPORTANT CONCLUSIONS

On the whole, evidence shows—and stakeholders agree—that the US CTI was effective at
supporting establishment of a new regional paradigm regarding coastal and marine resources
in the CT6 countries. The six countries had never before cooperated on these matters, at
this scale, or in this depth. The common policies, frameworks and guidelines developed were
invaluable, and the support for the REX meant that potential colleagues in the six countries
could realize this potentiality and begin to collaborate.

Demands for CTI-CFF consolidation may be suffering from unrealistic expectations about
what is possible in five years since most formal international organizations have taken many
more years to be consolidated.

At a conceptual level, the program was to have implemented all three thematic areas (EAFM,
MPA, CCA\) in each of the sites in each of the six countries. For this they were called
integration sites or demonstration sites. However, in practice, the site work tended to be in
only one thematic area—primarily in MPA, which is the best-understood and best-developed
area of knowledge. The reason for this may be the local capacity, experience, funding and time
to develop, but it is also the thematic area with which the implementing NGOs are most
familiar-.

The three programs, or work streams, of EAFM, MPA and CCA have each proven to be
effective to some degree in achieving the related Regional Plan of Action (RPOA) goals. Each
of these is at different stages on the ground but with completion of the EBM integration tool
kit, integration of the three is feasible in the future. As work on these is at different stages on
the ground, their integration is yet further away, and the effectiveness of an integrated
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approach as proposed to be carried out through the US CTI, as yet, neither proven nor
disproven.

US CTlI actions toward achievement of MPA effectiveness has been positive through
supporting the development and endorsement of the Coral Triangle Marine Protected Area
System (CTMPAS) framework, the support for the development CT Atlas and the
development and adoption of the MEAT. These and training have contributed in improving
management of the MPAs. Thus the MPA work also contributed to meeting the relevant CTI-
CFF RPOA goal.

While there were no specific pro-gender policies in the original US CTI design, specific US
CTI actors did implement pro-active gender action including the Pl and Regional Program
Office (RPO) both in their own hiring and in directions for inclusiveness in regional
exchanges. Noted is the presence of women in leadership of the CT6 NCCs in the recent
Manado Regional Priorities Conference.

When USAID/RDMA is not able to assume the internal coordination function, ensuring clear
roles, responsibilities and relationships from the beginning and actively managing those
relationships can help ensure productive coordination. (See Recommendations below.)

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

USAID should urgently identify, develop and implement an interim mechanism for
continuation of certain functions performed by the Pl including, specifically, the CTI-CFF
donor coordination function. USAID should urgently identify, develop and implement an
interim continuation program for certain activities of the NGO-led program so as not to lose
the gains already achieved on the ground. USAID should immediately inform people in the
field about these plans for continuation.

USAID should support a time-limited project that focuses on the CTI-CFF as an organization,
providing transitional assistance to the interim RS and to the permanent RS when created.

A follow-on program should include direct technical assistance to the NCCs to help them
become viable nationally owned mechanisms that implement and oversee their national
programs.

The new program should support exchanges of technical and experiential information among
the country programs and sites to capitalize on the value of networking (link to country
programs), TWGs, national and regional learning networks, etc.

NOAA should be more fully engaged in country and regional work plans and the training and
services it provides should be explicitly tied to country and site needs and better
communicated. NOAA should also consider using more local/regional expertise in providing
its training.

USAID should implement fieldwork in the CTI countries through the bilateral Missions to
carry out complementary programs rather than through RDMA. RDMA should support the
coordination of these programs.

In any subsequent program, USAID should allow a broader range of interventions and result
areas in these country programs, including alternative or sustainable livelihoods according to
local needs and designs. Programs should be periodically re-analyzed and emerging priorities
or needs addressed and resources reallocated to these.
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For country programs, USAID should consider a wider range of vehicles/mechanisms beyond
a consortium of international NGOs (as structured in US CTl). Such other mechanisms could
include contracts, agreements with NGOs not in a consortium or with a consortium with
clearer structure.

In a subsequent program, USAID should ensure a sound development hypothesis, a clear and
logical RF, a comprehensive Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Plan and an efficient system for
work planning, budgeting and coordination. USAID should also ensure that projects have and
devote a sufficient share of resources, including personnel, to carry this out.
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. EVALUATION PURPOSE &
EVALUATION QUESTIONS

EVALUATION PURPOSE

The purpose of this evaluation of the US CTI program is to examine the performance of the program, as
well as test the foundational assumptions inherent in the US CTI RF. Specifically, the evaluation is meant
to investigate the effectiveness of the program’s key elements—the Results and Intermediate Results—
in achieving the SO of the Results Framework and the CTI-CFF Goals. The evaluation’s findings,
conclusions and recommendations provide insights to guide the development of future USAID programs
and the design of effective results frameworks to maximize development outcomes.

The results of the evaluation will be used primarily by USAID/E3, Asia regional and bilateral missions and
other USG agencies such as NOAA and USDOI, CTI-CFF stakeholders and CTI-CFF Development
Partners to inform the development of ongoing and future support to help accomplish CTI-CFF Goals
and targets.

During the evaluation In-Brief with the RDMA, greater interest was shown in obtaining stakeholder
views on future coastal marine—focused programs in the region. The Evaluation Team included questions
to elicit this information while recognizing and making clear to respondents that this evaluation was not
an effort to actually design any specific future programs, and that the evaluation would be contributory
to RDMA thinking but not determinative. Respondents were interviewed on regional and local priority
issues or problems and potential solutions with or without a USG role, regional actions and multiple
country engagement among the CT6.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

The evaluation SOWV set out as the primary question:

I. How effective has the US CTI’s regional collaboration and integration approach been in achieving
its Strategic Objective of “improving management of biologically and economically important
coastal and marine resources in the Coral Triangle” as applied in the US CTI Results Framework?
(Approach to Concept)

The evaluation was also mandated to address the following secondary questions related to conceptual
and design aspects of US CTI, as well as performance aspects, including gender equality issues:

2. What specific lessons have been learned about the validity of the program’s development
hypothesis and results frameworks? (Effective Program Design)

3. How effective have US CTI actions under Intermediate Results been in achieving corresponding
Results? (Effective Implementation)

4. How effective have US CTI results been in contributing to the accomplishment of corresponding
CTI-CFF Goals, strategic objectives and targets and the US CTI Strategic Objective! (Program
Relationship with CTI-CFF)

5. What key challenges, either technical or managerial, have been encountered and innovative
practices applied in achieving the US CTI Strategic Objective, thereby contributing to the CTI-
CFF Goals? (Lessons Learned and Future)
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Each of the five questions was explored in the interviews through a series of follow-up questions that
clarified and deepened the discussion. For example, the first question centers on the approach used to
achieve the SO, and follow-up questions were employed to assess the regiondlity, integrative aspects and
effectiveness of the approach. All follow-up questions are included in the Interview Protocols in Annex II.

Gender

While there was no specific question related to gender in the evaluation SOWV, the Evaluation Team was
instructed to “use these questions to help examine the gender equality issue in the program design and
implementation.” Attention was given to ascertaining whether gender was taken into consideration in
the design and implementation of the US CTI program’s activities, and in particular, whether gender
equality was among the principles applied in the design of the CTSP or NGO country programs.

To determine this, the Evaluation Team designed its data collection instruments and procedures to
proactively obtain inputs from males and females, especially in social or economic situations where
female voices are less easily heard, and employed culturally sensitive and appropriate survey techniques
to obtain this part of the spectrum of input. Further, the question of whether or not information fully
represents the different effects and opinions of both genders was taken into consideration in the analysis
of the data.
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1. PROGRAM BACKGROUND

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE

The regional CTI-CFF brings together the six countries of Indonesia, Malaysia, PNG, the Philippines, the
Solomon Islands and Timor-Leste to preserve the threatened marine, coastal and small island
ecosystems of the CT region (see Figure 1). The CTI-CFF is intended to be a formally ratified treaty
organization that sets policies and carries out certain actions regarding marine and coastal resources
through a formal structure including an RS.

The US CTlI supports the CTI-CFF and, in fact, in these formative years of the CTI-CFF, the U.S.
support has been more than fundamental. The US CTI activities have been practically synonymous with
the CTI-CFF. The overall goal of the US CTl is to improve the management of biologically and
economically important coastal-marine resources and associated ecosystems that support the
livelihoods of peoples and economies in the CT. USAID/RDMA funds and oversees US CTI, provides
overall program direction and works closely with bilateral USAID Missions in the region.

