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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Funded by the Java Reconstruction Fund (JRF) and executed by The World Bank, the ‘Access to 
Finance and Capacity-Building for Earthquake-Affected Micro- and Small Enterprises Project’ was 
implemented by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) from 1 March 2008 to 30 June 
2011. On completion of the project, IOM was tasked by The World Bank to undertake an Impact 
Evaluation and prepare a report summarizing the key findings. Although performance varied across 
economic sectors, the Impact Evaluation concludes that the overall results measured in terms of direct 
impact of project interventions on business performance and recovery levels of the micro- and small 
enterprise (MSE) beneficiaries, as well as in terms of sustainability of project services going forward, 
are good and encouraging. 

Some key findings and figures from the Impact Evaluation include: 

• SATISFACTION LEVEL: 95.6 percent of MSE beneficiaries satisfied or highly satisfied 
regarding overall project design and implementation. 

• RELEVANCE: 95.8 percent utilization level of individual asset provisions among the 
beneficiaries by project closing. 

• RECOVERY: 87.7 percent of MSE stated recovery back to pre-earthquake levels or better, 
with a notable 77.0 percent of the total beneficiary caseload stating that they had exceeded pre-
earthquake levels.  

• BUSINESS PERFORMANCE: The evaluation registered an average 76.2 percent net 
increase in MSE profits, a 20.7 percent increase in household incomes and notable 
improvements in savings and enterprise skills. While almost no beneficiaries accessed markets 
beyond the village (desa) or sub-district (kecamatan) at project inception, by project closing, 
22.3 percent of the MSE had penetrated district-level markets, 26.4 percent provincial-level 
markets and 11.4 percent national-level markets. 

• GENDER: With 42 percent of the MSE beneficiaries led by women, positive changes 
occurred regarding their level of decision-making power, with perceived ‘substantial’ influence 
of women increasing with 11.8 percentage points at the enterprise level and 12.2 percentage 
points at the community level, as compared to the pre-intervention stage. 

Through the Impact Evaluation, government officials stated that the project had made an important 
contribution to the economic recovery process in the targeted areas, and that the project objective and 
assistance strategies adopted by the project were complementary and supportive to parallel 
government initiatives promoting recovery and development. Given a robust project exit strategy 
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endorsed by all stakeholders, local government agreed to continue project activities set up through the 
IOM-JRF project, thus creating overall good prospects for sustainability and activity continuation 
going forward. 

Generous and adequate financing from the JRF and recognition of the need to provide an ample 
implementation timeline needed to effectively address the complexities and diverse set of needs 
prevalent in the target areas were additional key factors contributing to an overall successful project 
implementation. Strong project implementation oversight and support furnished by The World Bank 
task team was also a crucial supporting factor. 

The project implementation faced a limited number of constraints associated with a) cases of asset 
replacements not meeting required specification or difficult to operate, b) climatic variation and pests 
affecting output levels in crop production sectors, c) price volatility affecting primarily livestock and 
fishery sectors, and; d) some delays in project implementation caused by the eruption of the Mt. 
Merapi volcano in October-November 2010. 

Lessons learned from the project implementation included to a) start early on activity continuation and 
project exit planning, b) build in flexibility in project design and components, c) leverage available 
capabilities and resources of the target groups and; d) ensure substantial government engagement at all 
administrative levels throughout the project implementation and ensure allocation of sufficient 
financial and human resources within the project team to carry out such tasks. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

On 27 May 2006, a massive earthquake registering 6.3 on the Richter scale struck the populous south-
central coast of Java, killing 5,744 people and severely damaging infrastructure, housing, schools and 
clinics.  In districts across Yogyakarta and neighboring Central Java, 350,000 houses were damaged 
beyond repair and 278,000 suffered lesser damage. Beyond housing, damage and losses to businesses 
in the productive sector were considerable, impacting about 116,000 livelihoods. 

The Java Reconstruction Fund (JRF) was established for the purpose of mobilizing donor funds and 
channeling financial assistance in support of the Government of Indonesia’s (GoI) Action Plan for 
Yogyakarta-Central Java Reconstruction and Rehabilitation.1 The World Bank was appointed trustee 
of this fund. IOM was selected by the JRF, along with the German International Cooperation (GIZ), to 
undertake a project that assisted the restoration of livelihoods in the affected areas. 

The ‘Access to Finance and Capacity-Building for Earthquake-Affected Micro- and Small Enterprises 
Project’ was implemented over a period of 40 months from 1 March 2008 to 30 June 2011. 
Approaching project closing date, The World Bank tasked IOM to undertake an Impact Evaluation to 
assess the outcomes, effectiveness and sustainability of the project for the targeted micro- and small 
enterprise (MSE) beneficiaries and other project stakeholders. The evaluation also aimed to identify 
lessons learned beneficial for stakeholders when planning new initiatives of similar nature, in 
Indonesia or elsewhere. 

The evaluation was conducted from 31 March to 15 June 2011. This report presents an analysis of the 
findings generated through a combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection techniques. 
While the greater part of the evaluation was carried out by an internal IOM team set up for the 
purpose, an external evaluator was utilized to obtain additional data based on focus group discussions 
(FGD) with MSE and other village stakeholders. 

 
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE INTERVENTION 

3.1 Design 

In April, 2007, the JRF commissioned a study2 that assessed the state of livelihood recovery in the 
affected areas, projects being planned to address the identified shortfalls and identified gaps requiring 
some form of intervention. In line with the parameters established by the JRF following this 
assessment, IOM submitted a Project Concept Note (PCN) to the JRF in June 2007 for the provision 
of technical assistance and access to finance to assist MSE in the affected areas along with a request to 
have the project financed out of the resources of the JRF. The proposal was considered by the JRF 
Steering Committee, which endorsed the project for financing.  

The World Bank was the executor of the JRF grant, for which IOM was the implementing agency, and 
had the principal role in all aspects of implementation. To fulfill its obligations to the JRF, consistent 
with the Grant Agreement and Project Appraisal Document (PAD), The World Bank exercised general 
oversight of the project, both through its field and headquarters staff.  

In accordance with the PAD, the Project Development Objective (PDO) aimed to contribute to the 
GoI’s initiatives to support the recovery of MSE in Yogyakarta and Central Java and enable 
them to regain their pre-earthquake operating capacities. The World Bank and IOM designed a 
project consisting of six components and a set of results indicators, as per the table below.                                                         
1 Pooling a total of US$ 94.06 million, the JRF mobilized funding contributions from the European Union, Netherlands, 
United Kingdom, Asian Development Bank (ADB), Canada, Denmark and Finland. Established in 2006, the JRF supports 
the reconstruction and rehabilitation of community infrastructure and housing, with a focus on disaster risk reduction, and 
the recovery of livelihoods in affected communities. 
2  Rehabilitating Livelihoods in Post-Earthquake Yogyakarta and Central Java, a Report Prepared for the Java 
Reconstruction Fund, May 2007. 
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Table	1:	Project	Development	Objective,	Components	and	Results	Indicators	

Project Development Objective Project Outcome Indicators 

Contribute to the GoI’s initiatives to 
support the recovery MSE in 
Yogyakarta and Central Java and 
enable them to reach at least their pre-
earthquake capacity 

# MSE having reached their pre-earthquake operating capacities, sales and profits 

Intermediate Outcomes 
Intermediate 

Indicators 
Brief Description of Component 

Component I : Assessment for 
Identification of Interventions  
At least 4,300 eligible MSE have been 
assessed and 
selected 

# village-level assessments 
Identify target locations, beneficiaries and interventions 
guided by clear eligibility criteria and market and feasibility 
studies. 

# selected MSE registered 

% women’s MSE 

Component II: Asset Replacement 
At least 3,000 MSE received 
essential assets and materials 
vital for their operations 

# MSE received & utilizing 
assets  Purchase and provide goods as in-kind support to restore 

business infrastructure and other physical assets essential 
for the operations of the MSE. # production / public facilities 

restored 

Component III: Access to Finance 
Up to 3,000 home industries, micro-
enterprises and small businesses have 
access to working capital as a result of 
increased sales. 

# MSE increased their net 
business income 6-12 months 
after loan disbursement 

Channel micro-credits for fixed and working capital 
investments (during the course of the project, this 
component was cancelled and the funds re-allocated to 
other components). 

Component IV: Assistance for Market 
Access 
Up to 4,000 MSE recovered former 
buyers or attracted new ones 

# MSE improved market 
access Assist MSE to recover and develop their market access 

either to buyers that were lost and sought suppliers 
elsewhere following the earthquake, or to new buyers. # MSE participating fairs / 

expos 

Component V: Capacity- 
Building & Technical Assistance 
At least 4,300 MSE improved 
business management skills 
and at least 40 workshops /forums 
conducted for 
government capacity-building at 
various levels 
  

# MSE participating in tech. 
assistance  

Upgrade management skills, business planning and product 
quality. 
 

# MSE with financial records  

# MSE with business plans  

# workshops / forums 
conducted for government 
capacity-building 

Component VI: Project Management, Monitoring & Evaluation 
This component will finance costs associated with management, implementation and supervision of the project incurred by the IOM. In 
addition, it serves to develop and implement sound information management and evaluation systems, which would track, record, analyze 
and evaluate the impact of project activities and operations in accordance with the project’s strategic direction, IOM internal policies and 
World Bank guidelines. 
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Components I and VI were primarily envisaged to ensure effective, efficient and accountable project 
implementation, while concrete assistance activities were to be implemented in the framework of 
Components II, III, IV and V. During the project implementation however, and following lengthy but 
unsuccessful negotiations between IOM and the intended micro-credit oversight body (Permodalan 
Nasional Madani / PNM), the Component III ‘Access-to-Finance’ was cancelled and the funds 
originally earmarked for this component were re-allocated to other project components through project 
restructuring and amendment. The project objective from the original project design could remain the 
same, following an assessment and agreement between IOM and the World Bank that cancellation of 
the component would not undermine the project’s prospects to achieve the stated PDO. 
 
 3.2 Project Implementation 

The IOM-JRF project was implemented in two phases. Phase I was implemented in line with the 
original project timeframe (1 March 2008 to 31 May 2010) and assisted a total of 3,075 MSE in 18 
prioritized communities. This project phase focussed on provision of required asset replacements and 
enhancements, including assisted rehabilitation of MSE production premises, market facilities and 
other small-scale infrastructure. Marketing support included business-to-business exchange, study 
trips, product fairs, the setting up of show rooms and the hosting of design and innovation workshops. 
Technical assistance included business development and technical skills trainings, the latter in 
particular aiming to improve the production processes, product design and quality, finishing, 
packaging and hygienic production.  

In June 2010 the scope and duration of the project was extended in line with the remaining funds 
and extended mandate of the JRF programme, incorporating a second project phase until 30 
June 2011. This project extension mandated IOM to provide assistance to an additional 1,300 
beneficiaries whose recovery since the earthquake had remained limited or still fragile, ultimately 
leading the project to surpass the overall target of reaching 4,300 affected beneficiaries in the 
earthquake zone. 

Following cancellation of Component III ‘Access-to-Finance’, micro-finance trainings and MSE 
referrals to Micro-Finance Institutions (MFI) funded by the GIZ aimed to create opportunities for 
MSE to finance business expansion. The project extension and restructuring also incorporated a new 
target of carrying out at least 40 government capacity-building workshop / forums as an 
additional activity aiming to secure better sustainability after project closing. In the context of this 
government capacity-building programme, IOM introduced a community-based disaster risk 
management (CBDRM) training and infrastructure programme targeting community and 
government level institutions. 

Table	2:	Economic	Sectors	and	Number	of	Beneficiaries	
Macro-Economic 

Sector Economic Sector Income-Generation Sub-Sector # MSE Share 
     

‘AGRICULTURE’ 

Livestock 
Communal Cattle Rearing 

1013 22.7 % Communal Goat Rearing 
Production of Organic Fertilizer 

    

Crop Production 
Cultivation of Organic Vegetables 

1762 39.5 % Cultivation of Cassava, Peanuts, Corn, 
Banana etc. 

Cultivation of Rice 
     

‘INDUSTRY’ 

Agro Food 
Processing 

Processing of Cassava, Peanuts, Corn, 
Banana etc. 376 8.4 % 

Production of Soya-Based Tofu 
    

Food Packaging Production of Ice Cream Cups 136 3.1 % 
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Textile Processing Production of Batik Items 566 12.7 % Traditional Weaving of Household Napkins 
    

Fishery Communal Fish Pens 162 3.6 
    

Handicraft 
Production of Silver Jewellery & Deco Items 

390 8.8 % Production of Agel Accessories & Deco 
Items 

    
Construction 

Materials Production of Zinc Roof & Ridge Tiles 51 1.1 % 

     
  TOTAL: 4,456   

 
 

4. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION 
The objectives of this report are as follows: 
 

1. To evaluate the achievement of the PDO by component; 

2. To discuss the relevance of the PDO, design and implementation; 

3. To discuss key factors affecting implementation and outcomes; 

4. To discuss both intended and unintended outcomes/impacts (positive or negative); 

5. To compile overall lessons learned; 

6. To discuss sustainability of impacts after project closure. 
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5. EVALUATION DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION 
5.1 Evaluation Team 
 
The Impact Evaluation was designed and implemented by the IOM Yogyakarta Information 
Management, Monitoring & Evaluation Unit (IME) with the support of one International Consultant, 
and under the technical supervision of the JRF-IOM Project Manager. It comprised a mix of 
quantitative and qualitative research approaches guided by a terms of reference agreed with the World 
Bank and the Secretariat of the JRF. 
 
The terms of reference for the overall evaluation are contained in Annex 1. 
 
5.2 Design 
 
The evaluation concentrated primarily on three of the six project components, namely Component II-
‘Asset Replacement’, Component IV-‘Assistance for Market Access’ and Component V-‘Capacity-
building & Technical Assistance’ given that the majority of project activities meaningful for the 
beneficiaries were carried out in the framework of these components. As the ‘Access-to-Finance’ 
component was cancelled soon after commencement of the first project phase, this component has not 
been evaluated.  
 
The PDO, project design and implementation were examined through a) reflexive comparison and 
beneficiary satisfaction survey, b) evaluation workshops with government partners, and; c) FGD with 
key beneficiary sectors utilizing an external consulting firm. Findings from these three research 
components were compared and analyzed. 
 
5.2.1 Reflexive Comparison and Beneficiary Satisfaction Survey 
 
With the implementing agency having collected detailed baseline data on the condition of more than 
three thousand MSE at the start of the project in 2008, this Impact Evaluation provided an opportunity 
to compare the original data set with MSE performance and recovery levels at project completion. The 
evaluation interviewed 458 beneficiaries from the different economic sectors, representing a 15 
percent selection of respondents from the first project phase. 

The reflexive comparison will primarily examine changes in assets value, household incomes, MSE 
profits, savings & enterprise skills, gender and market access. In addition, semi-structured interviews 
with the same beneficiaries collected information regarding satisfaction levels regarding the different 
assistance components. 

The survey questionnaires and baseline form are included in Annexes 9 and 10. 

 
5.2.2 Evaluation Workshops with Government Partners 

Two evaluation workshops were carried out with representation of a cross-section of governmental 
partner entities relevant to the project. The workshops identified best practices and constraints in five 
key areas: 

a) Coordination and joint planning, 

b) Reporting mechanisms, 

c) Monitoring and evaluation arrangements, 

d) Project impact and benefit, and; 

e) Exit strategies and sustainability. 
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The terms of reference for the workshops are included in Annex 3. 
 
