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ABSTRACT 

The Indonesian Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program (COREMAP) is a 3 phase, 18 year 
(1998 - 2016) national program.  The first Phase operated in 4 pilot sites and ran from 1998 - 2004. The 
second phase runs from 2005 - 2010. The performance of the four pilot sites are compared and contrasted. 
Two of the sites, in Riau and East Nusa Tenggara, performed particularly well in achieving progress, with 
the communities taking on the management of their coastal areas with the goals of protecting their reefs 
and improving their incomes and livelihoods. The factors that led to success at these two sites are 
highlighted. The factors that led to the poorer performance at the other two sites are also described. The 
paper concludes by appraising the impact of the project to date, identifies some of the key lessons learned 
and outlines how these and other lessons learned have been incorporated into the design of Phase II which 
will expand the program to a significant portion of the country’s richest coral reef areas. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Program (COREMAP), funded by loans from the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) and World Bank (WB) and grants from AusAID and the Global 
Environmental Facility (GEF), is a 3 phase, 18 year USD 250 million national program aimed at i) 
protecting, rehabilitating and sustainably managing Indonesia’s coral reefs and their associated 
ecosystems and ii) improving the livelihoods of the people currently dependent upon these resources.  
 
The goal of increasing incomes, and thereby lowering the incidence of poverty in target coastal 
communities where currently 60% of the mostly fisheries-dependent households are poor, is particularly 
challenging given their remoteness and often lack real alternative livelihoods to fishing. 

The Program, as originally conceived, is divided into three phases: (i) a short (3-year) "Initiation" Phase 
designed to test and develop viable community-based management systems in pilot areas in Indonesia; (ii) 
a 6-year "Acceleration" Phase to build upon and expand community-based management systems to other 
sites in Indonesia; and (iii) a 6-year "Institutionalisation" Phase for ensuring institutional (administrative, 
economic and financial) sustainability of program objectives. 

COREMAP Phase I aimed to establish if community-based management of coastal marine resources 
would work in Indonesia and, if so, what form this would take for it to be sustainable in the long-term. 
Phase II aims to expand the program to a significant portion (more than 25%) of the country’s richest 
coral reef areas. This is an ambitious target. Serious reservations remain, principally the real political will 
to tackle the root causes of overfishing and damage to coral reefs (limiting fishing effort, stopping 
dynamiting of reefs and fish, reducing pollution, resiting sand mining, etc) and institutional capacity and 
capability, as to whether this target can be achieved within the timeframe set. 

COREMAP Phase I worked in four donor aided program sites, namely in Senayang-Lingga (Riau - 
ADB), Taka Bone Rate National Marine Park (South Sulawesi – WB/GEF), Padaido (Papua – WB/GEF), 
and Maumere Bay (Sikka, East Nusa Tenggara - AusAID) (Figure 1).   
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Figure 1. The Four COREMAP Phase I sites 

 
Figure 1. The four COREMAP Phase I pilot sites, with the national PMO based in Jakarta. 

The pilot sites and other components funded by the donors, in conjunction with the Government of 
Indonesia, are listed in Table I.  

Table I: Donor funded components in COREMAP Phase I (WB = joint WB/GEF funding) 
Sites Program 

Management 
Policy/ 

Strategy 
Training CP CRITC CBM MCS 

National WB/ADB WB AusAID WB ADB - WB 
Padaido - - AusAID WB ADB WB WB 

TBR -  AusAID WB ADB WB WB 
Senayang-Lingga - - AusAID WB ADB ADB WB 

Maumere Bay - - AusAID WB ADB AusAID WB 

The first Phase, which piloted CBM approaches, ran for an average of about 3 years per site during the 
period from 1998 to 2004. The second Phase will run from 2005 – 2010, or an average of 4.5 years per 
loan project, in 12 districts (6 western – ADB, 6 eastern – WB/GEF). 

The paper summarizes the performance of each of the four Phase I sites, identifies key lessons learned 
and outlines how these and other lessons have been incorporated into the design of Phase II, the 
acceleration or expansion Phase. 