Figure I: CTI-CFF Implementation Area

The CTI-CFF Regional Plan of Action has five goals relating to: |) Seascapes; 2) Ecosystem Approach to
Fisheries Management; 3) Marine Protected Areas; 4) Climate Change Adaptation; and 5) Threatened
Species. The simplified version of the US CTI RF (see Figure 2) shows four principal areas of US CTI
actions and their congruence with three of the regional goals of the CTI-CFF. The framework shows
that management improvement, capacity improvement, regional collaboration and integration of
measures across program areas of EAFM, MPA and CCA will result in the overall improved management
of all resources in the region.
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Figure 2: Simplified US CTI Results Framework

The congruence of the US CTl EAFM, MPA and CCA goals with the corresponding CTI-CFF goals 2—4
is unsurprising since the two (US CTI and CTI-CFF) were essentially being planned at the same time, by
the same people and organizations, and were intended to be similar, at least in the areas in which both
operated. For each of these areas there is a further specific subordinate RF explained further in Section
IV, Evaluation Question Two, which also presents the complete and detailed RF.

PROGRAM STRUCTURE

The US CTl is implemented through three mechanisms under the RDMA but without a hierarchy among
the mechanisms:

|. Cooperative Agreement: The CTSP, a five-year cooperative agreement awarded to the WWEF,
which serves as the prime for an NGO consortium that includes TNC and CI. The CTSP
implements activities that align with the National Plan of Action (NPOA) through one or more of
the NGOs in each of the six CTI-CFF countries;

2. Contract: TT serves as a P, providing regional support, technical assistance and small grants and
supporting the U.S. program team and the CTI-CFF Interim RS;

3. Inter-Agency Agreement: NOAA provides capacity building, technical assistance and training to
support CTI goals.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION STATUS

US CTl is in its fifth and final year of implementation. It is expected that there will be short no-cost
extensions to some parts of the program beyond the 30 September 2013 contract end date. These are
not new activities or vehicles, and the program as a whole will not be extended.

The NOAA program will continue through 2014, and RDMA will continue activities into 2014 through
an agreement with the USDOI in a program outside of the focus of this evaluation. The Indonesia
Mission marine program (Marine Protected Area Governance and Indonesia Marine and Climate
Support Project [IMACS]), which is related to and is an offspring in the same family as the US CTI, also
continues through 2014.
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I1l. EVALUATION METHODS &
LIMITATIONS

The US CTI Evaluation Team consisted of four experts from Sl and MSI, who were supported by staff
members from RDMA who participated for limited times. The team included:

e Team Leader: Mr. Doug Baker

e Deputy Team Leader: Dr. Miriam Balgos

e Evaluation Specialist: Mr. Mike Duthie

e Local Evaluation Specialist: Dr. Ninnette Lasola

e USAID/RDMA Natural Resources Management Officer: Ms. Danielle Tedesco
e USAID/RDMA Monitoring and Evaluation Corp: Mr. Samuel Turano

EVALUATION DESIGN

USAID set the design of the evaluation as a mixed methods performance evaluation, drawing on both
quantitative and qualitative data from a document review, individual and group Klls, site visits and a
survey. By using multiple methods of data collection drawing on both quantitative and qualitative data,
the evaluation was able to limit bias inherent in any individual data collection method. Baseline data was
not available, so analysis of change over time relied on recall and respondent perception. To mitigate
recall and response bias, multiple data sources and methods were used to triangulate results. Specific
data collection approaches and key sub-evaluation questions were identified for each evaluation question
and laid out in an Evaluation Design Matrix (Annex Ill).

The US CTI program covers various dimensions and units of analysis, including geographic level
(regional, national and site), country (each of the CT6 countries), result area (regional/national
platforms, EAFM, MPA and CCA), mechanism (CTSP, Pl and NOAA) and consortium member (WWF,
TNC and CI). While some questions focus on specific dimensions and units (e.g., Question | focuses on
the regional level), the evaluation generally attempts to aggregate across dimensions in its conclusions,
but significant variations across units are noted. Given the evaluation’s emphasis on looking forward, the
Evaluation Team deliberately included respondents with less direct engagement with US CT], but
substantial knowledge and involvement in the CTI-CFF or key result areas, to identify additional insights
into possible new or different approaches to achieving the US CT]I objectives.

DATA COLLECTION METHODS

The US CTI evaluation began in June 2013 with the preparation of the Evaluation Work Plan. The Team
convened in Bangkok in mid-July for one full week to meet with RDMA and to present the Inception
Report and In-Brief before deploying to the field for data collection. The Pl maintains its office in
Bangkok, so the Evaluation Team consulted with the Pl team during the first week in Bangkok.
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Figure 3: US CTI Evaluation Team Travel [Blue signifies Sub-Team A; Green signifies Sub-Team B;
Red signifies team that traveled to the Regional Priorities Conference]

As designed in the SOWV, in order to visit the maximum number of countries the team broke into two
sub-teams during data collection (see Figure 3 for a map of their travels). In each of the countries, the
sub-team consulted with the relevant ministries or other government officials as well as the relevant
NGO staff. Additionally, one or more site visits were made to the locations of field activities in each CT
country (except for PNG). The sub-teams devoted approximately one week in each country to allow for
the sometimes significant travel from capital cities to outer regions. The Team then reconvened in
Bangkok for one week of analysis and preparation and presentation of the Out-Brief to RDMA. Finally,
three members of the Team then attended the Second Regional Priorities Conference in Manado,
Indonesia, on August 20-22. At the workshop the Team continued their work (analysis and report
writing) and conducted additional interviews with officials from sites or programs with which they had
been unable to meet because of logistical or access difficulties. This was also an opportunity to engage
USAID in more extended discussion of conclusions and recommendations.

The data collection methods used in the evaluation include:

Document Review: The document review provided critical background and contextual information
and fed directly into the development of instruments for other data collection methods and provided a
solid base of understanding for the Team before going to the field. The Evaluation Team obtained 230
documents electronically from the Pl and CTSP, which were grouped into background documents;
activity reports; task orders; work plans; action plans/strategies; meeting minutes and associated
documents (including decisions); progress/annual reports; evaluation reports; and others (see Annex IV
for full list). Each document was systematically reviewed by the Evaluation Team using a protocol to
prioritize, review, analyze and summarize. Additional documents were received and similarly analyzed
throughout the evaluation implementation.

Key Informant Interviews: The majority of data for the evaluation was derived from Kils, which
consisted of both individual and group semi-structured interviews—more than 100 interviews in total
with approximately 200 people, including 85 women representing 44 percent of the respondents (see
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Table 2). Based on the Evaluation Design Matrix (Annex lll) and sub-questions, a specific interview
protocol, which included both open- and close-ended questions, was developed reflecting each major
evaluation question (see Annex lll). Given the broad range of stakeholder types and their experience
with US CTI, three variations of the interview protocol were developed to focus on questions most
relevant to regional/national level stakeholders, site level stakeholders (e.g., sub-national government or
implementer staff in field offices) and program beneficiaries (e.g., community members in areas near
MPA:s). These protocols were used as guides and were typically implemented with filters to skip
unrelated questions and allow for opportunities to probe important or unclear responses. Nearly all
interviews were conducted in person, with the exception of approximately |0 respondents who were
interviewed by phone due to logistical conflicts or the fact that they operate out of Hawaii, for example.
Details on sampling and responses are included below.

Electronic Survey: Given the restricted field schedule in the SOW, which limited the amount of time
in each country to approximately a week and prohibited visiting all program implementation sites, an
electronic survey was developed to increase the number and type of respondents providing information
to the Evaluation Team. The survey consisted of primarily close-ended questions but also included four
open-ended questions for respondents to provide more detailed or nuanced responses (see Annex |l for
the survey protocol). The survey was kept brief to maximize responses and focused more directly on
respondent perceptions related to the evaluation questions. It also included limited demographic
information, including sex, age, sector and location, to permit disaggregated analysis. The survey was
implemented through SurveyMonkey and invitations were sent out to potential respondents during the
initial stages of fieldwork so that the Evaluation Team could encourage responses during site visits. The
survey was left open for approximately four weeks, through the end of fieldwork.

Site Visits: The Evaluation Team conducted semi-structured observations at priority geographic sites in
five of the six program countries to observe program implementation and effects (see Table |). A site
visit in PNG was not possible due to time and security constraints. During site observations, the Team
visited assisted communities, gazetted or planned MPAs, marine ranger posts and park stations to
identify evidence of program implementation and outcomes. The Team included experts with extensive
field experience in Southeast Asia as well as other countries with similar conditions, which provided an
expert base for comparison and judgment.

Table I: Sites Visited During US CTI Performance Evaluation

Country Site Visited

Indonesia Nusa Penida MPA
Malaysia Tun Mustapha (proposed NP)
Papua New Guinea N/A

Philippines Taytay

Solomon lIslands Gizo
Timor-Leste Nino Konis Santana NP
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KIl SAMPLING

To identify Kll respondents, the Evaluation Team first relied on a list of individuals who had been
involved in US CTI, provided by the Pl. The Pl and CTSP identified between 7—16 priority respondents
in each country based on their involvement with US CTl activities. The Evaluation Team used this as a
starting point, adding others to the sample, both from the list and from recommendations of
respondents, a method known as snowball sampling. The Team interviewed 192 individuals. (See Table 2
for details.)

