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Glossary 

 
Monitoring: continuous studies to collect data based on identified indicators or 

parameters, usually at regular intervals throughout a project to measure 
changes and show that the project is (or is not) meeting its objectives. 

Evaluation: a time-bound exercise that attempts to assess systematically and objectively 
the relevance, performance and or success (or failure) and or lessons learnt 
of ongoing and completed programmes and projects.  This is often 
conducted at mid-term and or at the end of a Programme or Project 

Indicators: the elements, components or topics that are the focus of an assessment or 
monitored regularly. 

Parameter: A parameter is the actual item or subject that is measured. 

 

 

Acronyms 
CBO Community-based organization 
CROP Council of Regional Organizations of the Pacific 
GEF Global Environment Facility 
IM Information Management 
IWP International Waters Programme 
LPC Local project committee 
MEP Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 
MSWG Marine Sector Working Group 
NTF National Task Force 
SAP Strategic Action Programme for the International Waters of the Pacific 

Small Island Developing States 
SPREP South Pacific Regional Environment Programme 
UNDP United Nations Development Programme 
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Executive Summary 
The International Waters Project (IWP) is implementing the Strategic Action Programme 
for the International Waters of the Pacific Small Island Developing States (the SAP) over 
a 7-year time frame (2000-2006).  It is supporting pilot activities, at the community and 
national level, to address priority trans-boundary concerns relating to international waters 
in the Pacific Islands region.  

The IWP is financed by the Global Environment Facility (the GEF), implemented by the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and executed, on behalf of 14 
participating countries, by the South Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP).   

A Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (MEP) will assist in assessing project performance.  
This document provides a basis for the further development of a MEP for the Project as a 
whole.  It also provides a basis for developing MEPs for national level IWP activities. 

Introduction 

The Strategic Action Programme for the International Waters of the Pacific Small Island 
Developing States (the SAP) identified three priority trans-boundary concerns relating to 
international waters in the Pacific Islands region: 

 degradation of water quality; 
 degradation of associated critical habitats; and 
 the unsustainable use of living and non-living resources. 

The underlying root cause of these problems was attributed to deficiencies in 
management systems.  Governance and understanding were identified as the two 
principle contributing factors.   

Governance issues were characterized by the need for mechanisms to integrate 
environmental concerns into development planning and decision-making.   

To address the problem of lack of knowledge and awareness a concerted and strategic 
education focus was advocated.  The active participation of island communities in 
activities that address these trans-boundary problems was also considered critical to 
addressing these concerns. 

The International Waters Project (IWP), which is implementing the SAP over a 7-year 
time frame (2000-2006), is piloting community and national level activities to address 
these environmental concerns.  A logical plan for monitoring and evaluating will assist in 
assessing project performance.  

Monitoring is a continuous activity that aims to provide indications of change.  It occurs 
throughout the project cycle providing feedback on the results of project activities.  

Evaluations assess, in a systematic and objective way, the extent of performance in 
relation to Project objectives.   

The IWP requires a plan for both monitoring and evaluation. 
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Essential elements for monitoring and evaluation 

Monitoring and evaluation plans assess: 

• impact the changes and effects of projects (by measuring positive, negative, 
foreseen, unforeseen changes); 

• effectiveness in achievement, or likelihood of achievement, of project objectives; 
• efficiency in outputs (costs, implementing time, social, economic and financial 

results); 
• relevance to local, national, regional and/or global environment and development 

guidelines; and 
• sustainability of benefits after Project completion. 

Essential elements include: 

• clearly defined project objectives; 
• relevant monitoring and evaluation indicators selected at appropriate spatial and 

temporal scales according to the objectives; 
• information management system; 
• designation of institutional responsibilities and organizational arrangements for 

monitoring; 
• assessment of costs; and 
• an implementation schedule. 

 
Monitoring and evaluation throughout the Project will: 
 

• provide information for management decision-making and adaptation, as 
required; 

• measure results and impact predicted in the Log Frame; 
• account for resource use, and 
• record lessons from project activities. 

 
Considerations for a Monitoring Plan 
 
A monitoring plan details: 
 

• what indicators are be monitored (what); 
• the timing of data collection and analyses (when); 
• responsibility for undertaking the monitoring (who); 
• the method of data collection and analysis (how); 
• the scope or spatial extent of monitoring (where); 
• expected results and outcomes (why); and 
• analysis, reporting and feedback of results (audience). 