There are substantial shifts in the design of Phase II driven by the lessons learned in Phase I and, more 
importantly, from recent lessons learned in coastal fisheries management, most notably the conservation 
value of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) and no-take zones. 

The paper also outlines the targets of the Phase II program and how these are to be achieved. There are 
significant risks in the approach adopted, the most important being the willingness of coastal communities 
to take on the responsibility for managing their coastal marine resources and the government’s ability to 
support these communities to achieve these goals. 
 
METHODS AND MATERIALS 

The paper draws on five main sources of materials; i) the results of a Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation 
Course run for Program Managers in January 2002 [1], ii) the IUCN Independent Evaluation of the 
Performance of the Phase I project conducted in July 2002 [2], ii) the World Bank’s Project Performance 
Review conducted at the two World Bank pilot sites (TBR, Padaido) in October 2003 [3], iv) 
Consultants’ Final Reports [4,5,6,7], and v) the author’s own assessment. The author was the Australian 
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Marine Science and Technology (AMSAT) Ltd Project Manager for the ADB (Riau) consultancy contract 
and, on behalf of AMSAT, co managed, with ACIL, the AusAID (Maumere Bay) funded project. 
 
SOME KEY CHARATERISTICS OF COREMAP PHASE I 

Three project design teams were contracted, between 1996 – 1998, by three donors to jointly design and 
develop a national COREMAP program for Indonesia, with the World Bank taking the lead [8]. 

Seven Components of COREMAP Phase I 

COREMAP Phase I consisted of 7 components: 
 Program Coordination and Management 
 National Policy, Strategy and Legal Framework 
 Capability Building and Training 
 Community-based Management (CBM) 
 Monitoring, Control and Surveillance (MCS) 
 Research and Monitoring (CRITC & BME program) 
 Public Awareness (renamed Public Communication - PC) 

The main elements of each of these components are summarized below: 
 Program Coordination and Management – plans and manages the resources (internal and contracted) of 
the program, conducts assessments of lessons learned, including an independent evaluation of the 
effectiveness of COREMAP I and undertakes preparation of COREMAP II. Phase I was managed by 
the Indonesian Institute of Sciences’ (LIPI) Oceanographic Research Institute (LP2O); 

 National Policy, Strategy and Legal Framework - lays the foundation of the program, develops the 
policy, strategic, and legal framework;  

 Capacity Building and Training – develops the institutional capacity and individual capability of 
stakeholders at all levels, to provide them with the skills to conduct their roles in the program efficiently 
and effectively. 

 Community based Management (CBM) or variously Community based Resource Management (CBRM) 
or CB Fisheries Management (CBFM) – aims to improve the condition of reef ecosystems &  fishermen 
livelihoods in 4 pilot sites; Coral Reef Management Plans (CRMPs) designed, implemented and 
monitored by local communities; village grants (community projects) and seed funds (to initiate 
AIGAs), Alternative Income Generation Activities (AIGAs) for fishermen families, plus design and 
implementation of a Marine Management Area (MMA) in Riau Archipelago. 

 Monitoring, Control & Surveillance – acquires surveillance equipment, undertakes surveillance 
operations at project sites, establishes and operates a national surveillance and enforcement unit; two 
approaches were taken, one high tech (TBR, Padaido), one low tech (Riau, Maumere Bay). 

 Public Communication and Education – runs workshops, develops publications, awareness materials, 
runs national multi-media campaign, regional campaigns in pilot provinces, pre- and post- campaign 
surveys, and undertakes public relations; 

 Research and Monitoring - Coral Reef Information and Training Centres (CRITCs) & Benefit 
Monitoring and Evaluation (BME) program – conducts research, monitoring and evaluation, to provide 
information to the communities and program management on project progress. 

The ADB (1), World Bank/GEF (2) and AusAid (1) each funded separate pilot project sites and project 
components.  