5.2.3 FGD with key Beneficiary Sectors 
 
IOM procured the services of an external evaluation firm (Asian Management Consulting) to 
undertake 10 community focus discussions. The FGD design described and defined the topics to be 
discussed in line with the indicators. The design established method of discussion, media for 
discussion, general itinerary and where to conduct the FGD. Prior to the formulation of the FGD 
design, discussion with IOM aimed to clarify the indicators and better understand the target groups to 
be evaluated. The selection criteria of FGD participants were also agreed with IOM. The FGD aimed 
to explore the following topics: 
 

PRIMARY IMPACT SECONDARY IMPACT 

• Operating costs 
• Sales and profits 
• Productivity and efficiency 
• Product quality 
• Production capacity 
• Business and technical skills 
• Productive assets build-up 
• Temporary employment opportunities 

• Economic diversification 
• Absorption of innovative technologies 
• Occupational health and safety and environmental 

sustainability 
• Access to common property resources  
• Community livelihood support services 
• Government and civil society extension services. 
• Disaster preparedness 

 
A trial FGD aimed to field test the design and to obtain more insight regarding the beneficiary 
profiles. The trial was conducted in Sumberagung village, Bantul district (Yogyakarta province) 
jointly with IOM. The results of the trial FGD was then discussed and small adjustments to the design 
and topics were made. 

The FGD were then conducted, as follows: 

• Day 1: 26 May 2011, Karang Tengah, Krakitan and Krikilan villages 

• Day 2: 27 May 2001, Giripurwo, Pampang and Kebon villages 

• Day 3: 28 May 2011, Sumberagung, Sumberharjo and Terong villages 

Each FGD was led by two facilitators. One session took on average two hours and was attended by 10 
to 16 participants, consisting of both beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. The village government was 
often interviewed separately. However, some heads of village, especially those that had been actively 
involved in the project implementation, were present in the FGD. The FGD was preceded by visits to 
some MSE to get a better picture of the enterprises that had been supported by the project. 

Women participation in the FGD was 100 percent in Kebon, Sumberharjo, Krikilan and Terong 
reflecting the actual gender composition, while on average 31 percent of FGD participants were 
women in the remaining FGD. Active involvement of participants was sought by asking for the 
opinions of more than one participant regarding each topic in question. 

The analysis was conducted based on FGD transcripts provided by the facilitators. Meetings to further 
discuss the FGD results were conducted. During the final report preparation, additional investigation 
of the FGD participants was needed. 
 
The terms of reference for the FGD component are included in Annex 2. 
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5.3 Selection of Respondents 
 
The treatment and comparison group, workshop participants and FGD participants were selected with 
due consideration to the following aspects: 
 

• Adequate geographical coverage and representation: the evaluation focused on the active 
project areas in the seven targeted districts in the provinces of Yogyakarta and Central Java. 

• Representational industry sector coverage: samples from each industry sector assisted by the 
project were included in the evaluation. 

• Gender: With close to half the beneficiaries being enterprises operated by women, female 
respondents were incorporated in the sample groups, and given due voice in focus discussions, 
with a minimum 30 per cent attendance required. 

• Partner coverage: as a major stakeholder in the project, key government departments and non-
governmental implementing partners participated in the evaluation workshops. Government 
partners were involved to a greater extent as they led and coordinated reconstruction in the 
region and had been actively involved in the design, planning, monitoring and evaluation of 
the project, in particular in the context of the project’s capacity-building and exit strategy 
activities. 

• Beneficiary coverage: The evaluation focused on the 3,000+ beneficiaries from the first phase 
of the project given that implementation of assistance for the second phase of beneficiaries was 
still ongoing at the time of the evaluation, and it would have been too early to measure project 
impact on these beneficiaries. 
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6. RESULTS / KEY FINDINGS 
6.1 Evaluation of the Achievement of PDO  

To evaluate the achievements of the project against the PDO, namely to recover MSE to pre-
earthquake operating capacities, the satisfaction survey inquired with each respondent to which extent 
their MSE had been restored or improved since the earthquake occurred in May 2006. Based on the 
survey findings, 87.7 per cent of the respondents stated recovery of their MSE to the same or higher 
levels of capacity as before the earthquake (in fact, 77.0 per percent indicated a higher operating 
capacity as compared to before the earthquake, while 10.8 per cent indicated that their MSE was 
performing at the same level as was the case prior to the earthquake). When extrapolated to the entire 
beneficiary population, a total of 3,908 MSE out the targeted 4,300 MSE had thus recovered by 
project closing. 

When examining recovery levels at the sector-level one can see that certain sectors stand out as facing 
a more troublesome recovery process than others. Table 3 provides an overview of the share of 
MSE per sector that stated that they had not been able to fully recovery. Drawing mainly from 
the FGD conducted by AMC consulting firm, a brief comment is provided in the table as to what 
underlying factors that may have inhibited a full recovery for certain MSE sectors (more detailed case 
studies examining particular sectors is provided under Section 6.6.1). 
 

Table	3:	Share	MSE	not	Recovered	per	Sector	and	Explanation	

MSE sector % not recovered Explanation 

Livestock 14.3 50 % drop in price of live cattle occurred towards project closing (see further 
Section 6.5.3) 

Crop production 9.3  

Agro food processing 0.0 New income-generating activity augmented existing incomes 

Food packaging 25.0 Raw material price hike, increased competition occurred towards project 
closing (see more detail under Section 6.6.1) 

Textile processing 8.3  

Fishery 25.0 Profits squeezed by sharp increase in feed prices (see more detail under 
Section 6.5.3) 

Handicraft 17.0 Financial crisis 2008 impacting handicraft exports, volatility of silver ore 
prices (see more detail under Section 6.6.1) 

 
 
The Results Table below indicates that the project performed satisfactorily in terms of achieving 
the targets under each of the intermediate outcomes, with minor and acceptable deficits only 
registered under indicators ‘# MSE with improved market access’ (97 percent achievement rate), 
‘MSE with financial records’ (98 percent achievement rate) and ‘# MSE with business plans’ (94 
percent achievement rate). 
 
Annex 4 presents the same table in gender-disaggregated form. 
 
The following sections will assess what the achievement of these output-oriented targets meant in 
terms of improvements and impact at the level of the MSE.  
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Table	4:	Results	Table	at	Project	Completion	

Project Development 
Objective 

Project Outcome 
Indicator Targets By Project Completion 

(30 June 2011) % of target reached 

Recovery MSE to pre-
earthquake operating 
capacities 

# MSE reached pre-
earthquake operating 
capacities, sales and 
profits 

4,300 3,908* 87.7 % 

Intermediate Outcomes 
 

Intermediate 
Indicators Targets By Project Completion 

(30 June 2011) % of target reached 

Component I : 
Assessment for 
Identification of 
Interventions  

# village assessments 25 25 100 % 

# registered MSE  4,300 4,456 104 % 

% women’s MSE 30 % 41.8 % 140 % 

Component II: 
Asset Replacement 

# MSE received & 
utilizing assets  3,000 3,032 101 % 

# production / public 
facilities restored 

1 community centre; 1 irrigation system, 18 production facilities, 3 sales 
houses,  52 communal livestock pens, 9 biogas plants, 150m drainage 
canal upgraded, community road rehabilitated 237m 

Component IV: 
Assistance for Market 
Access 

# MSE improved access 4,000 3,876 97 % 

# MSE in fairs / expos 450 
628 (direct 
attendance) 

2,230 (MSE with 
product contribution) 

142 % 

Component V: 
Capacity-Building & 
Technical Assistance 

# MSE in tech. 
assistance  4,300 4,342 101 % 

# MSE with financial 
records  4,300 169 producer groups (4,206 MSE) 98 % 

# MSE with business 
plans  4,300 4,049 94 % 

# workshops / forums 
conducted for 
government capacity-
building  

40 43 105 % 

# risk-mitigating 
infrastructure 
 

2 retaining walls, 4 public latrines, 1 water cave reservoir system,  4 water 
wells exploration, 1 water channel irrigation rehabilitation,  3 evacuation 
route and 1 land leveling as evacuation area 

* 87.7 percent of the 4,456 MSE assisted. Source: IOM Beneficiary Satisfaction Survey 
 

6.2 Project Impact on MSE per Component 

The following section presents key findings that can be attributed to impacts from the individual 
project components. 
 
6.2.1 Component II: Asset Replacement 

The reflexive comparison measured the average value increase of productive assets directly related to 
the supported MSE (i.e. this calculation does not factor in the value of other household assets or assets 
related to additional income-generating activities of the beneficiary.) As can be expected, the asset 
replacement component had the effect of significantly enhancing the fixed asset base of the 
beneficiary from an average of IDR 731,221 at project inception to IDR 3,347,663 at project closing. 
In addition, utilization levels of these assets were above 90 percent. Nevertheless, satisfaction levels 
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were slightly lower (85 percent) resulting from cases of assets not meeting quality standards or 
required specifications of the MSE. 

Table	5:	Project	Impact	and	Satisfaction	Levels	regarding	Component	II:	‘Asset	Replacement’	

Component / Impact 
Indicator  Pre-Intervention Post-Intervention Beneficiary Satisfaction Level 

Component II: Asset 
Replacement 

Productive asset 
build-up  
 

IDR 731,221 IDR 3,347,663 

95.8 % of MSE were utilizing provided individual assets at 
project closure 

94.2 % of MSE were utilizing communal productive assets 
provided by the project at project closure 

+357,8 % 

85.0 % of MSE were satisfied or highly satisfied with the 
quality and durability of assets at project closure 

99.0 % of MSE regarded assets as relevant and 
technically appropriate for their income-generating activity 

 

6.2.2 Component IV: Assistance for Market Access 

The reflexive comparison also analyzed changes in market access. At project inception, almost no 
beneficiaries accessed markets beyond the village (desa) or sub-district (kecamatan) levels. At project 
closing, 22.3 percent of the MSE stated that they had penetrated district-level markets, 26.4 
percent provincial-level markets and 11.4 percent national-level markets. This increase can be 
linked to a strong emphasis in the project on marketing activities, fairs and exhibitions at various 
levels. 

Nevertheless, market access assistance did not work for all beneficiaries, with only 73.3 percent 
stating satisfaction or high satisfaction with the effectiveness of this component. A sector-
disaggregated analysis reveals that the livestock sector beneficiaries, representing a large 22.7 percent 
portion of the total beneficiary population, were prone to dissatisfaction with this component, likely 
resulting from unfavourable sales conditions / prices at the time of the survey. 38.3 percent of the 
livestock beneficiaries stated that they were ‘less satisfied’ or ‘dissatisfied with the market access 
component. 
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Table	6:	Changes	in	Market	Access	

 
 

6.2.3 Component V: Technical Assistance and Capacity-Building 

The MSE responded well to technical assistance provided through the project with satisfaction 
levels averaging 94.4 percent. The reflexive comparison measured to which extent MSE a) separated 
household money from enterprise money, b) calculated profits, c) provided personal wages, d) 
implemented a business plan, and; d) kept cash savings for emergencies. The results at project end-
date show marked improvements across the board as compared to at project inception. While 98 
percent of MSE were keeping financial records at the group level (as per Results Table under Section 
6.1), a total 40.7 percent kept track of their finances at the individual MSE level. 

 
Table	7:	Changes	in	Savings	and	Enterprise	Skills	
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6.3 Overall Project Impact on MSE 

Outcomes regarding MSE capacities, sales and profits is a result of a combination of activities and 
components. At project start, the baseline survey calculated both household incomes (representing a 
‘combination of profits’ from multiple income-generating sources) and the profit of the project-
supported income-generating activity. The reflexive comparison registered improvements at both 
levels. As would be expected, impact is higher at the enterprise level. 

In addition, a separate satisfaction survey measured perceptions regarding issues such as women’s 
involvement, overall enterprise recovery, accountability mechanisms and implementing agency staff 
professionalism. The following table provides and overview of the key findings: 

 
Table	8:	Overall	Project	Impact	and	Satisfaction	Levels	

Components of 
Project 

Impact 
Indicators Impact & Satisfaction Level 

Component II: Asset 
Replacement 
 
Component IV: 
Assistance for Market 
Access 
 
Component V: 
Capacity- 
Building & Technical 
Assistance 
 

Profit of MSE 

Note: profits are calculated for the income-
generating activity targeted by the project. 
Most MSE have additional income sources, 
thereby augmenting overall household 
incomes. 
Calculation of profit is strict thus including all 
enterprise expenditures, including for example 
informal labour hire. 

Pre-intervention profits: 
IDR 151,571 (USD 17.6 per month) 

Post-intervention profits: 
IDR 266,997 (USD 31.0 per month) 

Increase in profits: + 76.2 % 

Household income 

Note: includes aggregate ‘profits’ from all 
income-generating activities of the household. 

Pre-intervention household income: 
IDR 1,024,934 (USD 119) 

Post-intervention household income: 
IDR 1,237,233 (USD 144)  

Increase in household incomes: +20.7 % 
Involvement of women in village enterprise 

Note: See additional information under 
Section 6.4.1 

‘substantial’ involvement of women in enterprise 
increased with 12 percentage points 

Level of enterprise recovery 

Note: Sectors that had not recovered fully 
faced price volatility, severe competition and 
unfavourable climatic conditions 

Share MSE that recovered capacities to higher levels 
compared to before the earthquake: 77.0 % 

Share MSE that recovered capacities to same level as 
before the earthquake: 10.8 % 

Overall satisfaction level 
Share MSE expressing overall satisfaction or high 
satisfaction with project design and implementation: 
95.6 % 

IOM, partner and trainer performance Share MSE satisfied with staff performance and 
professionalism: 87.1 %  

Accountability and complaints mechanisms  Satisfaction and awareness regarding accountability 
and complaints mechanisms: 88.5 % 

 

6.4 Relevance of the PDO, Design and Implementation 

 
6.4.1 Relevance of PDO 
 
Government workshop participants assessed the project as having good impact on the overall recovery 
process in the earthquake-affected target villages, and that the PDO was relevant and in line with 
provincial and district-level recovery and development planning. Assistance for MSE recovery 
was viewed as a key government priority and the PDO was supportive and complementary to this 
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goal. Importantly, government workshop participants recognized that the development of a close 
relationship between IOM and the local governments had been an important contributing factor 
supporting the achievement of the PDO. Community FGD with MSE beneficiaries in all project 
sectors concurred that the PDO was relevant in the context of supporting the post-earthquake recovery 
process. 
 

Table	9:	Detailed	Results	of	Beneficiary	Satisfaction	Survey	

  Component II: Asset Replacement       
  Are you utilizing the personal asset provided by IOM-JRF for your income-

generating activity? 
Yes 95.81%   

  No 4.19%   
  Are you utilizing the communal asset / infrastructure provided by IOM-JRF for 

your income-generating activity? 
Yes 94.18%   

  No 5.82%   
  Are the provided assets / infrastructure relevant and technically appropriate 

for your income-generating activity? 
Yes 98.68%   

  No 1.32%   
  

Are you overall satisfied with the product quality / durability of the assets / 
infrastructure provided through the project? 

Not satisfied 1.33%   
  Less satisfied 13.72%   
  Satisfied 78.10%   
  Highly Satisfied 6.86%   
  Component IV: Assistance for Market Access      
  Do you know about IOM market access activities (expos, fairs, workshops, 

marketing training, promotional materials, networking) 
Yes 81.49%   

  No 18.51%   
  

What is your level of satisfaction regarding the usefulness / benefit of the 
IOM-JRF market access activities? 

Not satisfied 6.73%   
  Less satisfied 19.96%   
  Satisfied 65.92%   
  Highly satisfied 7.40%   
  Component V: Technical Assistance & Capacity-Building     
  

What is your level of satisfaction regarding the usefulness / benefit of 
technical assistance and other trainings provided through the project? 

Not satisfied 0.44%   
  Less satisfied 5.71%   
  Satisfied 82.42%   
  Highly satisfied 11.43%   
  IOM Staff / Partner / Trainer Performance     
  

Do you feel that IOM staff / partners / trainers have performed appropriately 
and professionally in the delivery of services under this project? 