 
Monitoring contributes information for management decision-making and adaptation.  It 
is important for accountability purposes.   
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Considerations for an Evaluation Plan 
Evaluations assess the extent to which a project addresses its objectives by describing 
results and impacts.  They cover: 

• Relevance: significance with respect to specific needs/problems; 
• Effectiveness: performance in relation to objectives; 
• Efficiency: rate and costs at which activities lead to outputs; 
• Impact: broader ecological, economic, technical, social and political 

consequences (as relevant); and 
• Sustainability: potential continuation of Project-related 

activities/institutions/impacts following withdrawal of Project support. 
 
Most projects undergo a mid-term and terminal evaluation.  Resources permitting, an ex-
post evaluation is also possible following the termination of the IWP in 2006. 
 
Monitoring and evaluation: the IWP 
 
The IWP operates in a standard project strategic framework based on a goal, objectives, 
inputs, activities, outputs and risks.  This is summarised in the IWP Log Frame - as 
revised (Appendix A). 
 
This MEP is concerned with the immediate objectives for the integrated coastal and 
watershed management component of the Project described in the Log Frame1:   
Immediate Objective 1 Establish effective project implementation support 
Immediate Objective 2. Enhance trans-boundary management mechanisms. 
Intermediate Objective 3 Ensure conservation and sustainable use of coastal and 

watershed resources. 
Immediate Objective 5 
 
Immediate Objective 6 

Maximise regional benefits of lessons learned from 
management of oceanic, coastal and watershed resources. 
Catalyse donor support for conservation and sustainable 
oceanic, coastal and watershed management initiatives. 

 
As a GEF project, the IWP adopts a framework for monitoring and evaluation based on 
three broad groups of indicators of performance: 
 

• Process indicators – which measure processes during project implementation. 
These indicators usually demonstrate an intent/commitment to achieve an 
outcome; 

• Stress reduction indicators – which are used to measure progress to reduce stress 
in the environment. These indicators usually reflect action taken which has 
relatively immediate and measurable results; and 

• Environmental status indicators – which provide information about improvements 
in the biological and physical environment. They usually reflect long-term 
measurable improvements in environmental status. (See Box A.). 

 

                                                 
1  Immediate Objective 4 is concerned with the Oceanic Fisheries Management Component of the IWP. 
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As changes in international waters environments are generally long-term processes, 
project results and impacts are often measured through stress reduction indicators.  Stress 
reduction indicators are usually used to assess progress in terms of addressing project 
goals and long-term objectives.   

Box A. Different indicators and projects – an example 

Adopting a plan for reducing fishing pressure on a reef would be a process 
indicator – the adoption of a plan. 

Implementing of the plan, thus reducing the amount of fishing pressure on 
reef associated resources, would be a stress reduction indicator.  The stress 
reduction will eventually lead to improved environmental status. 

A description of the situation at project start up, the baseline situation, is 
necessary to assess a change in status at some point in the future. For 
instance, stocks levels or species diversity levels can be used as status 
indicators to compare change from stocks levels and diversity the beginning 
of the project to the current day. 

Both regional and national-level activities in each of the 14 participating countries need 
to be monitored and evaluated.   

As each national project is being implemented in a different physical, social, economic, 
cultural and political context, each will require its own MEP. These MEPs will provide 
information on both national-level and community-level project activities and impacts. 
 
Indicator attributes 
An indicator is described in terms of how it can be verified and the assumptions and risks 
inherent in its use.   

Good indicators of performance are usually quantifiable.   In some instances this is not 
possible (for logistical or resource availability reasons) and descriptive (qualitative) 
indicators are used.  Generally, indicators should be: 

• precise (the indicator is defined in the same way by all people); 
• specific (the data is not ambiguous or too general); 
• measurable (the indicator can be recorded and analysed); 
• attainable (data can be collected in the time frame allowed for an activity and at a 

reasonable cost); 
• consistent (always measures the same thing); 
• relevant (relates directly to the objective); and  
• sensitive (they are responsive to changing circumstances).  

 
UNDP has suggested that the selection of the best indicator(s) from a wide range of 
possibilities can be aided by using a ranking system that relates to their relative 
significance or appropriateness for a particular subject area: 

criteria A the meaning of the indicator is clear; 
criteria B data are easily collected; 
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criteria C effort to collect the data is within the power of the project team and 
community, and does not require experts for analysis; 

criteria D indicator is sufficiently representative for the total of the intended 
results;  

criteria E indicator is tangible and can be observed; and 
criteria F indicator is difficult to qualify but is so important that it should be 

considered (proxy indicator). 
 