Table 2: Number of Key Informants By Country

G Number of Males Females
Informants
Indonesia 29 21 9
Malaysia 27 12 15
Papua New Guinea 17 4 13
Philippines 37 21 16
Solomon Islands 29 17 12
Thailand 12 6 6
Timor-Leste 23 20 4
United States 16 6 10
TOTAL 192 107 85

Key informants included representatives from USAID, each program implementer (at their headquarters
and staff in regional, national and field offices where applicable), international agencies (such as the Asian
Development Bank [ADB]), national and sub-national government, national and sub-national ministry or
agency staff, local NGOs, private sector and other beneficiaries at the site level. Beneficiary respondents
included local fishing populations, community leaders, merchants, tourism operators and park/MPA
rangers. Annex |V provides a full list of informants.

SURVEY SAMPLING

The electronic survey was sent to all stakeholders and participants identified by the Pl, which included
579 unique email addresses. Table 3 provides a breakdown for the contact sources.

Throughout fieldwork, and through suggestions provided by survey respondents, 45 additional email
contacts were identified. Since many email addresses were incorrect, this corresponded to 514 valid
contacts, from which 205 survey responses were recorded. Of these, |5 did not respond to any of the
substantive questions, leaving a total sample of 190.
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Table 3: Sources of Survey Contacts

No. of
Source Contacts

Program Partners 152
Indonesia 104
Malaysia 122
Papua New Guinea 27
Philippines 101
Solomon Islands 42
Timor-Leste 31

TOTAL 579

As shown in Table 4, the survey respondents were highly educated: 79 percent held a graduate degree
and only 3 respondents had less than an undergraduate degree. Although most respondents (83 percent)
spent less than 50 percent of their time on US CTI tasks, they had on average nearly 3 years of
involvement with US CTI, and more than 80 percent rated themselves as having at least moderate
knowledge of US CTI. There is a statistically significant positive correlation between self-rated
knowledge of US CTI and both length of involvement (p=0.001) and percentage of work related to the
program (p<0.001), but no correlation between knowledge and sex, age or education.

Table 4: Survey Respondent Information

Variable Result

Response Rate 37%
Number of Responses 190
% Female 41%
% With Graduate Degree 79%
Mean Years Involved with CTI 297
% Spending <50% time on CTI 83%
% who received US CTI funding 44%

16 US CTI Evaluation Report



Sub-Nat'l Govt  Academic ponaor
10% 11% 1%

Private Sector
4% Int'l Org

8%

Respondents by Sector

Figure 4: Survey Respondents by Sector

As shown in Figure 4, survey respondents represent all contacted sectors, with most representation
from national government, which includes national level ministry staff, followed by NGOs. The majority
of respondents (72 percent) reported working with CTSP, while only about 20 percent had worked
with NOAA and 22 percent had worked with the P, as shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Survey Respondent Partnerships
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Respondents represent each of the CT6 countries. However, 76 percent come from Indonesia, Malaysia
or the Philippines, the most populous countries, while only 14 percent come from PNG, the Solomon
Islands or Timor-Leste, but on a per capita basis (per 100,000) the response rate was greater for the
smaller countries. Figure 6 shows that respondents had been involved at fairly similar rates across the
main program activities, with the exception of support to the RS.

0,
% of Respondents Involved In:
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
0%
Policy Learning Framework Training Technical Regional Support to
Development MNetworks Development Working Exchanges Reg. Sec.
Groups

Figure 6: Survey Respondent Involvement

Integration of Gender into Data Analysis

In light of the critical livelihood issues addressed by the program and the important influence these have
on gender equity, norms, roles and dynamics, the evaluation included questions in the interview
protocols and document review related to how gender was integrated into program design and
implementation. The Evaluation Team also recorded the sex of all interview and survey respondents to
be able to analyze whether men and women had different perspectives on program implementation and
effectiveness. Moreover, the Evaluation Team sought to include both men and women as respondents at
all levels and received survey responses from 77 women (41 percent of the total sample). In analysis, the
Team specifically sought to determine if there were differing effects for men and women.

LIMITATIONS AND RISKS

Attribution and Generalizability

The most significant limitation in the evaluation relates to attribution. In the absence of baseline data or
a valid comparison group at each program level, findings and conclusions related to program
effectiveness rely almost exclusively on stakeholder perceptions. This is further complicated by the fact
that CTSP consortium-member NGOs had been working in most program sites for years prior to
initiating the US CTI program. Most also had additional non—-US CTI funds supporting work in the same
areas (a requirement of the award). This limitation was understood from the initiation of the evaluation,
and the evaluation questions were accordingly focused less on attribution and more on implementation
and the program approach.
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In addition, while the Evaluation Team sought to collect data from as many respondents and from as
many locations and stakeholders as possible, due to time constraints, the Evaluation Team was only able
to reach approximately 200 respondents through interviews and only able to visit field sites in five of the
six countries. Given that much of the data collected in this evaluation was qualitative and collected from
a convenience sample, the Evaluation Team is somewhat limited in its ability to generalize findings
beyond direct respondents, although these respondents represent nearly all prioritized stakeholders.

Selection Bias

The electronic survey is intended to help mitigate the issue of generalizability, allowing for data
collection from a wider group, yet there is still evidence of some selection bias given the very high
education level and predominance of respondents from Southeast Asia in the survey sample. The
snowball sampling technique was used to minimize the potential for selection bias, including the
possibility that the implementers may have, even unintentionally, directed the Evaluation Team to the
most favorable respondents, and in practice, the Evaluation Team found that the vast majority of
possible respondents identified through the snowball sampling technique were already on the prioritized
sample list. Moreover, the Evaluation Team did not identify any marked differences in responses from
the initial and snowball sample respondents.

Response Bias

A third potential limitation relates to response bias that may occur if respondents think that responding
in a certain way may lead to additional funding, or hesitate or self-censor in interviews in which USAID
staff participate. Through source triangulation, the Evaluation Team minimized this limitation, and found,
in practice, that interviews with USAID staff present were not substantively different in the type of
information presented. In fact, it was during interviews with USAID participation that some of the most
unexpected and even negative/critical results were revealed. A related type of interviewer or response
bias could occur if questions are asked in a way that leads respondents to certain responses. Interview
protocols and survey questions and response options were designed to be as neutral as possible to
mitigate this concern.

Logistical Constraints

An additional time constraint related to holiday schedules. Ramadan occurred during fieldwork, making
some respondents difficult to reach, although the Team planned fieldwork around this. Communication
difficulties, due to poor phone and internet infrastructure, particularly in PNG and anywhere outside of
the capital in Timor-Leste, led to some delays in interview scheduling. Nevertheless, the Team was able
to meet with representatives from all prioritized organizations plus additional organizations that were
identified.

Accordingly, the Evaluation Team was able to successfully mitigate the most significant potential
limitations and is confident that these limitations had minimal impact on results.
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IV. FINDINGS & CONCLUSIONS

EVALUATION QUESTION ONE—CONCEPT

How effective has the US CTI’s regional collaboration and integration approach been in achieving its
Strategic Objective of “improving management of biologically and economically important coastal and
marine resources in the Coral Triangle” as applied in the US CTI Results Framework?

Regional Approach Context

This evaluation assessed the effectiveness of the regional collaboration and integration approach
(“regional approach”) that the US CTI has taken to support the establishment and implementation of the
CTI-CFF as a regional ocean governance regime in the CT. The regional approach is comprised of the
following: 1) coordination mechanisms that sought to bring together coastal and ocean sectors and
different levels of government and various stakeholders in the management process (regional, national
and sub-national platforms of collaboration and integration); 2) results areas that address specific
thematic issues of concern in the CT (EAFM, MPAs and CCA); and 3) desirable values, principles and
cross-sectoral approaches to management (e.g., ecosystem-based management, gender and social equity,
stewardship, participation, capacity development and public outreach), which are all depicted in the US
CTI RF.

The regional collaboration approach that the US CTl followed in its support of CTl was assessed in
terms of the extent to which it eliminates or alleviates the issues of concern addressed by the CTI; the
extent to which policies have been instituted, programs have been initiated and rules are complied with;
the extent to which the CTl promotes desirable values, principles and cross-sectoral approaches to
management (e.g., ecosystem-based management, gender and social equity, stewardship, participation,
capacity development and public outreach); and the extent to which the CTI causes changes in behavior,
interest and performance among various implementers and stakeholders and their institutions, all of
which together aims to contribute to the achievement of the US CTI SO.

Findings on the Overall Approach of Support to the CTI-CFF as a Regional Organization

In 2009 the US CTI affirmed that they set out to undertake activities at the regional, national and
prioritized geographic areas that were intended to produce results that were either catalytic (effective
only at the regional level), strategic/foundational (cannot be done by a single country or provides regional
elements that benefit national implementation), or additive (represents the sum of country efforts).!