Not satisfied 0.44%   
  Less satisfied 1.53%   
  Satisfied 84.68%   
  Highly satisfied 13.35%   
  Complaints and Accountability Mechanisms     
  Do you feel that you have been able to channel grievances to the project 

team and that the complaints mechanisms have been adequate and 
effective? 

Yes 88.47%   

  No 11.53%   

  Enterprise Recovery     

  In your opinion, what is your level of recovery from the impacts of the May 
2006 earthquake? 

Recovered to a higher 
level 76.97%   

  
Recovered to the same 

level 10.75%   

  Not yet recovered 12.28%   
  Overall Satisfaction     
  

What is your overall level of satisfaction regarding the IOM-JRF project? 

Not satisfied 0.22%   
  Less satisfied 4.19%   
  Satisfied 83.22%   
  Highly satisfied 12.36%   
  *459 MSE participated in the survey       
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6.4.2 Relevance of Design and Implementation 
 
Government partners and MSE beneficiaries assessed the design of the project and its 
implementation as meeting the needs of the intended beneficiaries. Officials in the workshops 
generally stated that the project approach and activities were effective, useful and appropriate in 
relation to the project objective. They also noted that the implementation was adequately inclusive and 
indeed had encouraged substantial involvement of the government planning agencies (BAPPEDA) and 
sector departments in planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation.  
 
Government officials regarded coordination and joint planning with the implementing agency as a key 
project success factor. Such coordination and planning had improved as the project evolved and 
coordination mechanisms were fine-tuned, which prevented overlap between government projects 
and programmes and the activities of the implementing agency, thus ensuring a more targeted and 
needs-based reconstruction process. 
 
Officials pointed out that in cases where constraints had occurred in coordination, this was often 
related to issues internal to the government, such as lack of availability of qualified government 
staff at a certain point in time, high staff turnover due to governmental rotation policies, as well 
as isolated cases of disruption in information flows between government offices relevant to the 
project. 
 
IOM received a positive assessment concerning its project reporting with good level of detail and 
information provided. Officials confirmed that they had been receiving quarterly reports in Bahasa 
Indonesia in a timely manner and in line with IOM reporting obligations vis-à-vis the provincial 
governments and the World Bank as outlined in the project Grant Agreement. In addition, the quality 
and accessibility / readability of these reports were commended by both Yogyakarta and Central Java 
officials. 
 
It was noted in the workshops that IOM in the early stages of the project had introduced an additional 
one-page monthly report, also in Bahasa Indonesia, in response to such recommendation from local 
government, and that this report had been submitted on a regular basis from then on. Nevertheless, 
some officials preferred a different layout for this monthly report that would allow for more in-depth 
information of qualitative nature regarding district-level activities and outcomes, remaining gaps and 
project implementation constraints. 
 
Joint monitoring activities and project site visits were frequently regarded as an effective 
mechanism for project monitoring and evaluation. The workshops concluded that such visits had 
been conducted on a frequent basis allowing provincial, district and sub-district officials to directly 
measure implementation progress and assess benefits / outcomes for the beneficiaries. It was noted 
that the visits served the additional function of nurturing direct links between officials and the MSE 
beneficiaries, beneficial for project sustainability.  
 
The workshops concluded that joint monitoring had mainly been conducted on an impromptu 
basis every three to six months in line with the compatibility of schedules of the government with the 
activities of the beneficiaries and the implementing agency. While recognizing the logistical and 
practical constraints pertaining to more formalized arrangements, officials preferred that schedules 
be made fixed and that an interdepartmental oversight team be established in each district to 
attend the monitoring visits.  Indeed, such an approach had been proposed by IOM in the early stages 
of the project, but the plan never reached fruition. 
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Through FGD with beneficiaries, they communicated that design and implementation of the project 
responded well to their existing priority needs, and that the majority of activities conducted under 
the project were effective in contributed to their recovery. The survey found that an impressive 76 
percent of the beneficiaries regarded their operating capacities as having surpassed pre-
earthquake levels. Nevertheless, FGD also revealed that the asset replacement component 
experienced some difficulties, with a limited number of asset replacements not meeting required 
specification or were difficult to maintain and operate, also reflected in the somewhat lower 
satisfaction levels regarding this component with 15 percent of the beneficiaries being less satisfied 
or not satisfied with the quality and durability of the provided assets. 
 

6.5 Key Factors affecting Implementation and Outcomes  

The Impact Evaluation found that both internal and external factors, the latter beyond the control of 
the implementing agency, influenced project implementation and outcomes. This section will examine 
some of these factors. 
 
6.5.1 Mt. Merapi Eruption 
 
32 months into the implementation, on 26 October 2010, the Mt. Merapi volcano in Central Java and 
Yogyakarta provinces erupted with an additional major eruption occurring on 4 November.3 Given the 
deterioration and unpredictability of the safety environment, IOM reduced its field staffing level for a 
period of 10 days, while maintaining only essential staff members that could help to safeguard 
business continuity. With the IOM office in Yogyakarta mandated by the United Nations to oversee 
safety and security coordination for United Nations agencies and their staff members in the region, 
significant time was diverted to risk assessment, security briefings and the tracking of UN staff 
movements during this period. IOM was also tasked by the European Commission’s Humanitarian 
Aid Office (ECHO) to provide emergency relief assistance for victims of the disaster. 
 
While these events caused delays in the implementation of the JRF project, overall negative impact 
on the project was reduced to a minimum following: a) IOM’s decision not to shut down the office 
and operation or evacuate national and international staff, b) absence of JRF beneficiary villages 
within the local government's designated exclusion zone, meaning that IOM had continued access to 
its beneficiaries throughout the period, c) the relatively short duration of the crisis, d) impressive 
national staff dedication to maintaining continuation of project services to beneficiaries. 
 
IOM implemented additional measures to speed up implementation following the stabilization of the 
Mt. Merapi towards the end of November 2010. In addition, the new funds from ECHO allowed for 
excellent cross-fertilization with the JRF project thus creating benefits for both projects, due to shared 
objectives to promote government capacity-building and disaster risk reduction. 
 
6.5.2 Climatic Variations and Pests 
 
Weather conditions were a special factor with important implications crop production sectors. 
Beneficiary accounts in the FGD pointed to heavy rainfall as affecting harvests. The Climatology 
Meteorology and Geophysics Agency stated that in August 2010 the average rainfall in Yogyakarta 
was five times higher than during the same period the previous year. In addition to the climatic                                                         3 The eruptions and subsequent pyroclastic flows were the most destructive in over a hundred years killing 352 people, 
displacing 550,000 at the height of the eruptions and destroying 2,465 houses / buildings in the districts of Sleman, 
Boyolali, Magelang and Klaten and in the City of Yogyakarta. According to the Government of Indonesia (GoI), the region 
suffered IDR 7.7 trillion (approx. US$ 858 million) in financial losses as a result of the eruptions, affecting both provinces. 
This estimate does not include additional losses incurred from the ongoing volcanic mudflows, which followed, also 
known as debris flows 
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variations, an increase in locusts in agricultural areas led to losses and damage to crop production 
sectors.  
 
6.5.3 Market Price Variations  

Market prices of cattle decreased from approximately IDR eight to 10 million per head of cattle to 
IDR four to six million at the time of the impact evaluation, constituting a decrease in value by 
approximately 50 percent. Following a ban on export of Australian live cattle to Indonesia in June 
2011, a slight increase in sales price was recorded at project closing. Market price volatility affected 
activities in the fishery sector as well, where the retail price for fish decreased in parallel with a 
marked increase in the price of feed. Despite decreasing profit margins in this sector, profitability was 
maintained due to stable and considerable demand for fresh water fish. 
 

6.5.4  Financial Access 

Following cancellation of Component III ‘Access to Finance’ and subsequent project restructuring in 
May 2010, IOM developed a micro-finance training programme targeting beneficiary groups of the 
first project phase. This training aimed to build capacity of the MSE to assess their financing needs, 
select an appropriate financial service provider and prepare credit applications to MFI already 
available in the project area, including but not limited to banks funded by the JRF / GIZ through the 
apex institution PNM. 

By project closing, a total of 468 MSE participants of this training initiative, or 10.5 percent of the 
entire beneficiary caseload, had accessed credits.4  Of these, 364 beneficiaries had resorted to 
informal sources of credit through community revolving fund mechanisms, while 104 MSE had taken 
formal credits, including from rural banks (Bank Perkreditan Rakyat / BPR), government programmes 
(Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat Mandiri / PNPM Mandiri) and cooperatives. These 
figures underscore the high reliance of micro-enterprises in the affected region on informal community 
sources of financing, which generally come with less stringent administrative and eligibility 
requirements. 

Only limited success was achieved in linking the IOM beneficiaries with banks funded through the 
GIZ-JRF credit line. By project closing, 43 beneficiaries had accessed credits from the GIZ-funded 
bank ‘BPR Pembangunan Daerah Gunung Kidul’5.  The following factors curtailed a greater 
success in this regard:  

(i) Certain beneficiary sectors did not require financial assistance from formal channels, 
instead preferring to take small loans from internal funds rotated within the group that 
generally did not require collateral.  

(ii) Required travel time between the location of the MSE and the concerned BPR posed a 
financial and logistical constraint for the IOM beneficiaries. 

(iii) Beneficiaries that required financial assistance were sometimes not bankable, meaning that 
they lacked adequate track record or loan repayment ability in order to be viewed as an 
attractive client for the BPR. 

(iv) MFI did not want to weaken their portfolio by taking on non-bankable clients. 
 
                                                         
4 Data reported by the training implementer on 1 July 2011, Rekap Data Peminjam Paska Pelatihan ‘Access to Finance’, 
Bina Swadaya Konsultan, 1 July 2011. 
5 43 IOM-JRF beneficiaries in the livestock sector accessed a IDR 20 million loan from the GIZ-JRF credit line. The three-
year loan was given to a group representative at a monthly interest rate of 1.1 per cent for on-lending to group members at 
a rate of 1.5 percent. The loans have since been invested in livestock rearing activities in the local community. 
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6.6 Intended and Unintended Outcomes / Impacts  

6.6.1 Intervention Case Studies 

AMC conducted FGD with beneficiaries during 26-29 May 2011 aiming to study intended and 
unintended outcomes of the project. Drawing from these findings, the following section presents case 
studies from three successful interventions in agro food processing, textile processing and handicraft, 
and two less successful interventions in crop production and food packaging.. 
 
Case Study 1: Textile Processing / Batik 
 
The textile processing sector included beneficiaries in batik production and traditional weaving. The 
FGD focused on batik production, for which the project had supported 287 producers in two villages. 
The FGD was carried out in Kebon village, Klaten district (Central Java province). 
 
The project had introduced natural coloring processes as a way to reduce costs and environmental 
impact. The beneficiaries stated that the operational costs had decreased following use of natural 
dyes, which were cheaper than conventional chemical-based dyes. Some of the ingredients needed for 
natural dye were also available feely in the community 
 
This training, which also included free access to expertise from the Clean Batik Initiative (CBI) / 
Indonesian-German Chamber of Commerce, had led to better awareness among the beneficiaries 
regarding the health risks associated with conventional production and the benefits that cleaner and 
more environmentally-friendly batik production could bring. Additional design trainings and better 
quality management improved the batik, so that upward price adjustments were soon made. The 
project increased the number of production specializations that the beneficiaries could master which 
increased the local value added. Some technical failures occurred, such as inappropriate coloring, 
pointing to the need for additional technical advice. 
 
The project replaced and upgraded earthquake-damaged production assets. The beneficiaries stated 
that the majority of the assets had been well utilized. The assets contributed to productivity increases, 
enabled more experiments on design and colouring and reduced the processing time. 
 
The project assisted what were previously individual workers supplying collectors located outside of 
the community, to set up producer groups. The groups had started to apply collective procurement 
to get better input prices, whereby the village-level group purchased raw materials and distributed to 
the producer groups.  
 
At the village-level, the beneficiaries had formed a marketing and promotion team which coordinated 
representation of producer groups at local and national product exhibitions. This promotion team 
developed a brand name, Batik Kebon Indah. New sales occurred frequently, including through 
exhibitions and reputable retailers, such as Sarinah Mall in Jakarta. 
 
The project provided a showroom in the local community, built with financial support from the 
beneficiaries, to showcase the silver jewelry production process, display products and use as a sales 
outlet. A steep increase in the number of visitors to Kebon had occurred. With the help of the project, 
the producers set up an elaborate system for promotion and sales. One of the producers explains 
how the ways of working had changed after having been assisted by the project: 
 

‘We have set up a village promotion team that convenes on the sixth of every month 
with representatives of the five producer groups. The promotion team presents an 
activity and sales report and distributes the revenues from that month to each group 
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treasurer. The producer groups also meet to report on production and profits and to 
carry out arisan [micro‐credit based on a lottery system]. 

The member that obtains credit through arisan may decide to purchase kain mori 
[special cotton fabric with high thread count used to make batik] and to produce batik 
for on‐sale through the producer group. In other words, the producer group and 
promotion team does not only sell its own batik, but also batik produced by individuals. 
Nevertheless, the fee structure applied by the promotion team is different. Sales of 
individual batik are charged with 10 percent off the sales price, whereas sales of group‐
owned batik are charged only five percent. The income from the fees is used by the 
promotion team to pay for the costs of fairs and other promotion. A code on each batik 
cloth differentiates between individual and group sales. In addition, an individual can 
sell a maximum of 10 pieces of batik per month through the group.  

Through this system, batik from Kebon village is sold through one channel using the 
Batik Kebon Indah brand name. Batik Kebon Indah adopts a product standard 
regarding pricing, motives, quality and packaging. The system is beneficial for us since 
it reduces competition between the batik producers in the community and ensures 
consistency in pricing and quality.’ 

Participant in Focus Group Discussion, Asian Management Consulting, 27 May 2011. 

 
The AMC focus discussion noted that all the five groups were keeping financial records through 
simple book-keeping. In addition, sales and profits of the groups had increased markedly. There 
were cases of MSE incomes increasing by 200 percent, according to FGD participants. Customer 
complaints decreased, resulting from improvements in product quality. Nevertheless, the marketing 
skills, particularly regarding customer retention needed improvement. 
 
The scaling-up of the batik industry in this small community had knock-on effects on other sectors 
benefiting as suppliers or labourers. A collaboration with Yogyakarta-based clothing designers also 
utilized local tailors to produce designer clothes made using batik cloth. 
 
The FGD found that the prominent role of the village government had been an important factor 
supporting industry expansion. For example, the Head of the Village had assisted the groups to 
register as legal bodies (Badan Usaha Milik Desa / BUMD) and allocated budget support, facilitated 
marketing and actively advocated on behalf of the groups vis-à-vis the district and provincial 
governments. Batik activities had been included in the village development plan (Rencana 
Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Daerah / RPJMD). 
 
Case Study 2: Agro-Food Processing / Processing of Cassava, Peanuts, Corn, Banana, etc. 
 
The project initiated start-up of agro-food processing units in Terong village, Bantul district 
(Yogyakarta province), mainly run by women. Five groups involving 100 beneficiaries were formed, 
the most successful being Nikimon 2. Before the project intervention, the women worked primarily to 
assist their husbands in the rice fields, while they now had informal work as snack and cake producers. 
 
The project provided a basic package of assets for business start-up, such as cooking utensils, baking 
equipment, packaging equipment and display windows. Most of these were well utilized according to 
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FGD beneficiary accounts. New simple technology had been introduced, including sealers for 
packaging and spinners used to drain the cooking oil after frying. 
 
The producers were assisted to set up a marketing outlet at the Ndangwesi market, located in the 
community. Products were also sold to stores and snack shops in Yogyakarta. In addition, schools 
around Dlingo sub-district were frequent customers, enabling Nikimon 2 to maintain orders and 
develop into a self-sustaining enterprise. The head of Terong village developed a Nikimon website 
to support the marketing efforts. Towards the end of the project, the Nikimon brand became well 
known in the district and beyond. 