A matrix can be used to sum the scores using these criteria – with a score of 1 for each 
criteria satisfied by a particular indicator.  The higher the score the better the potential of 
the indicator to achieve its purpose. 
 
Indicators for each national IW project will differ - even for projects with the same focal 
area.  This is because of variation in the physical, political, social, cultural and economic 
situations for each participating country and community site.   
 
The final selection of indicators will be a trade off of cost effectiveness, measurability 
and local or national capacity to collect, monitor and evaluate. 
 
The application of these indicators to the IWP is presented in the form of a generic 
Project Monitoring Plan at Appendix B.  
 

IWP MEP 

Objectives  

 
The objective of the MEP is to monitor and evaluate Project activities related to the 
conservation and management of coastal and watershed resources. Of particular 
importance is the monitoring and evaluation of global benefits generated by Project 
activities. 
 
MEP Responsibilities and organizational arrangements 
 
Responsibilities and organizational arrangements for the IWP are described in the Project 
Document.  In this document, particular attention is given to the importance of 
participatory monitoring both in communities hosting pilot activities and in relation to 
national-level Project activities. Supplementary project documentation, such as the 
Administration Procedures Manual, provides details for monitoring processes associated 
with the Project (financial reporting, narrative reporting, Memoranda of Understanding, 
etc.).   
 
Timelines and implementation schedule 
 
The timing of key Project monitoring and evaluation activities is outlined at Figure 1.  
Generally, national level MEP will adapt reporting to these Project key dates. 
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Figure 1. Key dates for IWP monitoring and evaluation [RTF – Regional Task Force, 
MPR – Multipartite Review]. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
A tentative implementation schedule is attached at Attachment B 
 
Baseline assessments 
 
A measurement of performance relies on a status assessment at project commencement.  
This is referred to as a baseline assessment.   

Baseline assessments will be critical for identifying parameters and indicators associated 
with pilot activities at community sites.  They are also required for national and regional 
activities. 

Indicator selection 
 
Given the complexity of the IWP there are a significant number of indicators that could 
be selected for monitoring and evaluation.   
 
Limited time, analytical expertise and financial resources means Project indicators need 
to be rationalized.   
 
Indicators will be restricted to those that can be realistically managed to provide 
information on Project performance using available Project resources (a tentative 
identification of Project indicators is presented at Attachment B).  
 
Selection of methods to monitor indicators 
 
There is a broad range of quantitative and quantitative methods available for the 
collection of data.  The method selected should be cost-effective, feasible to collect by 
the project team, and appropriate to the project and cultural context. 
 
Stakeholder feedback- communicating monitoring results 

As the purpose of monitoring and evaluation is to generate information on the 
performance of a Project, feedback and dissemination of the analyses, findings, 
recommendations, and lessons learned to stakeholders throughout the implementation of 
the IWP is essential.   

P r o j e c t  
← i m p l e m e n t a t i o n →  

END 
DEC 2006 

 MID TERM EVALUATION 
MAY 2003 

PROJECT  
WRAP UP 

TERMINAL 
EVALUATION  

PROJECT 
INCEPTION 

M o n i t o r i n g  

JAN 2000 RTF 
MPR-2

MPR-1 MPR-3 MPR-4 MPR-5
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Feedback and communications strategies will differ according to who has an interest in 
the Project-related performance information.  It will depend on the resources available to 
support communication with different stakeholders. Groups with an interest in the 
progress and impact of the IWP include: 

• local communities and stakeholders participating in the project (including CBOs, 
politicians etc). 

• national agencies (lead agencies, the NTF, the LPC, other resource management 
and planning agencies, non-government agencies, private sector interests, etc); 
and 

• international and regional organizations, donors, other multilateral environment 
agencies, large international non-government organizations, such as CROP 
agencies, GEF, UNDP, MSWG, SPREP Meeting); 

 
Tools for communicating IWP monitoring and evaluation results include quarterly 
narrative and financial reports, technical reports, Annual Progress Reports, Project 
Implementation Reports, MPR Meetings and Meeting Records and NCM Meetings and 
Meeting Records.     
 
Information management 
 
Information management to support this MEP is described at Attachment C.  
 
 
Attachments 
 

Attachment  
A Project LogFrame 
B Preliminary identification of IW Project indicators 
C Information Management 

 
 