Based on interviews and document analysis, this regional approach is generally considered successful.
The CTI-CFF is the most important emerging regional ocean governance mechanism in the region.
Interviewees and survey respondents said:

Firstly | think the recognition of the existence of the CTl and the necessity of international collaborations to manage is
an important achievement.

I'US CTI Support Program Coordination Meeting Report, July 27-29, 2009, Denpasar, Indonesia
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Getting all CTl countries to sit together to address the issues is a major achievement.

The creation of CTl as a political platform provided a way of these 6 countries working together. More importantly, the
CTl is unique as it provided a political platform for Pacific Islands and SE Asia countries to come together to work on
protecting the seafood basket of the world. It also rallied neighboring countries to support CTl and engaged ADB,
World Bank, IFC to broaden its horizon in looking at a regional perspective to have greater impact, particularly on
shared natural assets.

Convincing CTé countries of the need to approach conservation issues in a collective and integrated manner, the
formation of regional platforms to address the 5 goals of the RPOA was an innovative approach to make individual
nations realize the importance of trans-boundary issues that can only be addressed at regional level.

| think the most notable achievement created was the formation of networks of institutions and people. There has
been a great deal of knowledge exchange and learning from these networks that would have been difficult or would
have taken longer to achieve without the support of the US CTI. The amount of resources (financial and technical)
poured in facilitated these exchanges, and helped increase the capacity of people and institutions in the NCCs and the
CTSP. The networks formed are quite strong, and | believe that these networks would continue to strengthen their
partnerships, share knowledge and information and help each other whenever possible.

Conclusions on the Overall Approach of Support to the CTI-CFF as a Regional
Organization

In terms of resolving the issues of concern in the CT that the CTI aimed to address, it would be difficult
to establish on-the-ground impacts of interventions after only five years of CTl implementation.
However, the abovementioned achievements, despite some challenges, all contributed toward the
attainment, though not yet complete, of the US CTI SO, which is aligned with the goals of the CTI. On
the whole, evidence shows—and stakeholders agree—that the US CTI was effective at supporting
establishment of a new regional paradigm regarding coastal and marine resources in these Southeast
Asian countries. The six countries had never before cooperated on these matters at this scale or in this
depth. The common policies, frameworks, guidelines and similar that were developed were invaluable,
and the support for REX meant that colleagues in the six countries could realize this potential and begin
to collaborate.

Findings on Specific Actions Supporting the Regional Approach

Informants were consistent in indicating appreciation for the utility of the US CTI regional and national
platforms, which the survey results also confirmed (see Figure 7). Interviews of regional implementers
(PI staff, CTSP RPO and technical experts, Interim RS) and national implementers (CTSP national staff,
NCC members) showed that the establishment and strengthening of regional platforms (regional TWGs,
regional exchanges, support for the RS, Coordination Mechanisms Working Group, partner
coordination support, CT Atlas) and national platforms (NCCs, except in PNG, where the NCC has not
functioned effectively due to various factors not related to US CTI), as well as the development of
regional frameworks for EAFM, MPAs and CCA constituted the regional approach put in place to
catalyze and sustain improved management of coastal and marine resources in the CT. Interviews at
regional and national levels were consistent in recognizing the good work of the Pl in organizing and
carrying out the regional activities of the US CTI. USAID has envisioned that a permanent RS would
eventually take over the role of the PI. For all countries, CTSP was a primary supporter of the
development of an NPOA, providing in most cases consultant and technical experts selected by the
countries themselves, not by consortium members.
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Rating of Effectiveness for Each Result Area
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Figure 7: The establishment and enhancement of regional and national platforms
receive a higher effectiveness rating from survey informants than ratings for EAFM,
MPA, CCA and the overall Strategic Objective.

Results from the survey show that the program was rated more effective in the development of
stronger regional and national platforms or networks for marine and coastal management than it was in
the other US CTI objectives on EAFM and CCA, and to a lesser extent MPAs. As shown in Figure 8,
while there was significant variation by country, a total of 94 percent of survey respondents felt the
regional approach had contributed to achieving results.
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Figure 8: Percentage of respondents by country who feel the regional
approach contributed to achievement of program results

As one CTSP regional implementer stated, the US CTI covers countries which vary in capacity and use
different methodologies in the management of coastal and marine resources, and the regional approach
provides an opportunity to standardize methodologies across countries. In addition, the informant
reported that the use of regional frameworks and tools made policy making and conduct of activities at
the national and local level potentially more efficient, brought incentive to improve management, and
provided an opportunity for peer pressure and learning between and among the CT6 countries. A
national implementer from Malaysia expressed that the regional work is beneficial for pushing work at
the national/sub-national level, e.g., dedicated funding has been allocated to support work on EAFM and

22 US CTI Evaluation Report



MPAs in Sabah, Malaysia and the Philippines, respectively. Moreover, EAFM is now a national policy in
Malaysia.

The regional approach aimed to develop and foster an enabling environment for the management of
coastal and marine resources in each of the CTé countries, though it is not there yet. Awareness and
recognition of issues has increased at the national level and in priority geography sites, but capacity to
address issues in an integrated manner following the ecosystem approach is still limited. Enabling
conditions have been put in place, but enforcement and implementation remain an issue, with lack of
resources at the local level as a major factor. Much more work is needed on various fronts to effect
behavioral change. It has also been pointed out that it might be more practical to work at the sub-
regional level where opportunities and problems are more closely linked for fewer countries, e.g., in the
case of the LRFFT.

Feedback from the interviews at all levels also revealed that the informants consider the issues
addressed by US CTI as largely national and local in nature, and despite the recognition of the
contribution of the regional approach, 58 percent of survey respondents thought independent national
or sub-national programs could have achieved similar or better results with the same resources.
Moreover, while the US CTI has begun to address some of the most important threats in the CT—such
as lllegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing, decreasing fishing yields, overcapacity, fishing
subsidies, deteriorating conditions of coral reefs and climate change impacts—informants at the regional
and national levels questioned whether some issues—e.g., encroachment by foreign fishing vessels and
other IUU fishing, overcapacity and management of straddling/migratory fish stocks—may be too big for
CTI-CFF to handle. They felt these issues may be more appropriate or more cost-effective for other
regional bodies such as APEC, ASEAN or Southeast Asian Fisheries Development Center (SEAFDEC) to
address. In fact, CTI-CFF Principles 4 and 5 suggest that the CFF use existing and future forums to
promote implementation and be aligned with international and regional commitments. US CTI provided
catalytic opportunities for CTI-CFF to establish these links formally and informally in various formats,
e.g., LRFFT, RPOA/IUU, PEMSEA events, ASEAN MARKET. US CTI did provide the first
intergovernmental contact between CT6 countries and Hong Kong, particularly Indonesia, Malaysia and
the Philippines, which are the primary source countries.

The work done so far within the context of the CTI-CFF and supported by the US CTl and other
development partners has motivated CT6é countries’ commitment to addressing CTl issues. Support and
leadership of national government agencies for the work of the regional TWGs and NCCs, and the
decision to establish an RS with financial support from the CT6 countries, attest to this, although its
ratification in five of the six countries (Malaysia is the only country that has ratified) has met common
procedural roadblocks.

Most of these regional mechanisms, however, could be deemed only

somewhat effective in themselves or not yet effective since they have “US CTI has kept the

not resulted in systematic implementation due to a lack of connection momentum... | cannot

to national and site-level activities, and they have not led to changes in imagine if there were no US
management on the ground. Moreover, for the integration sites that CTl in last five years — many

could be considered partially effective in demonstrating effectiveness in  [Ral-SUEEEICEREE RS
terms of management interventions in any one of the three thematic they are there.”

results areas, there could only be partial attribution to US CTI regional Viekeriasthm o s
interventions since the sites selected had benefited from pre-existing
work by the NGOs. Finally, there are doubts due to the lack of strategies established to sustain these
sites after the termination of the US CTI.
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Conclusions on Specific Actions Supporting the Regional Approach

The program was effective in the implementation of regional activities under the US CTI, primarily those
that were carried out in establishing regional frameworks and developing regional tools and plans that
need to be further supported in order to keep the momentum of the collaborative initiative, including
the continued functioning of the TWGs, NCCs and other regional and national platforms. A permanent
functioning RS could support these. Given this, findings also suggest that coastal and marine issues such
as those addressed by the US CTl—which are mostly national and local—are largely common to most
CT6 countries and that there could be benefits to a program of on-the-ground action supported by
information and technical exchange between and among countries. Consistent with the RPOA guiding
principles, for certain issues, especially extra-regional or transboundary ones, working with other
existing organizations or mechanisms, such as APEC, ASEAN, PEMSEA or SEAFDEC, may be
appropriate and effective.