‘Last year we attended the Super Food exhibition in Yogyakarta. Through this 
exhibition, we were introduced to Mas Firman, the owner of the snacks food outlet 
Cokro Telo. He asked us to give him a sample of the Nikimon product. About one month 
later, we were asked to become a supplier to Cokro Telo. Since then we have been 
supplying Cokro Telo on a monthly basis. Our other regular customers include Pasar 
Pagi [the morning market], the Agriculture Department, and ASPARTAN [the Organic 
Farming Marketing Association].’ 

Participant in Focus Group Discussion, Asian Management Consulting, 28 May 2011. 

 
The profits from Nikimon 2 were distributed equally to the group members. Nevertheless, producers 
in some of the other groups did not earn the same level of profit and some were at times 
discouraged by this, and tended to produce when there was a customer order. 
 
Raw material, such as cassava, banana and peanuts were easily obtained from fields owned by the 
producers or from neighbors. Distribution was sometimes a challenge due to long distances and 
inappropriate means of transportation, damaging the products (the products were transported by 
motorcycle equipped with bamboo baskets and boxes). 
 
Many of the producers obtained food safety certification (Sertifikat Produksi Industri Rumah Tangga / 
S-PIRT). Despite this, the FGD noted cases of packaging without indicated expiry dates and 
information regarding the ingredients did not always match with the actual product. That being said, 
overall product quality was improving which led to decreasing rejections from the customers. 
Beneficiaries stated that product quality and packaging were important factors for acceptance by the 
market and that keeping a ‘customer orientation’ was essential in order retain the customer base. 
 
The Department of Agriculture and the farmers’ association (Gabungan Kelompok Petani / 
GAPOKTAN) were important agents behind Nikimon’s expansion. The Department of Industry, 
Trade and Cooperatives supported the Nikimon groups with exhibition space. With easily obtainable 
raw material and low-cost technology, the local government viewed Nikimon as a successful 
business model replicable to other communities in the region.  
 
Case Study 3: Handicraft / Production of Silver Jewellery 
 
In Pampang village, Gunung Kidul district (Yogyakarta province) the project assisted 98 silversmiths. 
Earthquake-damaged assets, such as machines for producing silver wire, were replaced or upgraded. 
The project had provided tools and material for the finishing process, each package serving about 25 
MSE. The project also provided personal tools to replace and support MSE daily production activities.  
 
Through the FGD, beneficiaries said that these assets were utilized, but noted that some modifications 
had been carried out enabling the provided equipment to fit their originally intended purpose. 
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Beneficiaries pointed out that in particular the tumbler machine had improved the product quality, 
making the jewelry shinier and aesthetically attractive. Equipment to process silver wire for the 
filigree was also felt positively as outsourcing this process had incurred high costs. 
 
Beneficiaries stated that the technical trainings had focused on introducing design variation and 
improving finishing. Several new designs had been created. In addition, the producers had been 
trained in combination, previously only mastering filigree technique. Through study trips and an 
apprentice programme to Celuk, Bali and Borobudur Silver, Yogyakarta sponsored by the project, 
silversmiths had obtained knowledge regarding alternative designs that enabled an adjustment of the 
design range to better respond to changing market trends. 
 
Beneficiaries indicated that the new designs had led to additional sales of silver jewelry, also at a 
higher retail price. Nevertheless, there had been cases of silversmiths being reluctant to undertake new 
designs, as the product development and innovation process was time-consuming, affecting the 
ongoing production. 
 
To reap the benefits of collective action, the project assisted the silversmiths to form four producer 
groups to undertake marketing and procurement. The price of raw silver ore had increased and supply 
was dominated by Kota Gede-based producers in Yogyakarta, making it difficult to access raw 
material at a competitive price. The producer groups identified an alternative supplier located in 
Malioboro Street, Yogyakarta. Collectively, the producers negotiated a lower purchasing price. The 
FGD also noted that these groups had been trained in financial management, and were now able 
to keep books regarding their finances. 
 
A showroom with display cases was set up. Through this facility, the beneficiaries could showcase and 
sell their products in the local community also being able to receive visitors and tourists, which 
previously had been impossible as no products had been kept on stock for display. The project also 
sponsored a sales channel for silver jewelry through the Mahoni shop in Yogyakarta. 
 
A village promotion team was formed to undertake marketing, mainly through exhibitions and 
business meetings, including with Plaza Indonesia and Sarinah Mall in Jakarta. New links with the 
Department of Industry, Trade and Cooperatives led to high attendance at several exhibitions. The 
product brand, Pampang Silver, gained strong brand recognition following the project intervention. 

‘The last time we received support from the local government was in year 2000, when 
we were provided with production tools. Now Disperindagkop [Department of Industry, 
Trade and Cooperatives] has scheduled a training for us, which will commence on 
completion of the IOM‐JRF project.’ 

Participant in Focus Group Discussion, Asian Management Consulting, 27 May 2011. 

A micro-credit training provided by the project had helped some of the groups to access credits from 
microfinance institutions. The new credit was used to purchase raw materials and equipment to 
increase production. 

‘We have taken loans at IDR 5 million per person with one percent monthly interest. 
These credits were accessed from BRI‐KUBE [Bank Rakyat Indonesia‐Kelompok Usaha 
Bersama]. In addition, one group has taken a IDR 4 million loan through a local micro‐
finance institution. Nevertheless, some of the other silversmiths do not feel ready to 
take a loan, because they think it’s too risky.’ 
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Participant in Focus Group Discussion, Asian Management Consulting, 27 May 2011. 

While this industry cluster had been able to recover and sustain since the 2006 earthquake, it had been 
a bumpy ride. The producers were well aware of their vulnerability to economic downturn 
(which occurred on a global scale in 2008 and impacted handicraft exports), volatility in global 
silver ore prices and the existence of strong local competitors. These factors were a constant threat 
to the profitability and viability of these village enterprises. The producers recognized the need to 
anticipate and act on such issues by continuing to improve access to raw material, upgrade designs and 
expand their market networks. 
 
Case Study 4: Crop Production / Cultivation of Rice 

The project supported 87 rice producers in Karang Tengah village, Sukoharjo district (Central Java). 
This intervention aimed to improve rice production by introducing methods for organic rice 
production and fertilizers to reduce costs and improve productivity. 

Based on findings from the AMC study, this intervention only achieved limited impacts for the 
beneficiaries mainly due to two harvest failures following an outbreak of pest. AMC also noted that 
with organic rice and fertilizers being a new activity for the beneficiaries, additional and longer-term 
technical guidance would have been necessary, also with a greater dedication and involvement by the 
agricultural department through its extension officers. 

There was also a need for a greater emphasis on management and marketing so that contacts initiated 
through the IOM assistance could be followed-up on and lead to business agreements. With organic 
products targeting high-end markets, market access had been challenging and needed much more 
attention. 

Despite the unfavorable planting conditions, a review of the FGD transcripts reveals that training and 
experiments on the subject matter was received positively by the beneficiaries: 

‘[The technical assistance provided] had a very positive impact because before I relied 
on chemical fertilizers and liquids, which I now have reduced with 50 percent by using 
fertilizer that I produce myself. In addition, my farm group has become active as a 
result of the IOM assistance, now also conducting lending and savings activities.’ 

‘After attending the IOM trainings, our farm group is producing organic fertilizers and 
pesticides, which we are now applying on our fields. We also sell the fertilizers to other 
farmers although not at a profit. There has indeed been improvements for the farm 
group, but what a shame that the last two harvests failed due to pest outbreaks that 
were difficult to wipe out.’ 

‘My farm group is experimenting with a demonstration plot based on SRI [System of 
Rice Intensification]. We have received a credit from Kelompok Usaha Bersama to be 
invested in organic fertilizer production. We have also tested production of organic 
rice.’ 

Voices from Focus Group Discussion, Asian Management Consulting, 26 May 2011. 

The AMC study noted that the generally high demand for organic rice in Indonesia, combined with the 
significant interest from both the direct beneficiaries, and other farmers in the Karang Tengah 
community that expressed their interest to participate, in fact provided good prospects for 
development of organic farming. For that to be possible, these beneficiaries would need more 
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technical, financial and marketing assistance provided on a long-term basis, and with formal 
integration under the existing farm association. 

Case Study 5: Food Packaging / Production of Ice Cream Cups 

The project supported a cluster of 84 women producers of ice cream cups in Krikilan village, Klaten 
district (Central Java). Project support through this intervention included asset support, management 
training and technical training to improve and diversify the product. 

During the implementation however, the producers faced severe constraints following increased raw 
material cost of glue and paper for production, increased competition from other producers with 
lower-priced ice cream cups and increased market preference for more hygienic plastic cups made by 
producers in Surabaya. These challenges had emerged recently (about six months prior to the FGD) 
and thus in the midst of the project implementation. 

With both sales and profit margins dropping, many of the beneficiaries became increasingly 
unmotivated to continue production, and instead opted to resort to traditional income-generating 
activities of farming and livestock.  
 
6.6.2 Gender Outcomes 

As made evident in the previous section, a substantial portion of the beneficiaries in the IOM-JRF 
project were women. As part of the pre-post intervention survey, impact on women’s decision-
making power at the household, enterprise and public levels was measured, with noticeable 
change recorded at the enterprise level, the main focus area of the project interventions. In line with 
Table 9, a number of conclusions from this exercise can be drawn, as follows: 

 

HOUSEHOLD LEVEL: Few respondents regarded women’s involvement as ‘none’ or ‘small’ from 
the start, nevertheless there was a moderate increase in respondents regarding women’s involvement 
as ‘average’ at the post intervention stage. Overall, women seem to exercise an acceptable level of 
decision-making power in household affairs among the affected populations, both before and 
after the intervention. 

ENTERPRISE LEVEL: At the enterprise level, significant gender impact had occurred following the 
intervention. ‘Average’-level involvement of women had increased from approximately 53 percent to 
66 percent, while ‘substantial’ involvement of women had increased with 12 percentage points to 31 
percent. 

PUBLIC LEVEL: Women’s involvement in village and public affairs had also increased at the post-
intervention stage. The number of respondents regarding women’s decision-making power as 
‘average’ increased from 55 percent to 69 percent, while ‘substantial’ decision-making power 
increased from 9 to 21 percent.  
 

Table	10:	Pre‐Post	Comparison	of	Women’s	Decision‐Making	Power	in	the	Target	Areas	
  None Small Average Substantial 

1 Decision-making power of 
women at the household level  

Pre-intervention 5.1% 5.5% 69.9% 19.7% 

Post-intervention 0.6% 2.7% 77.8% 17.8% 

2 Decision-making power of 
women at the enterprise level 

Pre-intervention 5.3% 8.6% 52.9% 19.1% 

Post-intervention 0.5% 1.2% 65.7% 31.3% 

3 
Decision-making power of 
women in the village and 
public sphere 

Pre-intervention 11.6% 25.3% 55.1% 8.9% 

Post-intervention 2.4% 6.6% 69.0% 20.7% 
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Table	11:	Overview	of	Outcomes	per	Sector	

Economic Sector # MSE Outcomes based on FGD Component / Asian 
Management Consulting (AMC) 

Sector Outcome Highlights from 
Reflexive Comparison 

Outcome from Beneficiary 
Satisfaction Survey 

Livestock 1,013 
• Livestock health improvements following pen 

management and access to animal health services  
• Diversification into biogas and fertilizers production 

• Market access: +22.7 %-points on district level (almost no 
livestock beneficiaries marketed outside of the district before 
or after the intervention) 

• Beneficiaries with business plan: +25.9 %-points 

Asset utilization 96.8 % 
Appropriateness of 
trainings 92.2 % 

Recovered to same or 
higher level 85.7 % 

Crop Production 1,762 

• New income-generating activities through organic 
vegetables and crops production 

• Formation of producer groups 
• Increased productive activities for women 

• Employment increase: from 1.2 to 4.9 persons per MSE 
(due to scaling up of organic crops and fertilizer production) 

• Keeping personal cash savings: +76.7 %-points (due to 
initiation of savings and lending activities) 

Asset utilization 81.4 % 
Appropriateness of 
trainings 91.9 % 

Recovered to same or 
higher level 87.2 % 

Agro-Food 
Production 376 

• Market access expanded to supermarkets 
• Producer groups formed 
• Increased productive activities for women 
• ‘Nikimon’ brand recognition 
• Increase in price of crops resulting from raw material 

demand from new agro-food production 

• Market area: +67.1 %-points increase in number of MSE 
with provincial-level market access. Prior to project, market 
area almost exclusively limited to village, sub-district and 
district level. 

Asset utilization 98.2 % 
Appropriateness of 
trainings 98.2% 

Recovered to same or 
higher level 100.0 % 

Food Packaging 136 
• Quality of product improved 
• Product safety improved 
• Product diversification improved 

• Increase in MSE productive asset value: +325.8 % 
• Profit calculated based on records of cost and earnings: 

5 % before intervention, 50 % after intervention 

Asset utilization 100.0 % 
Recovered to same or 
higher level 75.0 % 

Textile Processing 566 

• Operational cost decreased by adopting natural dyes 
and collective procurement 

• Sharp increase in sales and profits 
• Job opportunities for non-beneficiaries 
• Increased decision-making power of women 

• Profits: +61.8 % in net earnings 
• Enterprise money separated from personal and 

household money: 2.1 % before intervention, 61.7 % after 
the intervention 

• Gender: %-respondents viewing women’s influence in 
enterprise as ‘substantial’: before intervention: 0%, after 
intervention 65 % 

Asset utilization 98.3 % 
Appropriateness of 
trainings 95.0 % 

Recovered to same or 
higher level 91.7 % 

Fishery 162 
• Operational cost of enterprise reduced due to home 

breeding of fish eggs / spawn 
• Income diversification among beneficiaries 

• Increase in MSE asset base: + 441.6 % (due to significant 
counterpart investment in fish pond expansion MSE assets 
increased from approx. IDR 1.2 million (USD 140) before 
intervention to IDR 6.5 million (USD 756) after intervention 

Recovered to same or 
higher level 75.0 % 

Asset utilization 100 % 

Handicraft 390 

• Increased product quality 
• Design variation to match market trend 
• Production cost decreased 
• Brand recognition increased 
• Access to micro-financing 

• Profits: +147.4 % in net earnings 
• Market area: +66.7 %-points increase in number of MSE 

with provincial-level market access. 

Recovered to same or 
higher level 83.1 % 

Asset utilization 98.3 % 
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6.6.3 Negative / Unintended Outcomes 
 
The evaluation workshops and FGD found few negative outcomes of significance resulting from the 
project. Nevertheless, in the evaluation workshops, government officials reported cases of ‘social 
jealousies’ resulting from the project, and mainly occurring among a) non-assisted industry clusters 
within the targeted communities, and b) non-assisted neighbouring villages, that also desired to access 
project support. 

Given that the project was implemented in one of the most densely populated regions in Indonesia, 
and that project services were earmarked for only a small fraction of the entire earthquake-affected 
population by focussing on those most in need, such social jealousies had been anticipated at the 
project design stage as reflected in the risk management framework of the project. As such, efforts to 
explain and socialize the IOM / JRF special mandate and assistance criteria at project inception 
stage likely contributed to reducing the occurrences of social jealousies and conflicts to a small 
number of cases, also with few or no serious repercussions for the project’s stakeholders. In addition, 
one of the major strategies adopted by the project to reduce perceptions of ‘unfairness’ was to ensure 
inclusion of all eligible members of the selected industry cluster in the beneficiary selection process in 
a given village. 
 
Furthermore, in the evaluation workshops, officials suggested that the holistic and dedicated 
programme of assistance implemented by the IOM-JRF project over an extended period of time for the 
same target groups would lead to communities being reluctant to participate in government 
programmes with similar objectives due to supposed perceptions that such programmes would be of 
lesser quality or under-resourced. Nevertheless, during the project implementation, a number of 
activities successfully carried out in the framework of government-community collaboration suggested 
that the probability of such a scenario occurring is low. 
 