Four different consultant teams from 3 companies were contracted to assist with the COREMAP Phase I 
implementation. AMSAT (ADB) was contracted for the Research and Monitoring Program (CRITC & 
BME) and CBM in Riau (Senayang-Lingga) [4]; ACIL (WB) for Program Coordination, National Policy 
and Strategy, the MCS program and CBM in South Sulawesi (TBR) and Papua (Padaido) [5]; John 
Hopkins University (JHU-CCP) for the National and Regional Public Communication Program [6]; and a 
joint ACIL/AMSAT team for the national Capacity Building and Training program and the CBM 
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program in East Nusa Tenggara (Maumere Bay) [7]. The total project loan and grant funding for 
COREMAP Phase I was US$ 30.4 million, of which US$ 9.5 million (31%) was grant aid (Table II), with 
less than 1% dispersed directly to the villages as village grants (US$ 11,000 per village) and seed funds 
(US$ 2,200 per village). 

 

Table II: Total Project Loan and Grant Funding for COREMAP Phase I 
Donor 

Component 
Funding Source (2a) Amount US$ 

WB IBRD 6,900,000 
 GEF (2) 4,092,000 
 GoI 1,800,000 
 Japan 731,000 
ADB ADB 7,250,000 
 GoI 4,750,000 
AusAid (1)  AusAid 4,428,000 
 GoI 486,000 
Total  30,437,000 

(1) Aus$ = US$ 0.54; (2) SDR = USD 1.32; (2a) includes ADB (USD 250,000) and Japanese (USD 731,000) grant funding 
for preparation of COREMAP Phase II projects 
 

Although no single common log frame was established during the design of COREMAP I, performance 
was regularly measured during the Joint Donor Supervision Missions by measuring progress against the 
Checklist for Evaluation of Fulfillment of Conditions to Proceed to COREMAP II of the World Bank [8].  
This checklist was later modified and expanded to include a better coverage of the other donor funded 
components such as CRITC, BME and training and this expanded checklist was used to develop the 
COREMAP Phase I performance monitoring table (see below). 

Conditions to Proceed to Phase II 

Several conditions were set by the WB for COREMAP to proceed to Phase II [8]. These included: 

 Development and adoption by key stakeholders of a national COREMAP policy and strategy; 
 COREMAP II sites selected and work program designed in accordance with the strategy; 
 Institutional capacity evaluated as sufficiently improved to enable expansion of COREMAP program; 
 Community-based management pilots evaluated as workable models and lessons of experience 
incorporated into design of Phase II; 

 Compliance rates (no. of patrol days without violations/total patrol days) increasing by 10 percent in 
pilot sites, following introduction of surveillance and enforcement system;  

 75 percent of outputs and disbursements reached. COREMAP I implemented satisfactorily. 

The Phase I program operated nationally from the LIPI Program Management Office (PMO) in Jakarta, 
and had Program Task Forces (Pokjas) in Pekanbaru and Tanjung Pinang in Riau, Makassar and Selayar 
in South Sulawesi, Jayapura and Padaido in Papua, and Maumere and Kupang in East Nusa Tenggara. A 
National Steering Committee composed of representatives of the National Planning Agency (Bappenas), 
Institute of Sciences (LIPI) and Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries (DKP), together with other 
government departments, was created to provide a high level mechanism to address policy and 
institutional issues. Day-to-day management of the program was coordinated by the national PMO. 
 

CBFM IN INDONESIA 

In order to establish if community based fisheries management (CBFM) works in Indonesia, it was first 
necessary to pilot test this bottom-up coastal resources management program on a small scale. Up to this 
point in time, CBFM had not been attempted in Indonesia. Four pilot sites were selected in 1996-1998 for 
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trialing different approaches to CBFM. The sites were selected based upon what was considered to be 
some of the criteria for project success. Each site possessed unique features (Table III). 