Findings on Vertical Integration

The US CTI was envisioned as a consolidated regional program to support CTI-CFF, with similar sets of
activities in targeted geographical areas rolling up to national and regional activities that generate
regional results. At the same time, regional results and lessons learned were intended to support
national and site-level activities in targeted geographic areas. The coordinating mechanisms through
which vertical integration as envisioned through this program is supposed to happen, include the
regional technical working groups, the regional exchanges, regional prioritization workshops, senior
officials meeting and ministerial meetings. There were instances cited by informants, however, that
indicate that particular coordinating mechanisms were not working as they should, e.g., participants to
the regional exchanges were not always chosen based on appropriate selection criteria; activities carried
out by the two NGOs working in the priority geography sites on Manus Island in PNG are not
coordinated, and the approaches of the NGOs were different.

However, interviews at the local level and site visits consistently indicated that although the work of US
CTI at the regional level had some connection to the national level through NCCs, e.g., the
development of national/local (in the case of CCA) frameworks based on regional frameworks on EAFM,
MPAs (CTMPAS) and CCA (Region-wide Early Action Plan [REAP]), activities at the local level were not
well coordinated and linked to the national level. Regional linkages and direct technical support from
regional teams was provided for EAFM and MPAs in Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, the Solomon
Islands and Timor-Leste. Experts and other regional-level staff provided training, hands-on mentoring
and technical assistance in such areas as mapping, MPA network design, EAFM integration and climate
change. Only a regional framework and local guidance for CCA activities have been developed. One
regional informant mentioned that this was a deliberate move to expedite the development of local early
action plans. This may well be justified by the need for site-specific vulnerability assessment and
adaptation planning. However, this might prove to be a case of missed opportunities in that national
efforts such as the National Adaptation Programmes of Action and National Plans of Action and
associated funding mechanisms could provide broader institutionalization and sustainability to local
adaptation.

There were conflicting reports at the field level in terms of the local impacts of the regional approach of
the US CTI program. Regional mechanisms sought to improve management at the local level, such as the
Region-Wide Early Action Plan for CCA (REAP-CCA) that led to Local Early Action Plans (LEAPs) and
the establishment of the Mayors Roundtable that spun off the formation of municipal and provincial
officials leagues in the Indonesia, the Philippines, PNG and the Solomon Islands, to mention a few.
However, it is too early to tell whether the regional approach could actually result in improved
management of coastal and marine resources at the local level.
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Conclusions on Vertical Integration

There was little vertical integration through the three levels; these could have been two separate
programs (regional and national/local). Generally, CTSP implementers used this as a program to
continue their work at sites—though improved with the use of regional studies, guidelines, frameworks
and tools as well as some knowledge exchange—but this program as implemented was not completely
effective in carrying out integrated holistic programs in six countries (i.e., not a truly novel or
transformative program in that respect), although the establishment of functional regional TWGs and
NCCs could be considered innovative. This may be explained by the fact that the regional, national and
local mechanisms put in place by the US CTI have not been given enough time and resources to produce
the desired transformative results at all levels. Given enough time and resources to address
implementation challenges, the regional, national and local mechanisms put in place by the US CTI could
produce the desired transformative results at all levels.

Findings on Horizontal Integration

Site visits and interviews of regional, national and local implementers as well as observations of TWG
sessions during the second regional prioritization workshop in Manado revealed that horizontal
integration of EAFM, MPA and CCA programs is weak overall and even at the “integration” sites. One
informant calls it “working in silos.” Although some informants at integration sites stated that integration
occurs organically since activities on EAFM, MPAs and CCA serve mutual objectives (e.g., MPAs aim to
protect coral reefs from further degradation, conserve habitat for spawning aggregations to sustain fish
stocks and preserve physical structures that serve as buffers against coastal erosion, storm surges and
flooding), it is evident from work plans that work on EAFM, MPAs and CCA under the US CTl is still
performed as very separate programs. The development of the EBM integration guide, however, is a
good indicator of intent, though there is no indication of actual application. The USCTI was instrumental
in promoting in CTI-CFF the concept of horizontal integration across sectors. Beyond the conceptual,
and in an incipient stage of implementation, there are examples of an expanded MPA scope to cover
climate change and fisheries goals, and expanded MPA planning and implementation but not of
horizontally integrated programs across six countries.

Eventually, the effectiveness of the regional approach has to be established in terms of connection to
national and site-level activities, connection between and among national implementers and changes in
management on the ground. In terms of connection between and among national implementers, the US
CTI has to be credited with supporting the coordination mechanisms that allow formal and informal
interactions not previously observed among those players before the CTI. Informants frequently
mentioned new friendships and working relationships formed as a result of CTl. However, for the
integration sites deemed successful in demonstrating effectiveness in terms of management interventions
in any one of the three thematic results areas, there could only be partial attribution to US CTI regional
interventions since the sites selected had benefited from pre-existing work by the NGOs, something
that was anticipated and therefore is not given overdue consideration in this evaluation.

Interviewees in the communities expressed the fear that if activities at the sites were suddenly stopped,
then the communities would go back to earlier exploitative use, and they would also be vulnerable to
re-encroachment. Note that, for people in the sites, the end of a project is a “sudden stop” since they
are not involved in contracts and donor relationships.

Conclusions on Horizontal Integration

The three programs, or work streams, of EAFM, MPA and CCA have each proven to be effective to
some degree in achieving the related RPOA goals. Each of these is at different stages on the ground but
with completion of the EBM integration tool kit, integration of the three is feasible in the future. As
work on these is at different stages on the ground, their integration is yet further away, and the
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effectiveness of an integrated approach as proposed to be carried out through the US CTI, as yet,
neither proven nor disproven.

EVALUATION QUESTION TWO—DESIGN

What specific lessons have been learned about the validity of the program’s development hypothesis and results
frameworks?

Findings on Overall Development Hypothesis and Results Framework

The RF, which consists of four results statements that capture the expected outcomes and impacts of

program activities over the life of the program (See Figure 9), was developed as a management tool to
provide the basis for formulating the consolidated work plan and performance management plan of the
US CTI Support Program.

Strategic Objective
Improved Management of Biologically and Economically Important Coastal
and Marine Resources and its Associated Ecosystems that Support the
Livelihoods of Peoples and Economies in the Coral Triangle

R1. Regional and national platforms strengthened
to catalyze and sustain integrated marine and
coastal management in the Coral Triangle

IR1.1 Policies developed and advanced

IR1.2 Institutional capacity and
collaboration strengthened

IR1.3 Learning and information networks
strengthened

IR1.4 Public and private sector
constituencies engaged

IR1.5 Sustainable financing mobilized

CTI Goal 2
. CTI Goal 3 CTI Goal 4
EAFM and other marine MPASs established and CC adaptation
resources fully applied effectively managed measures achieved

R2. Ecosystem approach R3. Marine protected area R4. Capacity to adapt to
to fisheries management management improved in climate change improved
improved in CT countries CT countries in CT countries
IR2.1 EAFM framework developed and endorsed IR3.1 MPA System framework developed and . .
IR2.2 Fisheries management capacity increased endorsed IR4.1 CapacltY to apply c'llmfate change
IR2.3 Enforcement capacity increased IR3.2 MPA management capacity increased ac!aptatlon strat'egles |ncre?sed
IR2.4 EAFM applied in priority geographies IR3.3 MPA effectiveness improved in priority IR4.2 Climate adaptation strategies

geographies applied in priority geographies

Program Indicators

PM1. No. of hectares in areas of biological significance under improved management

PM2. No. of hectares under improved natural resource management as a result of USG assistance

PM3. No. of policies, laws, agreements or regulations promoting sustainable natural resource management and conservation that are implemented
PM4. No. of people receiving USG supported training in natural resources management and biodiversity conservation

PMS5. No. of laws, policies, agreements, or regulations addressing climate change proposed, adopted, or implemented as a result of USG assistance
PM6. No. of public-private partnerships formed
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Figure 9: Final Working Draft of the US CTI Support Program
Consolidated Results Framework, Program Areas and Indicators?

The RF directly supports three of the five goals under the CTlI RPOA (ecosystem approach to fisheries
management, marine protected area management and climate change adaptation, in addition to a broad
crosscutting result—strengthening regional and national platforms to catalyze and sustain integrated
marine and coastal management in the CT). As it is, the RF does not clearly convey the program logic
and requires another logic model; Figure 10 below depicts how a unified US CTI Support Program could
contribute to the CTI Vision to explain how regional collaboration and integration are to occur. From
the desk study, it can be deduced that the RF is based on a common understanding and commitment as
laid out in the Leaders’ Declaration launching the CTI at the World Ocean Summit (May 2009), as
follows:

e To establish a cooperative arrangement to sustainably manage the marine, coastal and small island
ecosystems in the CT region;

o To ensure that these efforts contribute effectively to strengthening food security, increasing resiliency
and adaptation to climate change.

However, the above do not constitute a clear development hypothesis on which the RF was based. The
documentation contains no formulated statement, such as:

“If regional and national policies are improved and harmonized, and, if site-level work is undertaken to
demonstrate the utility of these, then ...” or

“If comparable integrated local work is undertaken at a range of sites and conditions, then an integrated
model can be tested and made applicable for wider implementation...”