6.7 Sustainability of Impacts after Project Closure 
 
In line with specific requests communicated by donors and the national and provincial governments, 
IOM formulated an exit strategy in August 2010 that aimed to facilitate continuation of project 
activities and sustainability of benefit for project participants after completion of the project. The exit 
strategy was conceived through a series of consultation seminars with government, MSE beneficiaries, 
village officials and civil-society organizations.  

Towards the closing of the project in February and March 2011, the exit strategy was revisited in 
separate workshops with the governments of the two provinces with the aim of assessing progress of 
its implementation and making necessary adjustments needed for the strategy to remain effective, as 
agreed by the stakeholders. Further to such minor adjustments, the strategy was officially endorsed 
by the government participants on 3 March 2011 (Yogyakarta province) and on 12 April 2011 
(Central Java province), marking an important accomplishment for the overall project and its 
prospects to achieve long-lasting sustainability even after the expiration of the JRF programme in 
December 2012. In these workshops, provincial and district governments officials expressed 
impressive commitment to taking forward IOM and JRF project initiatives in line with their available 
resources and assessed remaining needs of the project’s MSE beneficiaries. 
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The exit strategy focused on achieving four main sustainability outcomes, namely: 

a) SELF-SUFFICIENCY: promoting self-sufficient MSE businesses and producer / trader groups 
that were able to sustain their recovery and grow their enterprise independently of project assistance, 

b) INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY DEVELOPMENT: capacity-building activities at the 
institutional, organizational and individual levels for local government administrations and civil-
society relevant for MSE promotion and disaster risk reduction so that better capacities were in place 
to safeguard recovery gains after the project closing, 

c) EFFECTIVE LINKAGES: nurturing collaborative linkages between government and civil-society 
and MSE that ensured access of beneficiaries to adequate information, resources and expert services 
after the project closing; and, 

d) HANDOVER PROCESSES FOR CONTINUATION: identifying outstanding needs and 
activities that were beyond the scope of the IOM project to address and advocate to government and 
other local stakeholders to address these needs after the completion of the project. 

The strategy contained detailed action plans linking priority activities with specific government 
departments at provincial and districts levels. An assessment of the sustainability prospects of the 
project will require an evaluation of to which extent the four exit strategy components were 
implemented and effective from the perspective of MSE beneficiaries and other stakeholders. 

6.7.1 Sustainability Outcome 1: Self-Sufficiency 

The project implemented an intense programme of training activities that promoted self-sufficiency 
and business sustainability of the MSE. As elaborated in some detail above, the project achieved good 
results in this regard with improvements recorded in terms of productive asset build-up, market 
area coverage and profits, results which are expected to sustain given the project’s investment in 
skill-building and organizational capacity development combined with a favorable overall macro-
economic environment. Significant beneficiary counterpart investments in the project activities (a total 
of USD 57,000 by project closing), including labour and material inputs, also created ownership 
through risk-sharing, commonly viewed as an important contributing factor to sustainability. 

A total of 173 independent producer groups and 18 village promotion teams were created, which 
continued to provide services to their MSE members after project closing.  In addition, the project 
promoted access-to-finance of these groups through capacity-building activities and referrals to micro-
finance institutions, with a view to introduce beneficiaries to formal and sustainable access to 
financing for business expansion. 

As an added value element to the overall project, community-based disaster mitigation and 
preparedness measures reduced risk exposure of target MSE and the wider community to 
common hazards identified in each recipient project site. These measures, which included provision of 
disaster preparedness trainings, creation of community-based disaster response committees, disaster 
simulations and the construction of risk-mitigating infrastructure, had the effect of reducing 
vulnerability of beneficiaries and better protecting targeted income-generating activities from potential 
future impacts of natural disaster long after project completion. 

6.7.2 Sustainability Outcome 2: Institutional Capacity Development 

Recognizing the need to scale-up government engagement and capacity-building for sustainability to 
be possible, IOM and the donor agreed to introduce government capacity-building workshops as part 
of the project’s second phase. Through this intervention, integration of disaster risk reduction 
aspects in the recovery and development process of the region was expanded beyond the 
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boundaries of the community. Workshops, training initiatives and study trips for the Regional 
Disaster Management Agency in the two provinces, and for a number of other government planning 
and sector departments, had the effect of strengthening disaster prevention and management capacity 
of local actors, which will benefit the local communities even after the IOM project has closed.  

IOM capitalized on the perceived urgency of disaster risk reduction in the region following the 
eruptions of the Mount Merapi volcano during October and November 2010, which created high 
demand for more expertise and investment in this field. As a key element for sustainability, disaster 
risk reduction mainstreaming was also achieved through awareness-raising measures utilizing TV, 
radio and printed media (the latter through the monthly ‘Layang PRB’ news bulletin published by 
IOM in cooperation with the Yogyakarta Disaster Risk Reduction Forum).  

Additional training workshops and learning trips transferred successful and effective livelihood 
project management and implementation approaches adopted by IOM during the implementation, 
which the Central Java provincial government (the disaster management agency) subsequently decided 
to emulate in the implementation of its own disaster risk reduction programme, which was set to 
include a strong livelihood element. Indeed, further to government request, IOM shared its World 
Bank-approved Operations Manual with the government of Central Java. 

Additionally, in the second quarter of 2011, IOM facilitated a field visit for senior officials of the 
national and provincial level Disaster Management Agencies in preparation for a nationwide 
government-led community-based disaster risk reduction initiative called Desa Tangguh (‘resilient 
village’). Also recognizing the key role of local civil-society entities and networks in furthering 
recovery and development efforts after project completion, capacity-building workshops were 
extended to the Yogyakarta and Central Java DRR Forums, also given the role of these Forums as 
strategic partners to the regional government in the implementation of disaster risk reduction policies 
and programmes. 

A complete list of capacity-building workshops conducted for government and civil-society is 
included in Annex 11. 

6.7.3 Sustainability Outcome 3: Effective Linkages 

Laying the groundwork for sustainable action after project completion, a range of initiatives served to 
enhance interface between the targeted project beneficiaries and local government agencies. For 
example, person-to-person links and new relationships at the institutional / producer group level were 
created with local government in the target area as basis for collaboration and provision of additional 
services to the beneficiaries even after the project completion. In fact, a total of 59 such collaborative 
initiatives had already been implemented by March 2011 as a direct result of new linkages and 
with no or limited additional cost to the project (the detailed list of these activities is presented in 
Annex 1 of the IOM Quarterly Report to the World Bank, January-to-March 2011 period). 

IOM also conducted assessments jointly with the government to the MSE to agree on priority needs 
and geographical / sectoral targeting prior to the design and implementation of interventions. These 
joint assessments ensured adequate buy-in of the government already at the planning stages of 
the project and secured willingness of government to subsequently continue to invest in sub-projects 
started by IOM. As an additional measure to consolidate beneficiary-government relationships, 
training activities, workshops and study trips were conducted as a joint activity between MSE and 
officials where this was feasible. 
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6.7.4 Sustainability Outcome 4: Handover Processes for Continuation 

The exit strategy workshops, which were conducted approximately one year before project closing in 
July and August 2010, and again in February and March 2011, identified outstanding needs and 
assistance gaps still prevalent among the beneficiaries targeted by the project. During the first quarter 
of 2011, work plans linking activity continuation with specific government departments were 
agreed and endorsed. 
 
To help local government to take these commitments forward, IOM prepared a comprehensive 
handover package in Bahasa Indonesia, which included the agreed exit strategy, work plans, maps, 
beneficiary lists and profiles, contact details of group leaders and detailed lists of all assets and 
training activities provided. In addition, IOM developed a handbook based on the project entitled 
‘Community-Based Disaster Risk Management: Experiences from Indonesia’ which was handed over 
to local government officials in a book-launching ceremony in Bali in early June 2011. 
 
Separately, IOM advocated for allocation of government funds under relevant departments to support 
the continuation of activities after the project closing. Bantul and Gunung Kidul districts (Yogyakarta 
province) and Klaten district (Central Java province) indicated to IOM that funds indeed were 
allocated for the IOM target villages.6 During the final months of the project implementation, IOM 
continued to transfer project responsibilities to local government, by attending ‘Musrenbang’ in 
the districts of Bantul (Yogyakarta province) and Klaten (Central Java province), which is a grass-
roots government-led consultation process to promote broad-based budgeting and development 
planning.  
 
IOM attendance in Musrenbang resulted in the inclusion of activities previously agreed in the exit 
strategy into the district government work plans for 2012. Planned government activities in support of 
the IOM beneficiaries included exhibition support, packaging training and product certification to be 
provided by the Industry and Trade Department (Disperindagkop), while livestock extension services, 
or ‘Poskeswan’, were to be provided by the Agriculture Department. 
 
As the final step of the project hand-over process, IOM carried out project evaluation workshops with 
the provincial and district government counterparts, to agree on ‘best practices’ learned from the 
project  implementation that can be replicated by the government in the context of new recovery, 
rehabilitation and reconstruction programmes in Indonesia, with or without the collaboration of 
international donors and partner implementing entities. 
 

                                                        
6 Government funding allocation was based on locations and villages, rather than individuals and groups. While all the 
project districts were encouraged to allocate funding for sustainability, only Bantul, Gunung Kidul and Klaten district 
governments made explicit statements to IOM regarding this intention. 
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7. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS   
 Cost Benefit Beneficiaries 

Component Cost / 
component 

% of project 
value Cost / MSE Output / Result # Direct Beneficiaries # Indirect 

Beneficiaries 
Component I: 
Assessment for 
Identification of 

Interventions / MSE 

USD 
619,700 

 
10.4 % 

 
139 USD 

 

Village-level assessments 25 villages N/A 

Selected MSE registered 4,456 MSE / 41.8 % 
women N/A 

Component II: 
Asset Replacement 

USD 
853,579 14.3 % 282 USD 

MSE received personal, group and village production assets 3,032 MSE N/A 
Production / public facilities restored:   

1 community centre 15,871 residents N/A 
1 irrigation system 100 MSE 400 family members 
9 biogas plants 36 MSE 144 family members 
150 m drainage canal 151 households 604 family members 
100 m community road rehabilitated 2,026 N/A 

Component III: 
Access to Finance 

USD 
140,415 2.4 % N/A Preparation cost. Component subsequently cancelled. N/A 

Component IV: 
Assistance for Market 

Access 
USD 

880,431 14.7 % 227 USD 

Cross-visits and study trips for improved market access 3,876 MSE N/A 

53 fairs & expos 639 MSE 2,330 MSE with 
product placements 

64 free community tours 956 MSE N/A 
10 promotion, design & innovation workshops 252 MSE 3,075 MSE 

Technical assistance for sales and promotion activities 18 village promotion 
teams 3,075 

Component V: 
Capacity-Building & 

Technical Assistance 
USD 

2,157,047 36.1 % 497 USD 

Technical assistance to enhance capacities, sales and 
incomes 4,342 MSE 17,368 family 

members 
Technical assistance to producer groups 173 groups 4,456 MSE 
43 workshops / forums for government capacity-building 1,317 participants N/A 
Community-based disaster risk management 10 communities 60,840 residents 
Risk mitigating infrastructure (see details in Table 3). 10 communities 60,840 residents 

Component VI: 
Project Management, 

Monitoring & 
Evaluation7 

USD 
1,320,386 22.1 % 304  USD 

Effective, efficient and accountable implementation, staff 
and operating costs, financial audits, monitoring and 
evaluation activities, mapping and database, complaints and 
transparency mechanisms, staff development, etc. 

4,342 MSE 17,368 (family 
members) 

                                                        
7 Audit fee payment for period 2010-2011 outstanding. Cost approx. USD 11,000. 
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8. LESSONS LEARNED 

	
The following section provides a summary of ‘lessons learned’ gained from implementing the IOM-
JRF project in Yogyakarta and Central Java, as follows: 
	
1. Ensure Sufficient Allocation of Resources and Expertise for Target Group Selection and Needs-

Assessments: 

• Involve the community in assessment, targeting and resource prioritization. In the common 
absence of other formal sources of information, the community is well positioned to determine 
who is vulnerable and most in need. 

• Strike an appropriate balance between ‘vulnerability’ and ‘viability’ aspects when undertaking 
target group selection. Within the basic framework of assisting disaster-affected and vulnerable 
populations, the beneficiary enterprise should be able demonstrate minimum profitability and 
growth potential with limited and / or manageable impact on the environment, for the intervention 
to effective and sustainable. 

• Ensure an adequate match between selection of interventions / target groups with agency- and 
project-specific capacities, resources and constraints.  
 

2. Ensure Government Involvement throughout the Entire Project Management Cycle: 

• Define clear parameters for government involvement and coordination, which shall encompass 
frequent progress reviews, joint site visits and government capacity-building activities. 

• Engage all levels of government, from national and provincial levels to district, sub-district and 
village level. Leave no one out! 

• Involve sector departments with expertise that match the needs of the target groups. Early 
involvement of these departments is a prerequisite for responsibilities to be ‘transferable’ at project 
closing. 

• Conduct needs-assessments jointly with the government to establish priority needs, sectors and 
assistance strategies. 

• Ensure that sufficient internal staffing and funding recourses are allocated to government 
engagement activities, which at a minimum shall include one senior staff member assigned to 
government engagement. In addition, basic government engagement tasks should form part of the 
terms of reference for all project-related staff members and consultants. 

 
3. Leverage Existing Capacities and Resources of the Target Groups: 

• Implement local concepts for effective decision-making, such as musyawarrah, and utilize other 
existing community support structures, including gotong royong, for better sustainability. 

• Encourage significant beneficiary counterpart contribution in all activities, including labour and 
material inputs, thus creating ownership through risk-sharing, for more cost-effective project 
implementation. 

 
4. Put in Place a Robust Information Management, Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting 

System: 

• Ensure high-quality and timely report submission in the local language, targeting all relevant 
government institutions at national, provincial and local levels. 
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• Make provisions for brief monthly reports on top of in-depth quarterly reports. Accessibility and 
readability of such reports were viewed as critical by the recipient institutions. 

• Establish a dedicated information management and M&E team within the project that has adequate 
expertise in data analysis, mapping software and monitoring and evaluation tools. 

• Give government a role in progress monitoring through reporting, implementation reviews and 
joint site visits. 

 
5. Build in Flexibility in Project Design / Components: 

• Ensure flexible definition of project components and budgeting for a demand- and needs-oriented 
project implementation that is able to quickly respond to diverse and specific needs of the target 
groups and unexpected challenges that may arise. 

• Allow for timely adjustment of project design when needed, in close consultation with the donor, 
government and other stakeholders. 

 

6.   Start Early on Project Continuation Planning and Sustainability: 

• Design a viable project exit strategy and continuation plan agreeable to all stakeholders. As this is 
a complex and time-consuming exercise, therefore it shall commence in the early stages of project 
implementation. 

• Formulate the continuation plan through a process of consultation with beneficiaries, multiple 
levels of government and other stakeholders, and ensure regular reviews and adjustments to the 
plan from time to time during the course of the project. The plan should include provisions for 
government funding allocation under relevant departments to support the continuation of activities 
after the project closing. Participate in government planning forums, such as Musrenbang. 

• Launch the continuation plan within the project implementation timeframe and create the 
conditions for it to be taken forward by beneficiaries and stakeholders after project completion. 

• View Disaster Risk Reduction as a priority cross-cutting issue in the project implementation and 
integrate such considerations in project delivery for better disaster prevention, mitigation, 
preparedness and vulnerability reduction. 
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9. CONCLUSION 
Following 40 months of implementing the ‘Access to Finance and Capacity-Building for Earthquake-
Affected Micro- and Small Enterprises Project’, this project achieved the set targets within the given 
project timeframe until 30 June 2011. Generous and adequate financing from the JRF and recognition 
of the need to provide an ample implementation timeline needed to effectively address the 
complexities and diverse set of needs prevalent in the target area were decisive factors for an overall 
successful project implementation, combined with strong project implementation oversight and 
technical guidance furnished by The World Bank task team. 
 