 

Table III: Key features of the 4 COREMAP I CBFM pilot sites 

Item Senayang - Lingga Takabonate Padaido Maumere 

Marine Area (Km2): 
3 miles from coastline 2,863 2,654 1,191  890 
Total Households (HH) 1,286 1,265 729  4,065 
COREMAP Villages 7 5 8  7 
COREMAP Pokmas Members 287 170 7  - 
Median Household Income 
(US cents/p/d) in 2001/02 60 52 74  52 
% Fishermen (HH) 87 85 68  36 
AIGAs home industry (cake 

making, handicrafts),
fish processing, 
grouper grow-out 

stores, coconut 
oil processing 

coconut oil 
processing, 
seaweed culture, 
sea transport 

seaweed, 
livestock, 
FADs, kiosks, 
fish grow-out 

 

The four sites were i) an island group comprising Senayang-Lingga Districts, Riau Archipelago, Riau 
Province with 1,286 households in 7 project villages which were predominately dependent upon fishing 
for their livelihoods. Significantly, an NGO Consortium was constructed from two short-listed NGOs to 
work in combination with the Faculty of Fisheries of the State University of Riau (UNRI), the Riau NGO 
Consortium. All 8 NGO staff (field manager and 7 field facilitators) were interviewed and selected by the 
client (International Consultant Team Leader); ii) Take Bone Rate, a designated National Marine Park in 
South Sulawesi Province, where an NGO, LP3M, was contracted to work in the 5 villages (1,265 HH) in 
the National Park. This Park is managed by the Marine Parks Department of the Ministry of Forestry, 
with a traditional, very limited management role for the community who depend upon the Park’s marine 
resources for their existence; iii) Padaido island group, Biak District, Papua Province, where a NGO, 
Ramsran, was already working with the communities of the 8 coastal villages (729 HH) to improve their 
general health and welfare; and fourthly iv) the coastal fishing villages in Maumere Bay, Sikka District, 
East Nusa Tenggara Province where 7 villages (4,065 HH) took part in the COREMAP program. Here 
there was no NGO, but the role of CBM and fisheries management was assisted by project consultant 
staff including a Community Development Advisor and Coastal Resource Management Advisor. 
 

DETAILED RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PHASE I 

The IUCN Independent Evaluation [2] summarized progress as of June 2002 as follows ”While progress 
varied between participating communities, success was achieved on the principle COREMAP strategy of 
developing strong community awareness and commitment to sustainable fishing and a willingness to 
protect the living resources on which their livelihood depends. In addition, reductions in illegal fishing 
(blast and poison fishing, trawling) have occurred in most of those communities. Although achievements 
in most other areas have also been significant, problems remain and corrective action will be needed in a 
second phase. On balance, overall performance in Phase I has been strong enough to justify a second 
phase.” 

The performance of each component of COREMAP I is assessed in Table IV below and 
recommendations made for the Phase II program. This assessment draws heavily on the IUCN 
Independent Evaluation [2] but most importantly updates the assessment of performance to the end of the 
Phase I program for each component and for each of the 4 pilot CBM sites. 

 5



IIFET 2004 Japan Proceedings 

Table IV: COREMAP Phase I Performance Assessment 
  Checklist Item   General Ratings   
      5 = highest;  1 = lowest 

  National Policy, Strategy and Legal Framework      
1 COREMAP policy/strategy presented at workshops      
  Policy satisfactory     
  Strategy satisfactory     
2 Policy/strategy presented to MMAF satisfactory     

  
Program Coordination and Management – 

national      
3 Capacity of LIPI/PMO - national agencies      

a No of staff 4     
b Compensation package 2     
c Skills/experience 4     
d Understanding COREMAP objectives/procedures 4     
e Cooperation with other agencies 3     
f Equipment 4     
g Communication with provinces/districts 4     
h Progress reports/plans 4     
i Time to process contracts 2     
      District Ratings   
   Riau Sulawesi Biak East NT 
  S – L TBR Padaido Maumere 

 
Program Coordination and Management – 

district     
4 Capacity of COREMAP provinces/districts      

a No of staff 4 4 3 4 
b Compensation package 2 2 2 2 
c Skills/experience 4 4 3 4 
d Understanding COREMAP objectives/procedures 4 4 4 4 
e Cooperation with other agencies 4 3 4 4 
f Equipment 4 3 3 4 
  Community based Management      

5 CBM model with NGOs appropriate 4 4 3 4 
6 Guidelines/training provided 5 4 1 5 
7 Link between MCS and CBM 5 3 1 5 
8 Involvement of stakeholders 4 4 1 4 
9 60% support for CBM 5 5 1 5 