The RF, as with the rest of the work planning and future coordination of the US CTIl and other
development partners, was based on the CTl RPOA, CT6 Senior Officials and TWG Meeting decisions,
roadmaps and outcomes, yet it still does not provide a logical basis for understanding how the program
components work together to achieve the overall SO. Moreover, it is unclear whether Result Areas 2—4
are expected to, through regional collaboration and integration, achieve Result Area |.

Public education and outreach, which could have contributed to the achievement of the program’s SO,
were not an integral part of the program design. Although a communication strategy was developed
midterm, it was lacking in a deliberate effort to inform individuals, communities, governments and other
stakeholders as to the uniqueness and importance of the CT and the CTl, as well as the goals and
objectives of the initiative.

2In Year 2 of the program, an additional IR was added under Result Area 4 relating to the development of a CCA framework
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Figure 10: How a unified US CTI Support Program could contribute to the CTI Vision

Conclusion on Overall Development Hypothesis and Results Framework

Despite the stated SO of the program, a common logic and vision were not well developed and
communicated across program implementers and stakeholders. This is one of the important conditions
of preparedness in program implementation that should have been adequately addressed at program
start.

Findings on Subordinate Results Frameworks (Results Areas)

The frameworks developed in each of the three thematic results areas (EAFM, MPAs and CCA) are
based on previously established frameworks and approaches (EAFM is mainly derived from the Food and
Agriculture Organization’s EAF, MPAs from current logic models and body of knowledge and experience
in Asia and elsewhere, and CCA from current prescriptions and guidelines developed on vulnerability
assessment and adaptation planning) and are not novel or groundbreaking. Yet these frameworks are
technically sound (as are the source frameworks) and worthwhile and could potentially be the
foundation for robust policy making in these results areas. In the RF, each of these subordinate RFs is
not shown as a framework of logical elements but rather a collation of viable worthwhile actions that
could contribute to the Result. In other words, none of these is a “program” supported by a clear logic
model.

What may be transformative, however, is the sum of these parts, i.e., the creation of a regional system
of ocean governance that incorporates the four results areas. Such a system has the potential for a
collaborative mechanism that motivates the CT6 countries to work together despite differences in
capacity and resources and could be effective given ample opportunity (it would take more than five
years) and resources (of which relying on only donor money would be insufficient).

Conclusion on Subordinate Results Frameworks (Results Areas)

As with the overall RF, individual subordinate RFs are not logically internally consistent. The IRs in each
do not “add up” or lead to the Result, in the sense that the elements of one level of an RF should be
necessary and sufficient for achievement of the next level. While this may have resulted from expected
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diversity in activities or strategies across the highly diverse program contexts, this lack of a clearly
defined, logical approach at the overall and subordinate RF levels lessens the likelihood of consistent
implementation and integration across sites. Because of the program’s explicit desire to implement an
integrated approach across divergent contexts, a clear program strategy, even if it requires flexibility or
modification based on context, is particularly important to maximize coordination.

Findings on Gaps in the Results Framework

The program design is lacking in the following aspects:

Except in the case of the Pl, which has a gender plan as required by contract and has applied elements
consistently, e.g., in staff hiring ratios, and in minimum female participation in regional exchanges, gender
has not been considered consistently in the US CTI program design or in program implementation.
There was no explicit mandate for gender mainstreaming neither in the original program design nor in
subsequent direction from program officials. (See section on gender for further explanation.)

From the beginning, the US CTI program did not have a well-designed transition or sustainability
strategy, though this is in part because the US CTI pre-dated the CTI-CFF RPOA. While the
establishment of the Permanent Secretariat is central to the CTI-CFF sustainability strategy, this should
not have precluded the inclusion of sustainability strategies at the national and subnational levels,
especially considering that the process of establishing a permanent secretariat is known to involve
factors outside the control of the US CTI and that it might not happen within the duration of the
program. The endgame activities and targets developed in Year 3 were intended to make certain that
the US CTI program would have tangible outcomes from its activities and were not intended to lead
directly to a sustainable program.

The program reports that it has trained or increased the capacity of over 10,000 people according to its
Performance Management Plan (PMP). Training activities did not necessarily translate into
implementation on the ground; a more robust capacity development effort and application in the field
were needed. For example, in a village in the Solomon Islands, selected community members were
trained on a standard monitoring procedure for MPAs but have not done any monitoring of their MPA
site as yet. Although Malaysia and the Philippines—two very capable countries already—were successful
in establishing national programs that can sustain initial efforts in EAFM and MPAs through US CTl, this
has not been achieved by the other four countries.

Absence of an approach/strategy to strengthen the local level institutions (government and civil), which
are tasked with management of coastal and marine resources (inshore), was critical. This is a common
finding based on the interviews in the CTé countries. CTSP implementers shared that they find
themselves bypassing provincial or municipal involvement in critical steps in specific interventions in
order to do their job based on work plans. Generally, the consortium of NGOs did not involve local
indigenous NGOs in CTSP activities at the integration sites in a way that developed their capacity to
operate effectively or independently. It is true that local NGOs are largely weaker and less capable of
independently taking on the work but the involvement of and development of capacity of local NGOs
was also not an explicit strategy. Despite this, there were limited examples of involvement of local
NGOs in specific situations, including MPA partners to TNC.

Lack of focus on the development of alternative or sustainable livelihoods was consistently identified by
respondents as a problem, especially at the local level, and the lack of emphasis on the development of
public-private partnerships and tangible involvement of other line ministries and sectoral representatives
in the NCC were contributors to this. This lack may have led to lessened local support for CTSP work.
Community members interviewed in the Solomon Islands described the program as “all stories but no
action,” referring to the lack of livelihood interventions.
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It appears that the concept and practice of EAFM have not yet been firmly entrenched among national
and local implementers, as indicated by the intention of at least four of the CT6 countries to deploy
inshore fishery aggregating devices (IFADs) as an alternative livelihood, despite its potential contribution
to overfishing in inshore and pelagic waters. This is another indication that greater regional cooperation
in the CT did not necessarily lead to better substantive results in the issue area at the national level.
Moreover, US CTI’s intervention regarding IFADs was limited to CTSP’s planned activities on IFADs for
Years 4 and 5 in PNG. For Year 4, WWEF was supposed to “Continue technical assistance to NFA
(National Fisheries Authority) to finalize the community-based FAD deployment policy and best practice
guidelines for FAD deployment and to support three LLGs in Manus Province in the application of the
best practice guidelines” the outcomes of which were not found anywhere in PNG’s summary of
achievements. For Year 5, WWF in PNG is supposed to work together with NFA to establish socio-
economic/livelihood monitoring tools to measure the impact of IFADs, which did not materialize
because WWF US put a hold on WWF PNG Year 5 activities due to financial management and
reporting issues. Although current intended deployments, which are mostly government initiatives not
supported by US CTI, may have a sound basis from a WorldFish Center initiative on IFADs, both
national implementers and local governments noted that government ministries will be unlikely to have
the capacity to strictly adhere to guidelines on deployment and management, which are prerequisites to
sustainable IFADs. Moreover, in some of the sites, IFADs seem to eclipse MPAs and CCA in terms of
community interest and support since the IFADs represent a tangible delivery of livelihood, even if not
yet implemented.

Regional business forums did not sufficiently address development of alternative livelihood; lack of
tangible success in the establishment of PPPs is also a factor (Manus Fishing Cooperatives as a hub for
community fisheries marketing, learning and development is one of the few successes). The report of
the Second Regional Business Forum merely reiterated the need for it, mentioned some potential
innovations and contained broad recommendations, but it did not present concrete actions or strategies
for moving forward in the development of alternative livelihoods. It should be noted that while the
livelihood component is essential to the success of management programs, the US CTl is a biodiversity-
funded program following USAID guidelines in utilization of biodiversity funds.

Conclusion on Gaps in the Results Framework

The weaknesses identified in program design have to be taken into consideration in terms of their
potential impact on desired transformation at the local level although not the main focus of the regional
collaborative approach. The weaknesses may have contributed to decreased local level support and
perhaps engagement in other program activities, which in the long term could lead to relatively lesser
on-the-ground impacts. Without concrete involvement of local institutions, the program is unlikely to
attain its expected impacts.

The growing popularity of IFADs as an alternative livelihood in the CT could have provided an object
study in which the elements of the regional collaborative approach could be applied: 1) the
precautionary principle in EAFM should have been applied, given its potential contribution to overfishing
in inshore and pelagic waters; 2) it should have taken into consideration what positive and negative
biological and ecological impacts IFADs can pose on MPAs; 3) the US CTI could have been proactive in
establishing guidelines and criteria for the selection and development of alternative livelihoods, which
could have been used in decision-making by countries in the deployment of IFADs, although the
development of alternative livelihoods is outside the scope of the current program, except for those
that could directly affect biodiversity; and 4) IFADs could have been the focus of an integrated activity
and closer interaction between and among the three thematic TWGs. This evaluation was not designed
to assess whether US CTI promoted the deployment of IFADs as an alternative livelihood practice
despite their controversial nature. Rather, it was to establish whether the regional framework and
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national policies on EAFM put in place, as well as the intended technical assistance to PNG with support
from US CTI, were able to support national decision making on the matter.