Importantly, the Impact Evaluation showed that good and concrete outcomes had been achieved for 
the MSE beneficiaries in terms of a sustainable MSE recovery from the effects of the earthquake 
disaster in 2006. Resulting from the project interventions, combined with other favourable factors 
supporting the MSE operating environment, the Impact Evaluation registered improvements in 
business and financial performance, measured in terms of sales, operating profits and access to new 
markets. A significant majority of the beneficiaries indicated that they had indeed surpassed their pre-
earthquake operating levels by project closing, thus having been ‘built back better’ by the project. A 
small minority of beneficiaries had their recovery set back by unfavourable external circumstances, 
mainly related to price volatility, which at times had affected the overall viability and profitability of 
some business sectors. 
 
As an additional project outcome, the project exceeded its gender target with close to 42 percent of the 
MSE assisted by the project being led by women. This outcome was primarily a reflection of the key 
role women have as breadwinners among the earthquake-affected populations thus necessitating their 
substantial contribution to the overall recovery process. The high involvement of women in the project 
led to measurable and positive change in perceptions regarding their de facto influence and decision-
making power at the level of both the enterprise and the community. 
 
Given the importance placed on sustainability by all project stakeholders, the project invested heavily 
in capacity-building and government engagement, a key intervention and ‘lesson learned’ beneficial 
when planning for future recovery initiatives of similar nature, in Indonesia or elsewhere. Joint efforts 
of the implementing agency and local government to develop viable activity continuation plans, led to 
national, provincial and local governments carrying forth successful initiatives started by the project. 
Indeed, by project closing many such initiatives had been implemented by the local government, 
signifying good prospects for sustainability of the JRF investments in the earthquake-affected region 
long after its mandate has expired, and to the great benefit of the Javanese communities.  
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ANNEX 1: TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR IMPACT EVALUATION                
 

Background Information and Rationale 
 
The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is implementing a technical assistance project to 
support the Indonesian Government’s (GoI) ‘National Action Plan for Reconstruction and 
Rehabilitation’, in the recovery of micro- and small enterprises (MSE) affected by the 26 May 2006 
earthquake in Yogyakarta and Central Java provinces. This 40-month project commenced in March 
2008 and is financed through a multi-donor financing facility, Java Reconstruction Fund (JRF), which 
is administered by the World Bank. The project objective is to enable beneficiaries in the affected 
provinces to regain pre-earthquake operating capacity through enhanced access to finance and the 
provision of technical assistance.  
 
The IOM project has been providing technical assistance to 4,300 MSE, grouped under 118 trade-
specific producer groups. In addition, the project has been promoting stronger resilience and 
sustainability at the community-level through disaster risk reduction (DRR) and other government 
capacity-building activities. IOM assistance to MSE includes the provision and/or replacement of vital 
productive assets, such as equipment, processing tools and construction materials combined with 
technical assistance, business development activities and small-scale infrastructure development 
projects. Moreover, IOM has undertaken a comprehensive exit strategy with the aim of securing a 
smooth project handover to GoI partners by the end of the project in June 2011. 
 
While the overall objective of the project remained the same, the Access to Finance Component 
(Component III) was cancelled early in the project implementation stage. In June 2010 the scope and 
duration of the project was extended, incorporating a second project phase running until June 2011 to 
allow IOM to reach a further 1,300 beneficiaries. Although human resources of the project were 
temporarily reduced due to the eruption of the Mount Merapi volcano in late October 2010, this did 
not have a significant effect on project implementation, and IOM is largely on track to achieve set 
targets within the remaining project implementation timeframe. 
  
The project is now deep into its second and final phase of implementation which has scaled-up 
activities reaching new beneficiaries while preparing for project exit. An impact evaluation is now 
required in order to assess the impact of the project on beneficiaries and stakeholders and to asses the 
sustainability of results. 
 
This impact evaluation will contribute to the Implementation Completion Report (ICR) of the World 
Bank. It will also provide a report to IOM, local government partner agencies and implementing 
organizations with key recommendations and lessons learned that will contribute to the institutional 
learning of these stakeholders, valuable in light of the commencement  of reconstruction and 
rehabilitation activities in the region following the recent October 2010 Merapi eruption. 
 

Objective and Specific Objectives of the Evaluation 
 
Overall objective 
 

To analyze the impact of the project on beneficiaries and stakeholders. 
 
 
Specific objectives 
 

Evaluate the achievement of project development objective (PDO) by component 

Discuss the relevance of the PDO, design and implementation 
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Discuss key factors affecting implementation and outcomes  

Discuss both intended and unintended outcomes/impacts (positive or negative) 

Compile lessons learned (overall) 

Discuss sustainability of impacts after project closure.  

 
Scope of the Evaluation 

 
The evaluation will commence on 31 March 2011 and shall be completed by 27 May 2011. Given the 
time constraints, the evaluation will focus primarily on three of the six project components, namely 
Asset Replacement, Assistance for Market Access and Capacity-building & Technical Assistance. As 
the majority of project activities were carried out under these components, these are the most relevant 
components related to impact assessment. Given that the Access to Finance component was cancelled 
early on in the project, this will not be evaluated. There will be little direct focus on the remaining two 
components, Assessment for Identification of Interventions and Project Management, Monitoring & 
Evaluation. The evaluation will be conducted according to five criteria: 
 

• Geographic coverage – the evaluation will focus on the target areas in the provinces of 
Yogyakarta and Central Java 

• Sector coverage – samples from each of the project sectors will be taken 
• Gender– with close to half the beneficiaries being women, it will be important that they are 

effectively incorporated in the sample groups, and given adequate voice in focus discussions 
(minimum 30%) 

• Partner coverage – Government, private, academia and non-governmental partners will be 
included in the evaluation. Government will have a larger focus as they are leading and 
coordinating the reconstruction activities in the region and have also been actively involved in 
capacity-building and exit strategy activities 

• Beneficiary coverage – The evaluation will focus on the 3,075 beneficiaries from the first 
phase with a sample size of 15% of the beneficiaries 
 

Table 1: Examples of Impact Indicators 

PRIMARY IMPACT SECONDARY IMPACT 

• Operating costs 
• Sales and profits 
• Productivity and efficiency 
• Product quality 
• Production capacity 
• Business and technical skills 
• Productive assets build-up 
• Temporary employment opportunities 

• Economic diversification 
• Absorption of innovative technologies 
• Occupational health and safety and environmental 

sustainability 
• Access to common property resources  
• Community livelihood support services 
• Government and civil society extension services. 
• Disaster preparedness 

 
Target groups 
 

• Beneficiary MSE 
• Government 
• Partner organizations 
• World Bank/Donor representatives 
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Approach and Methodology 

 
The evaluation will comprise a mix of quantitative and qualitative research methods. The research 
team will comprise internal IOM evaluators and an independent external evaluator.  A detailed 
implementation plan will be established once the general outline of the impact evaluation is agreed 
upon. 
 

Table 2: Research Methods 
Method Description Target 

Group 
Resources Issues to be evaluated 

Reflexive 
Comparison 

Comparison of 
baseline survey 
with impact 
survey. 
Quantitative data 
of economic 
condition of 
individual MSE 
beneficiaries, pre- 
and post-
intervention 

I. IOM-IME, 
field 
research 
team, IOM-
CEU 

Comparison of the following data: 
• Status of employment 
• Ownership of productive assets  
• Income analysis 
• Level of access to market and follow through. 
• Role of gender in MSE 
• Constraints and challenges of the enterprises 
• Access to loan facilities 
• Saving and enterprise skills 
• Vulnerability comparison  

Focus Group 
Discussions (FGD) 
(Specific TOR to 
be developed)
  

Focus Group 
Discussions 
(FGD) with key 
sectors and 
groups Qualitative 
data 

I. II. External 
evaluator 

The FGDs will measure performance on the impact indicators included in 
Table 1 above. As one of the outcome indicators in the JRF Results 
Framework is the level of household disaster preparedness, specific 
FGDs with participants of the IOM community-based disaster 
preparedness programme will be conducted to measure this aspect. 
 

 

Evaluation 
Workshop 
(Specific ToR to be 
developed) 
 

Workshop with 
the aim of 
identifying the 
effectiveness of 
the cooperation 
between IOM and 
partner 
organizations. 
Qualitative data 

II. III. 
IV. 

IOM-CEU-
IME-TMU 

Discussion of the following topics: 
• Coordination framework  
• Monitoring and Evaluation 
• Effectiveness/appropriateness and outcomes of 

government/CSO capacity-building workshops/forums 
• Exit strategy 
• Reporting strategy (frequency/quality) 
 

Beneficiary 
satisfaction  
survey 

Semi structured 
questionnaires 
with beneficiaries. 
Quantitative and 
qualitative data 

I. II. IOM-IME, 
field 
research 
team, IOM-
CEU 

The results of this survey will be compared with the target beneficiary 
satisfaction level of 90 % as set out in the JRF Results Framework. The 
Beneficiary Satisfaction Survey will target both MSE beneficiaries and 
participants of the IOM government/CSO capacity-building workshops. 
 
Data collection on the following topics: 

• Quality of IOM service delivery 
• Staff performance: professionalism, responsiveness, technical 

capacity 
• Relevance of support 
• Effectiveness of received support 
• Timeliness of interventions 
• Complaints and transparency mechanisms  
• Have you restored your pre earthquake capacity. 

(Better/Worse/Same) 
Cost benefit 
analysis 

Analysis of cost 
per component to 
benefit per 
component. 
Quantitative and 
qualitative data 

IOM-
Internal 

IOM 
 

• Assess level of efficiency per project component/activity 
• Project cost by component, outputs by component, project 

costs by procurement category (both actual and initial 
estimates per the PAD). 
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Governance and Accountability 
 
IOM Yogyakarta’s Information Management, Monitoring & Evaluation Unit (IME) will implement 
the evaluation with the support of an external evaluator under the supervision and guidance of the 
IOM Yogyakarta Head of Office. The IME Coordinator with the assistance of an individual consultant 
will be responsible for the establishment of the final narrative report. The findings in the form of a 
final impact evaluation report will be made available to the relevant stakeholders in English and 
Bahasa Indonesia. 
 

Guiding Principles and Values 
 
The evaluation will follow IOM’s ‘Evaluation Guidelines’, prepared by the Office of Project 
Evaluation as well as the World Bank’s ‘Impact Evaluation in Practice’ handbook. The evaluation 
will adhere to the OECD/DAC principles for evaluation of development assistance as the standard for 
ethics and professionalism in evaluations.   
 

Professional Qualifications 
 
The following outlines the resources needed in order to implement the evaluation successfully: 
 

• A field research team (20 members) managed by the Information Management, Monitoring & 
Evaluation (IME) Coordinator. The team should be gender balanced, fluent in Bahasa 
Indonesia and preferably fluent in Javanese. The team should be instructed on how to engage 
with the beneficiaries and be made familiar with the questionnaires before deployment 

• An information management specialist for the pre- and post-evaluation analyses of baseline 
data 

• A team consisting of IOM staff from IME, CEU and Training & Media Unit to conduct and 
plan provincial-specific stakeholder workshops 

• An external evaluation team to conduct Focus Group Discussions and key informant interviews 
(separate ToR to be developed) 

• An IOM team to draft the final narrative report and combine the findings 
 
 

Deliverables and Schedule 
 
A narrative report in English will be submitted to the IOM Yogyakarta Head of Office on 27 May 
2011. The narrative report will adhere to donor requirements.  
 
Time frame for impact evaluation: 31 March 2011 until 27 May 2011 
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Table of Beneficiary Sample per Sector 
 

NO MACRO 
SECTOR VILLAGE ECONOMIC SECTOR Total MSE Total 

Proposed 
Sample 
(15% of 
Total) 

Total 
Sample 

1 

AG
RI

CU
LT

UR
E 

Li
ve

st
oc

k 

Giripurwo Communal Cattle Rearing 214 

1013 

76 

152 

2 Jotangan Communal Goat Rearing 72   

3 Krakitan Communal Goat Rearing 230 76 

4 Krikilan Communal Goat Rearing 50   

5 Semoyo Communal Cattle Rearing 101   

6 Sumber Agung Communal Cattle Rearing 236   

7 Sumber Harjo Production of Organic Fertilizer 110   

8 

Cr
op

 P
ro

du
ct

io
n 

Cepokosawit Cultivation of Rice 89 

553 

  

83 

9 Karang Tengah Cultivation of Rice 87 41 

10 Kemasan Cultivation of Rice 124   

11 Sumber Harjo Cultivation of Organic Vegetables 97 42 

12 Tegalsari Cultivation of Rice 56   

13 Kebon Cultivation of Rice 100   

14 

IN
DU

ST
RY

 

Ag
ro

 F
oo

d 
Pr

oc
es

sin
g 

Giripurwo Processing of Cassava, Peanuts, Corn, 
Banana etc. 84 

376 

  

56 
15 Selopamioro  Processing of Cassava, Peanuts, Corn, 

Banana etc. 100   

16 Terong  Processing of Cassava, Peanuts, Corn, 
Banana etc. 100 56 

17 Tuksono Production of Soya-Based Tofu 92   

18 

Fo
od

 
Pa

ck
ag

in
g 

Jotangan Production of Ice Cream Cups 52 
136 

  
20 

19 Krikilan Production of Ice Cream Cups 84 20 

20 

Te
xt

ile
 

Pr
oc

es
sin

g Kebon Production of Batik Items 169 

394 

59 

59 21 Mlese Traditional Weaving of Household 
Napkins 147   

22 Tegalsari Traditional Weaving of Household 
Napkins 78   

23 

Fi
sh

er
y 

Krakitan Communal Fish Pens 74 

162 

  

24 24 Sumber Agung Communal Fish Pens 69 24 

25 Krakitan Communal Fish Pens/Revolving Fund 
Training 19   

26 

Ha
nd

icr
af

t Pampang Production of Silver Jewellery & Deco 
Items 98 

390 

59 

59 27 Tuksono Production of Agel Accessories & Deco 
Items 106   

28 Salamrejo Production of Agel Accessories & Deco 
Items 186   

The sample is selected by IOM according to the above mentioned criteria (scope of evaluation). This table 
describes the sample for target group I.     Selected Villages 
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Cost Estimate 

 
        Total 
No.: Description No.Unit Unit Price IDR IDR USD 
        9000 1 
           
1. Reflexive Comparison        
1.1 Development of Questionaires 1 0 0 0 
1.2 Survey using the developed questionaires 1 0 0 0 
1.3 Establish comparison report (baseline vs. survey) 1 0 0 0 
1.4 Visibility material for survey 50 40,000 2,000,000 222 
            
  Sub Total Reflexive Comparison:     2,000,000 222 
            
2. Focus Group discussions (external evaluator)         
2.1 Analyzing of supportive documents 1 10,000,000 10,000,000 1,111 
2.2 Establishment of work scope 1 5,000,000 5,000,000 556 
2.3 Preparation / Field visits 4 1,000,000 4,000,000 444 
2.4 Focus Group discussions 10 10,000,000 100,000,000 11,111 
2.5 Final report on FGDs 1 3,000,000 3,000,000 333 
            
  Sub Total Focus Group Discussions:     122,000,000 13,555 
            
3. Evaluation Workshops with stakeholders         
3.1 Meal for participant 70 150,000 10,500,000 1,167 
3.2 Printing (module, backdrop, factsheet) 2 3,000,000 6,000,000 667 
3.3 Stationary 2 500,000 1,000,000 111 
3.6 Transportation fee 50 200,000 10,000,000 1,111 
  Contigency (10% from budget) 1 2,645,000 2,645,000 294 
           