10 60% importance of CRMP and sanctuaries 5 4 2 5 
11 CRMP completed and village head endorsed yes yes yes yes 
12 Village credit schemes yes yes no yes 
13 AIGAs operating/funds revolving yes yes no yes 
14 Effective/transparent financial management 5 4 NA 5 
15 Reduced illegal/destructive fishing result of CBM 5 3 NA 5 
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      District Ratings   
   Riau Sulawesi Biak East NT 
  S – L TBR Padaido Maumere 

  Monitoring, Control and Surveillance      
16 MCS designs appropriate 5 3 2 5 
17 90% trained 4 4 4 4 
18 MCS manuals 4 4 3 4 
19 MCS patrols 4 2 2 4 
20 Data collection/accuracy/feedback 3 2 2 5 
21 Improving compliance 5 3 4 4 
  Research and Monitoring      
22 CRITC      

a No of staff 4 3 3 4 
b Skills/experience 4 3 3 4 
c understanding of the COREMAP objectives 4 4 4 4 
d Equipment 5 3 3 5 
e Cooperation with other agencies 4 3 3 4 

23 CRITC MIS standardized, flexible local content 4 3 3 4 
24 BME      

a Reef health/welfare database linked to CRITC MIS 4 4 4 4 
b CRITC able to produce annual BME status report 4 3 3 4 

25 Staff trained and functioning effectively 4 2 3 4 
26 Effective operation/usage of CRITC database 4 2 3 4 
  Average rating - % effectiveness 84 66 51 85 
  Public Communication   General Ratings   
27 60% aware of SeKarang campaign yes     
28 60% aware of COREMAP yes     
29 75% aware of threats of blast fishing and cyanide yes     
30 % indicators completed 100     
31 % disbursement 96.8       

Adapted, expanded and updated from IUCN, 2002 [2] to the end of COREMAP Phase I and for all 4 pilot sites. 

 
Program Coordination and Management 
The planned program activities were largely completed at all sites at the time of the completion of Phase 
I. LIPI, the executing agency, established a Project Management Office in a dedicated building and 
provincial and district governments in pilot site areas created management groups at the provincial, 
district and site level to implement the program at the four field sites. Activities have been initiated in 
each of the major components dealing with Policy, Capacity Building and Training, Community Based 
Management, Surveillance and Enforcement, Research and Public Communications.   

The Phase I program was extended on average by one year to allow more time for completion of the 
original program plan. The delay was partly due to an unrealistic design expectation that the capacity 
existed at inception to manage this program and to weaknesses and delays in creating a management team 
at LIPI. Once created, the PMO team worked extremely well.  

Management capability was an issue in Phase I with the lack of full time staff at all levels affecting 
performance. The primary management weaknesses were the lack of integration between the different 
program components, the use of part time staff with no enhancement of salary for working on 
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COREMAP and the difficulties of coordinating a program with other levels of government 
(province/district) and distant sites. 

One reason for limited integration of the various components was the funding by donors of separate 
components and employment of technical assistance teams working on only one or a limited set of 
components at site level. The creation of DKP led to a decision to transfer responsibility for two 
components, MCS and CBM, to DKP, but only MCS had been transferred by the end of Phase I. The 
training program, which supported international, national and regional training, illustrates the benefits that 
can be derived by more integration. The Phase II design should establish the authority of the PMO for all 
components and technical assistance teams. This will require a change in donor agency approach as well 
as changes in the reporting relationship and accountability among the different program components.  

The practice of appointing government staff on a part time basis to COREMAP is a serious constraint to 
the development of a knowledgeable and committed staff cadre. Remuneration levels are unattractive and 
staff lose promotion opportunities if they are posted to a program outside their home department. There 
are also frequent staff transfers. COREMAP personnel could be recruited on contract where they can be 
provided with a remuneration level that will retain them for long periods and more readily be replaced for 
unsatisfactory performance. Remuneration levels should be set for these programs by skill and level of 
responsibility, and staff from government, NGOs and private contractors be paid the same for the same 
grade of work. 