EVALUATION QUESTION THREE—IMPLEMENTATION

How effective have US CTI actions under Intermediate Results been in achieving corresponding Results?

Overall Findings on Effectiveness of Intermediate Results

Achievement of the US CTI RF IRs that call for “policies developed,” “constituencies engaged,”
“networks strengthened,” “capacity increased” and similar was generally high. There was actual
achievement of the target on putting frameworks in place, in particular, the RPOA, EAFM Framework,
CTMPAS Framework and Action Plan, REAP-CCA and LEAP Guide.

Those IRs that called for more complete actions such as “sustainable financing mobilized,” “EAFM applied,”
“MPA effectiveness improved” and “climate adaptation strategies applied” were generally at a more
incipient stage.

Overall Conclusions on Effectiveness of Intermediate Results

It would be expected that, in a longer time period, the achievements to date in the development of
frameworks, building of networks and establishment of relationships would result in achievements in
implementation, but at this point there is not clear evidence of systematic changes in management
across result areas.

Findings on Result Area |: Regional Platforms

US CTl initiated forming and supporting regional and national platforms including the Interim Regional
Secretariat (IRS), the NCCs and the TWGs and promoted awareness of the need for conservation of
resources. Activities for the development and advancement of policies and frameworks as well as
strengthening of institutional capacity and collaboration were mentioned by the national and government
respondents, including the CTSP implementers, as an achievement worth highlighting in the US CTI
program.

Results of the electronic survey showed that the respondents perceived the regional/national platforms
as the most successful component. This supports the findings of the Evaluation Team in the field
interviews. Activities related to information and learning networks, IR 1.3, were limited and were
conducted through the provision of grants to the Coral Triangle Center (CTC) and the University of
the Philippines Marine Science Institute (UPMSI) to help initiate the formation of regional learning
networks on MPAs and CCA through mentoring and developing capacities of other local institutions and
organizations. Activities for IR |1.4—public and private sector engagement—mainly consisted of
conducting business forums. In Nusa Penida, private sector constituency engagement consisted of small
livelihood endeavors, which included community mangrove ecotourism, seaweed farming ventures and
support services such as simple restaurants. Elsewhere, this included income for women and wives of
fishermen through handicrafts, as in Maliangin Island and Banggi for weaving, which resulted in a contract
between Banggi and the Shangri-la Tanjung Aru resort. There was not a program-wide effort toward
mobilization of sustainable financing, IR 1.5. Although at present they remain mainly livelihood activities,
they may, when enhanced and sustained, be the triggers in mobilizing a stable and diverse sustainable
financing for the MPA.

Awareness of results related to the activities of the information and learning networks was limited even
among those interviewed at the national level and more so at the local level. This was because initial
grant activities were done only in Indonesia for the CTC and the Philippines for the UPMSI. Activities
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for IRs 1.3-1.5 have to yet to gain sufficient traction for them to contribute to the achievement of the
expected results.

Conclusions on Result Area |: Regional Platforms

Activities in the formation and support of regional and national platforms—including the IRS, NCC and
TWAGs and the resultant formation of teams—that succeeded in coming up with outputs for each of the
thematic areas, despite bureaucratic and administrative challenges, built trust and confidence among the
CT6 countries. The years of working together as a team resolving issues and concerns have brought
about the realization of the need and importance of collaboration. The regional exchanges that
supported the technical meetings, workshops, site visits and the trainings involving government, project
partners and local and community partners provided the venue for development of awareness,
understanding and appreciation of the socioeconomic, cultural and political realities affecting the
management of resources, not only of individual countries but the entire CT region. Although much has
yet to be done in terms of catalyzing and sustaining marine and coastal management in the CT, the initial
achievements in IR |.1 and 1.2 positively contributed to achieving Result | in the RF.

Findings on Result Area 2: EAFM

In EAFM, there was an active TWG for the development of the RF, a 10-year road map, a number of
regional exchanges and technical publications. A recent decision to make SEAFDEC the IRS for LRFFT
through an MoU will enable the program to benefit from the expertise and experience of SEAFDEC.
Another output was the publication of an integrated guide to ecosystem-based coastal areas and
fisheries management in the CT. Nine key informants expressed the value of this guide in providing the
much-needed guidance to boost EAFM activities at the sites. Based on the KlIs of the three thematic
areas (EAFM, MPAs and CCA), EAFM was considered the second most effective US CTl action in
achieving its objective, behind MPA. This result was consistent with the electronic survey conducted.

Conclusions on Result Area 2: EAFM

Activities in EAFM revolved around the development of the draft regional framework, the |0-year road
map, a number of regional exchanges and publication of EAFM technical products, but implementation
and application at the priority geographies is just beginning. Fisheries management (IR 2.2) and
enforcement capacity (IR 2.3) have been addressed through trainings and workshops, yet application of
EAFM in priority geographies (IR 2.4) is lagging. It was noted, though the indications of the encouraging
effects of earlier training and workshops had been witnessed by key informants, particularly in the
Philippines through the use of US CTI lecture slides by a fisheries government official in a lecture that
promotes the concept of EAFM. Of the four IRs under Result 2 in the RF, only IR I.I had been fully
achieved through the development of an Integrated Guide. Since the Guide was completed and
disseminated in August 2013, its effect in influencing countries to take action on the implementation of
EAFM and finally contributing to the achievement of Result 2 is not apparent.

Findings on Result Area 3: MPA

In MPAs, there were regional exchanges that included a significant number of technical meetings, forums
and training and establishment of the TWG that led in the development of the CTMPAS Framework and
Action Plan, the first joint policy product on MPAs for CTI-CFF. Other important achievements were
the development MPA section in the CT Atlas Website that can offer useful and accessible information
for design and planning of MPA and MPA Networks for the CTé governments, researchers and other
practitioners in the region, although it has yet to succeed in aggregating other useful information
relevant to the improvement of MPAs and MPA management, as well as the marine resources in general.
Among the three thematic areas in the US CTI RF, MPA was ranked by KII and electronic survey
respondents to be the most effective US CTl action for achieving its objective. Existing advanced MPA
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activities and successes in some CT6 countries boosted the early development of action plans, inspired
information sharing and promoted appreciation of the importance of MPAs in improving the
management of marine resources. The MPA Management Effectiveness Assessment Tool (MEAT), which
was developed in the Philippines and has attracted interest from Malaysia and Indonesia, also represents
a significant advance in this area. Although, based on the KIl responses, countries like Indonesia and
Malaysia intend to adopt the MEAT with modifications to suit local conditions, the development of the
MEAT had been a big step toward a systematic and standardized assessment and determination of MPA
effectiveness. However, at least | | informants noted that delay in the legalization/gazetting of MPAs by
national governments (e.g., Malaysia, the Solomon Islands and Timor-Leste, and even Bali, Indonesia) is a
factor that hinders full implementation of plans, framework and tools. This delay in legalization has
occurred for a number of reasons, including government processes and actions unrelated to US CTI
program production of information or plans.

Conclusions on Result Area 3: MPA

US CTI actions toward achievement of IR 3.1 by supporting the development and endorsement of the
CTMPAS framework, achievement in part of IR 3.2 via the support for the development of the CT Atlas
and the achievement in part of IR 3.3 through the development and adoption of the MEAT created tools
and frameworks to assist in improving MPA management. However, the Evaluation Team found little
evidence, including through stakeholder interviews, that management of MPAs had significantly
improved, since the capacity and resources for management have yet to be fully realized at the site level.

Findings on Result Area 4: CCA

In CCA, regional exchanges, trainings, workshops and technical assistance were conducted to assist the
countries in developing the REAP-CCA that led directly to the LEAP. A final version of a more concise
and short version of a LEAP Guide was also produced. Informants expressed, and the survey showed,
that the CCA theme is considered the least effective US CTl action of the three thematic areas. It must
be noted, though, that this perception by the respondents who were directly or indirectly involved in
CCA activities may be due to the fact that, among others, it took some time for the REAP to be
developed since it started through the first CCA regional exchange in Jakarta in October 2010 and was
followed up by another in the Solomon Islands in April 201 |. As a result, early steps had been taken in
most CTé countries to establish teams under their NCCs with multi-agency and sectoral
representation, including representation from NGOs. Steps to build capacity for implementation had
also been undertaken, with a focus on the local government that will be on the frontline in experiencing
climate change. Nevertheless, it is apparent that even with these efforts there is still a need to increase
efforts to effectively catalyze more support and enhance understanding of climate change impacts.