           
  Sub Total  Evaluation Workshops:     30,145,000 3,350 
            
4. Beneficiary Satisfaction survey         
4.1 Development of questionaires 1 0 0 0 
4.2 Survey using the developed questionaire 1 0 0 0 
4.3 Establish survey report 1 0 0 0 
            
  Sub Total Satisfaction Survey:     0 0 
            
5. Cost - benefit analysis         
5.1 Analyzis of relevant data 1 0 0 0 
5.2 Narrative cost benefit analysisl report 1 0 0 0 
            
  Sub Total Cost - Benefit Analysis:     0 0 
            
           
            
            
  OVERALL TOTAL IMPACT EVALUATION :     IDR 154,145,000 $17,127 
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Work Plan 
 

2011 

Activity Responsibility Resource Duration 

A. Reflexive Comparison       
Community engagement/preparation 

Matahari & Zulkarnaini 
IOM-IMU, field 
research team, IOM-
CEU 

01.April - 15.April Identification of beneficiaries 
Data collection / Questionnaire 
Data comparison  Matahari & Fahrul / Ruben IME Unit 18.April - 21 April Formulating of findings 
B. Beneficiary Satisfaction Survey       
Community engagement/preparation 

Matahari & Zulkarnaini 
IOM-IMU, field 
research team, IOM-
CEU 

01.April - 15.April  Identification of beneficiaries 
Data collection / Questionnaire 
Data Tabulation Matahari & Fahrul / Ruben IME Unit 18.April - 19 April 
C. Focus Group Discussions (FGD)       
Community engagement/preparation 

Ext. evaluator. IMU 
IOM-IMU, field 
research team, IOM-
CEU 01.April - 01.April Identification of beneficiaries 

FGD (10 villages) 
Ext. evaluator Ext. evaluator 04.April - 26.April Mid term report 

Final FGD Report 
D. Evaluation Workshop       
Government engagement/preparation 

Matahari & IMU team IMU, govt. liaison & 
TMU 11.April - 02.May Distributing invitation 

Evaluation workshop in DI. Yogyakarta 
Evaluation workshop in Central Java 
E. Cost Benefit analysis       
Cost benefit analysis Ruben / Matahari IME Unit 20.April - 03.May 
F. Draft Report       
Draft of final impact evaluation report  Ruben / Matahari IME Unit 04.May -20.May 

 



                                                             

Page 42 of 67  

										ANNEX 2: TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS	
 

Background Information and Rationale 
 
The International Organization for Migration (IOM) is implementing a technical assistance project to 
support the Indonesian Government’s (GoI) reconstruction and rehabilitation efforts, in the recovery 
of micro- and small enterprises (MSE) affected by the 26 May 2006 earthquake in Yogyakarta and 
Central Java provinces. This 40-month project commenced in March 2008 and is financed through a 
multi-donor financing facility, Java Reconstruction Fund (JRF), which is administered by the World 
Bank. The project objective is to enable beneficiaries in the affected provinces to regain pre-
earthquake operating capacity through enhanced access to finance and the provision of technical 
assistance. In addition, the project undertakes government and civil-society capacity-building 
workshops/forums and study trips to promote project sustainability and handover. 
 
The IOM project has been providing technical assistance to 4,300 MSE, grouped under 171 trade-
specific producer groups as per March 2011. In addition, the project has been working towards 
enhancing resilience and sustainability at the community-level through community-based disaster 
preparedness activities and government training initiatives in the field of Disaster Risk Reduction. 
IOM assistance to MSE includes the provision and/or replacement of vital production assets, such as 
equipment, processing tools and production premises alongside targeted business development 
trainings and small-scale infrastructure activities. Moreover, since August 2010, IOM has been 
implementing a comprehensive exit strategy with the aim of securing a smooth project handover to 
governmental stakeholders by the end of the project in June 2011. 
 
While the overall objective of the project remained the same, the Access to Finance Component 
(Component III) was cancelled early in the project implementation stage. In June 2010 the scope and 
duration of the project was extended, incorporating a second project phase running until June 2011 to 
allow IOM to reach a further 1,300 beneficiaries. Although staffing levels of the project were 
temporarily reduced due to the eruption of the Mount Merapi volcano in late October 2010, this did 
not have a significant effect on the project’s ability to remain on track to achieve its set targets and 
outputs. 
  
As the project is now deep into its second and final phase of implementation an impact evaluation is 
required in order to assess the impact of the project on beneficiaries and stakeholders. This impact 
evaluation will contribute to the Implementation Completion Report (ICR) of the World Bank. It will 
also provide a report to IOM, local government partner agencies and implementing organizations with 
key recommendations and lessons learned which can benefit the institutional learning of these 
stakeholders. 
 
The impact evaluation consists of several components, some of which will be coordinated internally 
by IOM. In order to generate additional perspective and insight on the project impact, IOM seeks to 
partner with a qualified external evaluator/livelihood expert that can employ Focus Group Discussions 
(FGD) and other participatory techniques in select working areas of the project.  
 

Objective of the Assignment 
 
The objective of the assignment is to plan, prepare, implement and document 10 (ten) Focus Group 
Discussions with project stakeholders in select villages in order to collect and analyze qualitative data 
on project impact. 
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Scope of the evaluation 
 

The FGDs will be conducted in ten (or as otherwise agreed) case villages in Yogyakarta and Central 
Java province, namely: Giripurwo, Krakitan, Karang Tengah, Sumber Harjo, Terong,  Krikilan, 
Kebon, Sumber Agung, Pampang and one village that participated in a community based disaster risk 
management training. As a part of the overall impact evaluation, the FGD will discuss the impact of 
the project and collect qualitative information using IOM impact indicators (Table 1), and referring to 
the result chain (Diagram 1) to discuss the achievement of expected outcomes and impact. 
 
 

Diagram 1: Result Chain          
 
 
 
 
 
	  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Table 1: Example Impact Indicators to be Utilized 

PRIMARY IMPACT SECONDARY IMPACT 

• Operating costs 
• Sales and profits 
• Productivity and efficiency 
• Product quality 
• Production capacity 
• Business and technical skills 
• Productive assets build-up 
• Temporary employment opportunities 

• Economic diversification 
• Absorption of innovative technologies 
• Occupational health and safety and environmental 

sustainability 
• Gender and women’s participation 
• Access to common property resources  
• Community livelihood support services 
• Government and civil society extension services. 
• Disaster preparedness 

• Funds for all project 
components  

• IOM Resources 
• Partnerships with  

implementing 
partners 

• Support by  
GoI 

• Knowledge about the 
local market gained 
in market studies 

• Knowledge gained in 
environmental impact 
study 

• Well designed project 
plan  

• Professional project 
management 
systems 

• Experience of similar 
projects 

• IOM network of 
experts 

 

• Selecting sector & 
beneficiaries  

• Asset replacement of 
tools, production facilities 
and small-scale 
infrastructure facilities.  

• Assistance for market 
access through the 
promotion of exhibitions, 
cross – visits, market 
studies, access to 
information 

•  Capacity building and 
technical assistance, 
training in financial 
management, marketing 
and business plan 
development, 
formation of groups and 
related management 
systems. 

• Project monitoring and 
evaluating  

 
 

• Reconstruction of 
community center, 
irrigation system, 
production facilities, 
sales houses, communal 
livestock pens, biogas 
plants. Upgrade of 
drainage canal. 
Rehabilitation of 
community. MSE 
received physical assets 
(personal & communal)  

• MSE received business 
and technical training 

• MSE participated buyer, 
customer, partner & 
government networks 
and attending fairs / 
expos with product 
contribution 

• CBDRM training 
including risk mitigating 
infrastructure 

  
 
 

• Assets & infrastructure 
are used by the MSEs 

• MSEs are able to 
operate  

• Product diversification 
• MSE have access to 

new networks of 
business partners 

• The quality products is 
improved 

• Operational cost 
decreased 

• Government and other 
extensions service are 
used 

• Innovative knowledge 
has been absorbed 

• Increase of access to 
new market /buyers 

• Productivity and 
efficiency of the MSE  

 
 

• Economic 
diversification 

• Increased profit of 
MSEs 

• Environmental 
sustainability of 
MSE and 
occupational health 
improved 

• Access to common 
property resources 
has lead to better 
cooperation  

• Community 
livelihood support 
services benefit the 
MSE 

• Disaster 
preparedness 
through increased 
capacity 

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcome     Impact 
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Guiding principles and values 

 
The FGD shall be conducted in such a way that they adhere to the OECD/DAC principles for 
evaluation of development assistance as the standard for ethics and professionalism in evaluations.   
 
 

Professional qualifications 
 
The preferred external evaluator will have the following profile: 
 

• Professional private firm or non-profit organization with proven experience evaluating 
livelihood and reconstruction projects, using participatory evaluation methods. 

• Expertise in the area of disaster preparedness. 
• Able to mobilize an Indonesian team of livelihood experts consisting of men and women with 

expertise in the field of micro-enterprise development and agriculture.  
• Will be able to demonstrate capacity to accomplish the assignment within the given timeframe  
• Previous professional experience and insights regarding the target areas desirable. 
• The project team is required to possess skills in Bahasa Indonesia and Javanese. 

 
Deliverables and Schedule 

 
Indicative time frame for FGD: 1 April to 26 April 2011. 
 

No Deliverables # Due date Details 
1. Outlines for FGDs (MSEs and 

CBDRM) 
2 at start of 

assignment 
Methodology, discussed topics, approach 

2. Focus group discussions 10 10.April 10 FDG (including 1 FGD on DRR issue) 
3. Draft report  1 20.April First draft of final report 
4. Final report  1 26.April The narrative report shall be presented in English language. 

The findings shall be presented for each FGD separately. The 
length of the report shall not exceed 20 pages and not less than 
15 pages. 

  
Expected outputs  

Activity Expected output Success indicator 

Focus Group Discussion 

• Measure impact on MSEs using the agreed 
indicators 

• Map out the positive and negative intended 
& unintended outcome-impact occurred  

• Provide recommendation 

• Number achieved expected output 
and its relevance.  

• Number of active participants 
• Each participant has an equal 

opportunity to participate and 
express his or her ideas. 

• Adequate participation of women (at 
least 30 %) 

 
 
 

Budget and Payment 
 
The external evaluator has to provide a cost estimate based on the proposed activities to IOM. 
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    ANNEX 3: TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR STAKEHOLDER EVALUATION 
 

Background 

Implemented by the International Organization for Migration (IOM) and funded by the Java 
Reconstruction Fund (JRF) grants facility, administered by the World Bank, this project supports the 
recovery of micro- and small enterprises (MSE) affected by the May 2006 earthquake in the 
Yogyakarta and Central Java region. The project has been implemented in two funding phases: Phase I 
(1 March 2008 to 31 May 2010) assisted 3,075 MSE in 18 priority communities. IOM provided 
assistance in the form of asset support, technical trainings, access to market and micro-finance 
training, a phase that also assisted rehabilitation of vital market infrastructure and MSE production 
premises. 

The currently active second phase of the project (1 June 2010 to 30 June 2011) expands assistance to 
reach an additional 1,300 MSE whose recovery since the earthquake remained limited or still fragile, 
allowing this project to surpass the overall target of reaching 4,300 earthquake-affected MSE. In 
addition to community-based interventions, this project phase facilitates dedicated capacity-building 
and planning activities with government and civil-society counterparts that will promote a project exit 
and handover with the aim of securing the sustainability of the JRF project interventions after closing 
of the IOM project in June 2011, and after completion of the extended JRF mandate until December 
2012. As an additional key activity element of the second phase, community-based disaster 
preparedness and mitigation activities and provision of small-scale risk mitigating infrastructure 
facilities benefiting disaster vulnerable JRF communities aim to further strengthen the resilience of 
these communities as the project phases out. 

Given that the project is fast approaching its completion date scheduled on 30 June 2011, IOM is 
undertaking a comprehensive Impact Evaluation, with the aim of assessing the project’s effectiveness, 
relevance, sustainability and lessons learned. One of the components of this Impact Evaluation aims to 
collect inputs from IOM’s government partners through a stakeholder workshop, which will in 
particular study the cooperation and coordination framework of the project. The findings of this 
workshop will feed into an overall impact evaluation report, to be published for the benefit local 
government, donors and other project stakeholders. 

 
Objective of the Workshop 

 
OVERALL OBJECTIVE: 

To identify best practices and lessons learned in the implementation of the IOM-JRF Livelihood 
Recovery Project from the perspective of government stakeholders 

 
 

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES: 

To evaluate coordination and joint planning 

To evaluate reporting mechanism 

To evaluate government involvement in Monitoring & Evaluation activities 

To evaluate overall project impact / effectiveness on beneficiaries and government 

To evaluate exit strategy and project sustainability 
 

Activities 
 
The following activities will be carried out during the half-day workshop: 
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1. Remarks by representatives of the Government of Yogyakarta Special Province and IOM 
2. Brief presentation of the IOM-JRF project 
3. Group discussions using the format attached in Annex 3 
4. Presentations of findings 
5. Any other business and wrap-up 

 
Time and Venue 

Date  : Thursday, 28 April 2011 
Time  : 08.00 – 14.30 
Venue : A venue in Yogyakarta to be determined  
Facilities : Snack, lunch, transportation allowance (for government staff only) 
 
	

List of Participants 
	

Sekretaris Daerah Provinsi DIY 1 person 
BAPPEDA Provinsi Provinsi DIY 3 persons 
BPBD Provinsi DIY 1 person 
Bapak Ir. Bayudono. MSc 1 person 
Disperindagkop Provinsi DIY 2 persons 
Dinas Pertanian dan Peternakan Provinsi DIY 1 person 
BAPPEDA Kab. Gunung Kidul 2 persons 
Kesbanglinmas Gunungkidul 1 person 
Diperindagkoptam Kab. Gunung Kidul 1 person 
Dinas Perternakan Kab. Gunung Kidul 1 person 
Dinas Perkebunan Kab. Gunung Kidul 1 person 
BAPPEDA Kab. Kulonprogo 2 persons 
BPBD Kulonprogo 1 person 
Disperindagkop Kab. Kulonprogo 1 person 
BAPPEDA Kab. Sleman 2 persons 
BPBD Kab. Sleman 1 person 
Dinas Pertanian & Holtikultura Kab. Sleman 1 person 
Disperindagkop Kab. Sleman 1 person 
BAPPEDA Kabupaten Bantul 2 persons 
BPBD Bantul 1 person 
Disperindagkop Kab. Bantul 1 person 
Dinas Kelautan dan Perikanan Kab. Bantul 1 person 
Dinas Pertanian Kab. Bantul 2 persons 
Lembaga Mittra 3 persons 
IOM 8 persons 
 
TOTAL 42 persons 
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Event Run Down 
	
	

No Time Event Source 

1 08.00-09.00 Registration and coffee break IOM 

2 09.00-09.10 Explanation of workshop objective Moderator  

3 09.10-9.30 Opening remark by BAPPEDA Head of Bappeda D.I. Yogyakarta 

4 09.30-9.45 Opening remark by IOM Head of IOM Yogyakarta 

5 9.45-10.00 Brief presentation of the IOM project IOM 

6 10.00-10.05 Explanation of process Moderator 

7 10.05-11.00 Group discussion Moderator, group facilitators  

8 11.00-12.00 Lunch IOM 

9 12.00-13.30 Group presentations Groups, moderator 

10 13.30-14.00 Q&A Moderator 

11 14.00-14.10 Wrap-up Moderator  

12 14.10-14.30 Coffee break, closing  
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Evaluation Matrix 
 
 

Topic Sub Topic Best Practice Constraint Remarks 

Coordination and joint planning 
- Coordination mechanism and consultation 
- Cooperation in planning of activities 
- Alignment of project activities with 

government policy 

   

IOM’s reporting to government 
- Frequency of reporting 
- Timeliness of reporting 
- Quality of reporting 
- Relevance of reporting 

   

Government involvement in 
monitoring & evaluation 

- Functionality of  monitoring and evaluation  
framework 

- Inclusion of government in implementation 
of a monitoring and evaluation framework 

- Methods for joint monitoring 

   

Overall project impact / 
effectiveness on beneficiaries 
and government 

- Perceptions on overall effectiveness and 
impact of the project on beneficiaries, 
partners and government 

- Relevance of project approach and 
intervention strategies 

   

Exit Strategy & sustainability 

- Feasibility and quality of exit strategy 
- Involvement of government in the design of 

exit strategy 
- Involvement of government in 

implementation of exit strategy 
- Potentials for project sustainability and 

continuation 
- Potential for government to replicate IOM 

activities 
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ANNEX 4: GENDER-DISAGGREGATED RESULTS TABLE 
 

Intermediate Outcomes 
 

Intermediate 
Indicators 

Revised 
Targets8 

By 30 June 
2011 

% of 
target 

Reached 

# 
Female 
headed 

MSE 

% 
Female 
headed 

MSE 
Component I : Assessment for 
Identification of Interventions  
At least 4,300 eligible MSE have 
been assessed and 
selected. 
 