Responsibilities for program components should not be divided between institutions. 

The provinces and districts where the four pilot sites are located all created Pokjas, management 
committees composed of part time staff from different departments and interested agencies to implement 
COREMAP at the village sites. Their capabilities varied. But each Pokja had some committed staff who 
assisted the program in achieving its objectives. Local NGOs and universities were contracted to provide 
assistance in developing the village programs. 

The decision to transfer authority for coral reef management to the district level was a positive 
development that increases the chance of program success. The capability of the district level 
governments to take on more management responsibilities is one of the most important issues to be 
addressed in the Phase II design and execution. District governments need to create strong management 
teams with authority to implement COREMAP. The Pokjas, which represent different stakeholders with 
coral reef or community development interests, perform an important coordination function but are no 
substitute for a management team.  

Capacity Building and Training 

The AusAID supported training component was well organized and successful in reaching large numbers 
of COREMAP staff with short courses. The competency-based needs-driven model should be widely 
adopted in Phase II to respond to the HRD requirements of decentralization. There will be large 
community, NGO and government staff training needs in Phase II to build capacity particularly at the 
district level. 

Community based Management 

The four COREMAP field sites demonstrate a variety of conditions and different COREMAP approaches. 
Two sites (Senayang-Lingga & Maumere Bay) had a primary focus on CBM (one contracted an NGO, the 
other used consultant staff) and a low cost community based MCS system which worked well; one (TBR) 
is in a national marine park and has a capital intensive MCS component while the fourth (Padaido) has a 
minimal CBM element. 

The CBM component involved the appointment of NGO facilitators who are based in the villages for a 
period of up to 3 years. The communities select village motivators to work alongside the facilitators and 
eventually replace them (in the two most successful CBM sites, the village motivator replaced the field 
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facilitators well before the completion of their 3 year term). They also create committees to prepare Coral 
Reef Management Plans that include sanctuary areas and no-take zones. These were developed through 
negotiation and implemented in a number of villages and some have been given district approval. 
COREMAP provided small village development grants for community improvements once this plan was 
completed and approved, while seed funds were given to support approved AIG activities. The Senayang-
Lingga & Maumere sites had the most advanced CBM programs. Their villagers used community 
pressure to reduce violations and created local committees that generate some funding for the community 
reef watcher program. 

In several cases, the sanctuary areas and no-take zones were small (5 – 20 ha) compromise sites, often 
with little ecological value. However, the principle of set-aside areas was accepted. 

A Marine Management Area (MMA) of 88,400 ha, of which 62,600 ha is the marine area, was 
successfully established in Pasir Panjang village, Riau Archipelago after 6 months negotiation. 

The experiences in these different sites confirms that the most successful model comes from combining a 
CBM (bottom-up) approach in which communities have strong input and ownership with ‘top down’ 
government support. Program integration is particularly important at the village level to ensure a 
consistent overall COREMAP approach within the community. The failure in Padaido from the lack of 
village ownership of MCS when CBM of reef resources was not pursued demonstrates the need for an 
integrated approach to coral reef management.  

The resources available for CBM were too limited and the conditions imposed were too restrictive in the 
first phase. Coral reef management can only be sustained at the village level if they are able to benefit 
from coral reef management responsibilities such as in the MMA in Pasir Panjang where most of the 
marine zone was restricted to the use of traditional fishing gears (trawlers were excluded). This should be 
– and has been - reflected by an increase in the relative share of resources devoted to CBM in phase II.  

AIG activities were generally limited and sometimes defined without adequate assessment of their 
feasibility, or the capacity of the community, and a realistic assessment of their market potential. More 
resources should be – and have been – provided for the recruitment of external expertise to assess their 
feasibility and develop a portfolio of possible activities for the community to consider.  