Limited implementation of explicit CCA activities was observed at the site level. Explicit CCA activities
in most countries and sites consisted mostly of studies, assessments and piloting the LEAP guide. The
most commonly reported activity was mangrove replanting, which is a form of reducing “non-climate”
stressors. This internationally recognized approach for addressing CCA in marine ecosystems was
reinforced in CCA training. In general, CCA activities lag behind MPA and EAFM.

Conclusions on Result Area 4: CCA

Under Result 4, major outputs were the development of CT| REAP-CCA as policy instrument to guide
the CT6, support for the development and integration of CCA action plans in local government
development plans, the development of the final version of the LEAP guide and its adoption, the
establishment of the CCA Centers of Excellence and the conduct of regional exchanges including
provision of technical assistance. The conduct of the various CCA activities increased the level of
awareness of the CT6 countries on the issues of climate change, yet IRs 4.1 and 4.2 have yet to be
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achieved. However, it is recognized that funds for CCA work were markedly lower than for the other
thematic areas.

EVALUATION QUESTION FOUR—CTI-CFF

How effective have US CTI results been in contributing to the accomplishment of corresponding CTI-CFF Goals,
Strategic Objectives and Targets and the US CTI Strategic Objective?

Findings on Consonance of US CTI with CTI-CFF Goals

The US CTI RF directly supports three of the five goals under the CTI-CFF RPOA (EAFM improved in
CT countries, MPA management improved in CT countries and CCA improved in CT countries). The
objectives of the US CTI under the three results areas (EAFM, MPA and CCA) were fully consonant
with the corresponding RPOA Goals 2—4. This is unsurprising since the activities were planned together
while US CTI was starting in 2008 and the CTI-CFF in 2009, based on the US CTI, and with the same
participants.

The focus on the three CTI RPOA goals has helped apply the program’s resources to a set of
manageable goals in a targeted way. Effort was also made by RDMA to identify additional USG support
(e.g., bilateral) or other development partners that have contributed to the achievement of the CTI
RPOA Goals but are not specifically a part of the US CTI. These additional resources are not necessarily
limited to support for RPOA Goals 2—4.

RPOA Goals | (Seascapes) and 5 (Threatened Species) were partially covered by activities under US
CTI and, in some countries, explicitly included by the NCCs in their work on EAFM or MPA. Examples
include, in the Philippines, work by Cl in the Western Philippines Sea; in Indonesia, work by Cl in the
Bird’s Head Seascape; and in the Philippines, Indonesia and Malaysia, work by WWEF in the Sulu-Sulawesi
Marine Ecoregion. However, when interviewees were specifically asked about aspects of the other two
RPOA goals not covered, the level of knowledge of RPOA Goals | and 5 was low. Knowledge of those
RPOA Targets not explicitly covered in US CTI, such as COASTFISH, and National Centers of
Excellence on CCA, was low among US CTI participants.

Even though the NCCs in each country were conceived as being responsible for all five RPOA Goals, in
practice there was significant variation in ability or function, and most operated primarily in response to
the three goals addressed by the US CTI.

Conclusions on Consonance of US CTI with CTI-CFF Goals

The US CTI has directed its resources toward the accomplishment of RPOA goals 2—4, aided by
additional resources from bilateral programs and efforts by other development partners. Success
achieved in these areas was significant although limited to those actions that set up the enabling
environment more than actions on the ground (see above). Though focus on RPOA goals 2—4 was
explicit in the program, US CTI efforts also contributed, to a limited extent, to RPOA goals | and 5. To
this extent, however, the work is still at a stage of consolidation. The US CTI has been effective at
supporting the three CTI-CFF RPOA goals on which it explicitly worked.

EVALUATION QUESTION FIVE—LESSONS LEARNED AND FUTURE

What key challenges, either technical or managerial, have been encountered and innovative practices applied in
achieving the US CTI Strategic Objective, thereby contributing to the CTI-CFF Goals?
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Findings on the Implementation Context

The US CTI program was implemented in six countries that represented a wide range of marine
conservation experience, resources and human capacity, as well as physical and communication
infrastructure. Not only was there vast variance in these factors across countries, there was also large
variation within countries, particularly between the capitals and implementation sites. PNG, the Solomon
Islands and Timor-Leste all had significantly less resources and human capacity than the Philippines,
Malaysia and Indonesia, leading to different challenges, national priorities and approaches across these
countries. Moreover, the communal approach to land ownership in PNG and the Solomon Islands
requires a different approach to MPAs particularly. Finally, poor infrastructure and high operating costs
at the country level in PNG, the Solomon Islands and to a lesser extent Timor-Leste, complicated
implementation. Indeed, the Evaluation Team experienced a more than 24-hour Internet outage while in
Port Moresby, and CTSP reported regular, much longer outages. It is important to keep this
implementation context in mind when considering the technical and managerial challenges in US CTI
implementation.

Conclusions on the Implementation Context

It is clear that the CT6 countries represent a wide diversity of experience, capacity and resources,
significantly complicating efforts for a regional or integrated approach to implementation. Any approach
in such a diversity of contexts must allow for flexibility, yet it is under precisely these types of
circumstance that strategic planning and effective M&E are most beneficial since they strive to provide an
adaptive, yet targeted, management approach. Given these circumstances, US CTI’s progress—
particularly in the development of regional platforms, frameworks and relationships—is remarkable.
However, as discussed in more detail below, improved coordination, a more responsive M&E system
and a clearer RF could have contributed to further success.

Findings on Using Multiple Mechanisms

USAID/RDMA employed three mechanisms to achieve the US CTI objectives: a cooperative agreement
(CA) for CTSP; a contract with the Pl; and an interagency agreement with NOAA. This was intended to
leverage the complementary skillsets of each implementer in a coordinated fashion to better achieve the
initiative’s objectives. The Pl was seen as a critical component of a coordinated response. Indeed, the
purpose of the Pl contract was to be “mainly responsible for coordinating inputs from various USG
agencies and partners and for facilitating a unified USG response to the CTIl.” The Evaluation Team
found, however, that particularly initially, USAID/RDMA, the Pl and CTSP all noted a lack of clarity and
direction on roles and responsibilities for the PI, particularly vis-a-vis CTSP. Although part of the PI’s
expected function included developing annual consolidated national and regional work plans through
consultation with the US CTI partners, the existence and role of the Pl was not recognized in the CTSP
CA, which called for many of the same tasks and functions as described in the Pl contract, nor was the
Pl role made clear to CTSP, according to both the Pl and CTSP, upon program initiation. Given that the
internal coordination and reporting functions outlined in the Pl contract are typically undertaken by the
primary implementer (CTSP in this case), representatives from both the Pl and CTSP noted that the
introduction of the Pl generated tension around the ownership and leadership of certain management
processes, including work planning and reporting. This affected accomplishments in the early years of
the program. Both the Pl and CTSP, along with USAID/RDMA, acknowledged that this tension
dissipated and the work planning and reporting functions ran more smoothly as the project moved on.

Although not all external stakeholders, particularly those focused on national or site-level activities,
were aware of the activities of NOAA or the PI, those that were typically placed a high value on their
work, particularly the function of coordinating external stakeholders and donors performed by the PI.
Indeed, the PI’s role in donor coordination was one US CTI program activity that multiple external
stakeholders cited as a priority function that should be continued.
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The Evaluation Team noted that although the role of other donors in supporting the CTI-CFF was less
than the USG, both the ADB and the Government of Australia have been providing significant resources
to the RS and to the ratification process respectively. Donor coordination is especially important after
the 2013 Manado Workshop, where the donors reaffirmed a unified position on ratification.

Conclusion on Using Multiple Mechanisms

The lack of clarity on roles and responsibilities among the implementers of the different US CTI
mechanisms generated initial confusion among partners which, although they lessened over time,
generated inefficiencies in coordination and limited the ability of the Pl to implement its intended
coordinating functions. This may have also influenced the finding that US CTI was unable to develop an
M&E system that could be, or was, used for performance management, although the Team cannot
definitively attribute this to the lack of clarity on roles. Should USAID consider using multiple
mechanisms in the future, in such cases it might consider assuming the internal coordination function
itself. When USAID is unable to assume the internal coordination function, ensuring clear roles,
responsibilities and relationships from the beginning and actively managing those relationships can help
ensure productive coordination. (See Recommendations below.)

Findings on Consortium Approach

USAID/RDMA awarded a cooperative agreement to WWVF, which serves as the prime of a consortium
of NGOs that also includes TNC and Cl. These NGOs were already operating in the CT6 countries.
Involving these three NGOs allowed access to networks, technical resources, community relationships
and experience that would have been impossible to find in a single organization. Moreover, by utilizing
one mechanism to access these three partners, USAID/RDMA was able to reduce initial procurement,
contractual and, and at least in theory, management transaction costs over time. However, while
USAID/RDMA anticipated that working through a consortium of large, USAID-experienced NGOs
would reduce management burden, the Evaluation Team found that the consortium approach resulted in
significant management challenges.

Each consortium member brought its own reporting systems and structures. This was even true for
WWF country offices which were independent from WW