Monitoring, Control and Surveillance  

Even with strong community support, coral reef protection cannot be completely successful unless there 
is a stronger legal and enforcement regime. Not enough progress has been made in creating a supportive 
legal framework and there are problems created by inadequate commitment by enforcement agencies. The 
rights and responsibilities of village authorities to enforce coral reef regulation should be addressed. The 
Law for Coastal Zone Management was recently passed by the national parliament. This clarifies the 
national framework and more attention in Phase II can be devoted to developing local regulations. 
Success in developing and enforcing local regulations is seen as critical to the long-term success of 
initiatives such as COREMAP. 

Phase I tested different approaches to MCS. This experience confirms that enforcement measures on local 
violators are only viable if they are low cost and involve the community and local enforcement 
authorities. The use of expensive surveillance methods (fast patrol boats, radar) has disadvantages such as 
poor maintenance, expensive staffing and equipment requirements, complex operating requirements and 
low operational availability compared to traditional technology and methods.  

Research and Monitoring 

CRITC carried out a number of innovative studies and monitoring approaches, including the first GIS 
map showing the coral reef resources of Indonesia. The program completed various monitoring manuals 
and monitoring reports, despite a shortage of trained CRITC staff being a constraint. 
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The CRITC program generally worked extremely well. However, it needs to be managed locally to ensure 
the commitment of staff, with the results of the monitoring program made available at the sites. Data 
collection methods and database formats need to be simplified and simple data collection methods used to 
involve local communities in monitoring activities. As a general principle, both the MCS and CRITC 
should aim to minimize program costs and complexity and to carry out only those activities that are seen 
to have direct bearing on achieving COREMAP objectives. 

Public Communication 

The award winning Public Communications component was successful in raising public awareness at 
both the national level and at the various COREMAP locations as confirmed by an independent survey. 
The national program should be continued at much lower cost in the second phase while more resources 
be devoted to reaching particular target groups (suppliers of caps and explosives, vessel owners, maritime 
police, judiciary, communities in target districts, etc.) and supporting village level activities as an integral 
part of the CBM program at each village. 

Summary of Main Program Achievements and Outcomes of Phase I 

The following provide a summary of the major program achievements and outcomes of COREMAP 
Phase I: 
 
 design and execution of multidonor project (ADB, WB, GEF, AusAID, GoI Projects) completed 
 AusAID COREMAP – capacity building/training success at all levels 
 successful trial of CBM approaches in 3 sites (Riau, TBR, Maumere) 
 CBM established as “core” to the different components of program 
 established the principle of CRMPs with small “no-take” sanctuary zones 
 established Marine Management Area system in 1 site in Riau Archipelago. The Riau pilot CBM 

site was rated highest alongside Maumere Bay with an average score of 85% achievement 
 successfully established Coral Reef Information and Training Centres 
 ADB and WB COREMAP II design completed, Phase II loans approved [9], [10]. 

Conclusion to COREMAP Phase I 

“The coral reefs of Indonesia represent a valuable but deteriorating resource. COREMAP provides the 
first major opportunity in Indonesia to overcome these problems through an approach that combines 
bottom-up community-based management and top-down government support,” concluded the IUCN [2]. 
 

COREMAP PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY 

The performance of external funding agencies was uneven in Phase I. Delays and a lack of coordination 
between them increased the difficulties of managing this complex program. There will be three funding 
donors in Phase II, with AusAID completing its involvement at the end of Phase I. Both the World Bank 
and the ADB committed to work with the GOI on a common vision and log frame for Phase II, but this 
did not eventuate and both programs are different in their approach to Marine Protected Area 
Management, the WB/GEF targeting 30% area coverage with MPAs by 2016 in its 6 districts [11]. 

A Mid Term Review should be conducted early in Phase II to allow for adjustments by year three as a 
result of the transition to a new executing agency (DKP) and program decentralization. 

Phase I provided evidence that this program can be sustainable as it is expanded to a national level. The 
modifications recommended here would significantly reduce the cost per village of introducing 
COREMAP in the next phase and offer the opportunity to reduce these costs even further in subsequent 
phases as responsibility is increasingly moved to the district and village level.  
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LESSONS LEARNED AND REFLECTED IN COREMAP PHASE II DESIGN 

 Communities must be at core of COREMAP II 
 Importance of community livelihoods and need for local fisheries management recognized 
 Collaborative or co-management – communities & government in partnership 
 District governments to take charge of program implementation – together with DKP 
 CBFM is a process leading to an outcome, it needs to be flexible, adaptive not rigid, and be focused on 
achieving specific intermediary targets on the way for success. 

The development goals of COREMAP Phase II remain unchanged, namely for coral reefs and associated 
ecosystems to be rehabilitated, protected and sustainably managed and to lower the incidence of poverty 
in coastal communities (currently 60% of fishermen households) by improving livelihoods and living 
standards. However, far greater emphasis is now placed on empowering the communities to manage their 
coral reef resources and giving them the institutional support to do this effectively. 

In selecting the sites for Phase II, the following main criteria were used: 

 High poverty incidence 
 High priority coral reefs 

Indonesia contains some 25,695 km2 (16.5%) of the world’s coral reefs. Twelve districts have been 
selected, 6 in each of western (ABD) and eastern (WB/GEF) Indonesia, which contain a significant 
proportion (29%) of the country’s coral reefs. There are nearly 800 coastal villages in these 12 districts, 
many with significant (> 500 ha) adjacent reefs, and where the coastal villages have fishing as their 
primary occupation. They are also some of the poorest communities in the country, with median per 
capita incomes amongst fishermen households below US$ 1.00 per day. The districts selected have also 
shown a high commitment of both the local government to contribute significant staff time and resources 
and the willingness of the candidate communities to be included in the Phase II program. 

The new COREMAP II Performance Indicators/Measures adopted for these sites are: 

 live coral cover increased by 2% per year over 10 years 
 average per capita income increased by 2% per year over 10 years 
 management measures implemented and effective (CRMPs, MMAs) covering 20% or 600 km2 of coral 
reefs in western Indonesia’s 6 districts by 2010, and 10% or 470 km2 of coral reefs in the 6 districts of 
eastern Indonesia by 2010, with 30% or 1,420 km2 protected within MMAs by 2016 

 Income of over 20,000 HH increased by 20% and living standards improved in 10% or 80 – 90 coastal 
villages in the 12 districts. 

The 7 components of COREMAP Phase I are retained in the ADB COREMAP II project design [9]. 
However, as recommended, there is considerably more money directed at the district level activities 
which now attract 66% (US$ 19.4 million) of the total cost of the project (US$ 41.25 million), with 
community empowerment, community resource management, social infrastructure and services, and 
livelihood and income generation sharing these resources. In eastern Indonesia, the WB/GEF funded 
program is almost twice as large (US$ 74.6 million) and follows the same general model [10]. However, 
here there are two National Marine Parks (TBR, Wakatobi) in two districts and large candidate marine 
conservation areas in the other 4 districts. As a result the nature of the funding is different, with a portion 
being directed to the Parks and Conservation Area Management Bodies, plus a US style Sea Partnerships 
program to involve local Universities in applied research and extension activities within these districts. 

As noted in the Introduction, the main challenges of COREMAP Phase II and III will be to overcome 
vested interests (military and police, vessel owners) in maintaining the status quo, whereby they are 
reported to cream off up to 25% of the enhanced revenue from their “outside” fishermen who use 
dynamite fishing techniques. It will take strong leadership and the political will to end current practices. 

 11



IIFET 2004 Japan Proceedings 

Empowering village communities to take responsibility for the custodianship of their adjacent resources is 
seen as being key to the program’s success. 
 

CONCLUSION 

The World Bank, in carrying out its appraisal of the long-term likelihood of success of the program [3] 
identified that COREMAP was highly relevant both globally and nationally to the sustainability of coral 
reefs in Indonesia. The efficiency of the program, once running properly, is expected to be high because 
the benefits far outweigh the costs. However, the World Bank noted that the outcome-to-date was only 
“moderately satisfactory”, and the sustainability of the program in the long-term at this point in time was 
“not evaluable”. On a more positive note, it stated that the institutional development impact to date had 
been “substantial”, which provides a foundation for developing and expanding this program in the years 
ahead. 
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