# village-level 
assessments  25 25 100 % - - 

# selected MSE 
registered  4,300 4,456 104 % 1,798 41.8 % 

% women’s MSE  30% 41.8 % 140 % - - 
 

Component II: Asset Replacement 
At least 3,000 MSE received 
essential assets and materials 
vital for their operations. 
 

 
# MSE received & 
utilizing assets  

3,000 3,032 101 % 1,482 49.4 % 

# production / public 
facilities restored 

1 community centre; 1 irrigation system, 18 production facilities, 3 
sales houses,  52 communal livestock pens, 9 biogas plants, 150m 
drainage canal upgraded, community road rehabilitated 237m 

 

Component IV: Assistance for 
Market Access 
Up to 4,000 MSE recovered former 
buyers or attracted new ones 
 
 

# MSE improved 
market access 4,000 3,876 97 % 1,555 40.1 % 

# MSE participating 
fairs/expos9 450 

639 (direct  
attendance) 

2,330 (MSE with 
product 

contribution) 

142 % 509 out 
of 628 81.1 % 

 

Component V: Capacity- 
Building & Technical Assistance 
At least 4,300 MSE improved 
business management skills 
and at least 40 workshops /forums 
conducted for 
government capacity building at 
various levels. 
 
 

# MSE participating 
in technical 
assistance  

4,300 4,342 101 % 1,795 41.3 % 

# MSE with financial 
records  4,300 

169 producer 
groups 

representing 
4,206 MSE 

98  % - - 

# MSE with business 
plans  4,300 4,049 94  % 1,726 42.6 % 

# workshops / forums 
conducted for 
government capacity-
building  
 
 

40 43 105 % - - 

# Risk mitigating 
infrastructure 
 
 

2 retaining walls, 4 public latrines, 1 water cave reservoir system,  
4 water wells exploration, 1 water channel irrigation rehabilitation,  
3 evacuation route and 1 land leveling as evacuation area     

 

                                                        
8 The beneficiary target was revised to a total of 4,300 MSE in line with an amendment letter effective in November 2010. 
9 MSE that have participated in several expos are counted only once. 
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ANNEX 5: BENEFICIARY DISTRIBUTION PER LOCATION 
 

Province District Sub-District Village Sector # MSE 
Central Java Boyolali Banyudono Kuwiran Crop Production 150 
Central Java Boyolali Banyudono Kuwiran Textile Processing 23 
Central Java Boyolali Sawit Cepokosawit Crop Production 89 
Central Java Boyolali Sawit Kemasan Crop Production 124 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Banyuripan Crop Production 68 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Banyuripan Textile Processing 118 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Jotangan Livestock 72 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Jotangan Food Packaging 52 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Kebon Crop Production 100 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Kebon Textile Processing 169 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Krakitan Fishery 74 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Krakitan Fishery 19 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Krakitan Livestock 230 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Krikilan Livestock 50 
Central Java Klaten Bayat Krikilan Food Packaging 84 
Central Java Klaten Cawas Mlese Textile Processing 147 
Central Java Sukoharjo Tawangsari Pojok Crop Production 207 
Central Java Sukoharjo Tawangsari Pojok Textile Processing 31 
Central Java Sukoharjo Weru Karang Tengah Crop Production 87 
Central Java Sukoharjo Weru Karang Tengah Construction Materials 51 
Central Java Sukoharjo Weru Tegalsari Crop Production 56 
Central Java Sukoharjo Weru Tegalsari Textile Processing 78 
DI Yogyakarta Bantul Bambanglipuro Sidomulyo Crop Production 218 
DI Yogyakarta Bantul Dlingo Terong Agro Food Processing 100 
DI Yogyakarta Bantul Imogiri Selopamioro Agro Food Processing 100 
DI Yogyakarta Bantul Jetis Sumber Agung Livestock 236 
DI Yogyakarta Bantul Jetis Sumber Agung Fishery 69 
DI Yogyakarta G. Kidul Paliyan Pampang Handicraft 98 
DI Yogyakarta G. Kidul Patuk Nglanggeran Crop Production 223 
DI Yogyakarta G. Kidul Patuk Semoyo Livestock 101 
DI Yogyakarta G. Kidul Purwosari Giripurwo Livestock 214 
DI Yogyakarta G. Kidul Purwosari Giripurwo Agro Food Processing 84 
DI Yogyakarta Kulon Progo Galur Nomporejo Crop Production 162 
DI Yogyakarta Kulon Progo Sentolo Salamrejo Handicraft 186 
DI Yogyakarta Kulon Progo Sentolo Tuksono Handicraft 106 
DI Yogyakarta Kulon Progo Sentolo Tuksono Agro Food Processing 92 
DI Yogyakarta Sleman Prambanan Gayamharjo Crop Production 181 
DI Yogyakarta Sleman Prambanan Sumber Harjo Crop Production 97 
DI Yogyakarta Sleman Prambanan Sumber Harjo Livestock 110 
          4456 
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ANNEX 6: EVALUATION WORKSHOP WITH GOVERNMENT OF YOGYAKARTA PROVINCE 
 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remark 

- Coordination and Joint Planning 

- Alignment of project activities with 
government policies 

- Good coordination and joint planning 
created a sense of belonging to the 
project. 

- Bappeda facilitated coordination between 
IOM and related government departments 
(SKPD). 

- IOM and BAPPEDA coordinated in 
selecting intervention locations to prevent 
overlap. 

- Government prepared for sustainability by 
connecting field service officers with IOM 
beneficiaries early in the project 
implementation. 

- IOM project activities and government 
policies are aligned, strengthened & 
without contradiction. 

- Time synchronization 

- Bantul Ocean & Fisheries Dept (DKP): Did 
not receive reports from IOM, information 
was gathered from field service reports.  

- Disposition/mutation within SKPD was an 
obstacle to effective communication. 

- Rapidity and many kinds of activities 
sometimes caused lack of communication 
during the implementation. 

- The district-level disaster management 
agency (KESBANGLINMAS) was only 
involved in the later stages of the project. 

- Coordination can be intensified, esp. to the 
technical departments (SKPD). 

- Coordination meeting invitation should be 
addressed to a specific person in the 
government agency that already has been 
involved in the project. 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remark 

IOM reporting mechanism to the government, 
partners and stakeholders 
 

- Frequency of reporting 

- Timeliness of reporting 

- Quality of reporting 

- Relevance of reporting 

- The monthly and quarterly report was 
considered adequate. 

- Report was viewed as informative, relevant 
and factual. 

- Monthly report makes monitoring easier. 
Quarterly reports provided a sufficiently 
detailed overview of implementation 
progress. 

- Report delivery was sometimes late.  

- Monthly report format should be more 
simple and made to look interesting to 
increase readability.  

- KESBANGLINMAS and Dinas Kehutanan 
& Perkebunan Gunung Kidul district 
sometimes did not receive reports or they 
were sent to the wrong address. 

- Department nomenclature requires 
revision, 

- Incomplete quantitative details in the 
reports made  it difficult to monitor field 
activities.  

Monthly report should also include real 
obstacles. Quantitative details should also be 
included so the government can propose 
solutions and ease monitoring  

 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remark 
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Government, donors & partner involvement in 
Monitoring & Evaluation 

 

- Government involvement in monitoring and 
evaluation 

- Methods of monitoring and evaluation 
- Frequency of joint monitoring and 

evaluation 

 

- Monitoring and evaluation involved 
relevant sector departments (SKPD). 

- Monitoring methods considered effective 
and adequate. 

 

 

- Field monitoring time was too limited and 
packed in a single day so the sharing and 
discussion session between SKPD and 
MSE could not be maximized.  

- There has not been a special monitoring 
team with agreed frequency. Ideally the 
frequency of monitoring is every 3 - 4 
months.Sometimes invitation did not reach 
SKPD on time, causing them to fail 
attending joint monitoring & evaluation 
activities. 

- Clearer indicators are needed, not just site 
visits 

- IOM and SKPD adopted different grouping 
criteria for beneficiaries, which caused 
some confusion. 

 

- More time should be given for monitoring, 
i.e. two days, because the project working 
sites are located quite far from each other 

- Monitoring frequency and team should be 
agreed at the planning phase. 

- Government also needs to coordinate their 
time for better and effective monitoring. 

- Agreement could be made that monitoring 
participants from the government is not 
necessarily the same person, as long as 
the participants had acquired adequate 
knowledge and information of the program 
and previous monitoring results. 

- It would be better if grouping is done 
according to the District Head decree (i.e. 
in the Livestock sector grouping) 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remark 

Impacts / effectiveness of intervention strategy 

 

Relevance of project design and PDO 

 

Short-term achievements: 

- Effective trainings, access to markets and 
networks had been achieved 

- Improvement in skill levels, high 
knowledge retention levels among 
beneficiaries. 

 

Medium-term achievements:  
- There had been behaviour changes at the 

beneficiary level, and the training materials 
given had to a large extent been applied. 

- Silver craft sector had improved 
craftsmanship and designs. 

- Added value for local crop products 
(concentrate / liquid fertilizer production, 
cattle waste processing, organic 

- From beneficiaries perspective, IOM was 
more popular than Government agencies, 
making them not pro-active enough in 
terms of engaging sector departments for 
assistance and consultation. 

- In fishery sector in Bantul, IOM had not 
developed adequate group management 
systems including legal aspects (statutes / 
bylaw). 

- Concerns that MSE became too 
dependent on IOM support considering the 
long-term support provided. 

- Some beneficiaries had problems in 
developing / absorbing innovations. Group 
and community dynamics influence this 
aspect. 

- Long-term impacts in Kulonprogo district 
has not been measured and requires 

- The IOM-government synergy can be 
socialized more to promote sustainability. 

- Some groups had problems absorbing and 
implementing the knowledge provided 
through IOM assistance and training. 

- Financial assistance is necessary for 
certain sectors. 

- Limited sector coverage has potential of 
creating gaps and jealousy among 
community members 
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cultivation, organic vegetables and cacao 
fermentation.). 

- Livestock sector increased animal 
population and improvements in organic 
fertilizer production. 

- Optimization of value by processing tofu 
production waste. 

- Indications of improved time management 

 
Longer-term achievements: 

- Revenue increases, in particular among 
food processing sector. 

- Local economic multiplier effects. 
- Lessening of the earthquake trauma. 

 

Project approach: 

- Appropriate, relevant and supportive to 
government programme. 

- Decreasing the burden on the regional 
development budget. 

- Creating a model for comprehensive 
action. 

 

additional attention.    

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Exit strategy & sustainability 

- Government, donors and partners 
involvement in design of exit strategy 

- Government involvement in 
implementation of exit strategy 

- Potentials of program sustainability and 
continuation 

- Potentials of government replication of 
IOM programs 

- Feasibility and quality of exit strategy 

- The exit strategy was good, feasible and 
aligned with Government programme 
since the Government (BAPPEDA and 
SKPDs) were involved in exit strategy 
planning. 

- There was a socialization / finalization of 
exit strategy. 

- Project has a good potential for 
sustainability. 

- Government is ready to continue the IOM 

- Certain sector departments were not 
sufficiently involved in the exit strategy 
planning due to inadequate delivery of 
invitations. 

- Beneficiaries / groups had yet to 
communicate their work / activities plan to 
the village and hamlet Budget Planning 
Forum (Musrembangdus). 

 

Recommendation: more involvement of 
beneficiaries in exit strategy development. 

Threats and challenges to sustainability: 
- Government budget constraints 

- Lack of village government involvement 

- Commitment of the stakeholders to 
implement the exit strategy as planned. 
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project. 

- Government will replicate IOM project 
approach in other geographical areas and 
requested a complete document of the 
project for guidance. 
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ANNEX 7: EVALUATION WORKSHOP WITH GOVERNMENT OF CENTRAL JAVA PROVINCE 

 
Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remarks 

Coordination and Joint Planning 
 
- Mechanism of coordination and 

consultation 

- Alignment of project activities with 
government policies 

- Government in district and sub-district 
level, SKPD and village government were 
involved. 

- Close coordination with other agencies in 
the field prevented overlapping. 

- Regular planning process in coordination 
with the government program, combining 
the top-down & bottom-up method. 

- IOM assessment results can be utilized 
by other agencies to plan their 
intervention 

- Coordination and consultation is working 
well from beginning to end and 
throughout implementation. 

- Klaten already has a District Head 
Decree Letter on Allocation and Location 
for NGO assistance, which serves as a 
legal base of work area divisions for 
NGO interventions. 

 

- Musrenbang (discussion as government 
mechanism for planning and developing) 
was not involved in the planning phase. 

- There are no integration in the inter 
village/sub-district spatial aspects. 

- Relevant SKPD only received 
fragmented information instead of a total 
activity list, so they could not effectively 
dedicate their time for the project. 

- Only certain SKPDs were involved from 
the beginning, many were only involved 
when the program was already half way 
through. 

- Village final selection only involved 
SKPD, but did not involved local 
government secretary. 

- SKPD staff is heavily rotated, hence 
information from IOM cannot be 
absorbed effectively. 

- Data and information related to the 
business sector was inaccurate. 
Information from BAPPEDA on a village 
did not fulfil the quota set by IOM. 

 

- It is important for inter-sectoral 
integration to have all SKPD involved.  

- Regular coordination and consultation 
meeting should involve relevant SKPD 

- Coordination intensity needs to be 
increased to every three months in 
accordance with agreement. 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remarks 

IOM reporting mechanism to the government, 
partners and stakeholders 
 
- Frequency of reporting 

- Timeliness of reporting 

- Department of trade and cooperative 
always receives the report on time. 

- Because IOM is a partner, the report 
form is containing adequate information. 

- Good report qualities, lay out print is 

- Head of district government had never 
received direct reports, reports were only 
sent to Bappeda and relevant SKPDs  

- Activity reports in some cases did not 
reach the relevant SKPD (Agricultural 

- Ideally IOM sent out the report on the 5th 
every month so it can be discussed 
during government internal meeting. 

- Report quality requires improvement in:  
progress activities component, obstacles 
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- Quality of reporting 

- Relevance of reporting 

informative and easily understood.  

- Good transparency in the report. Not all 
program report showing the total and 
remain budget, and IOM did.  

- Relevant to the real condition. 

- Reporting frequency is adequate; 
monthly and every three months. 

Department) 

 

& problems and the solutions 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remarks 
Government, donors & partners involvement 
in Monitoring & Evaluation 
 
- Government involvement in monitoring 

and evaluation 

- Methods of monitoring and evaluation 

- Frequency of joint monitoring and 
evaluation 

 

- Good involvement; the government had 
been adequately involved into M&E with 
joint monitoring activity. 

- Precise implementation due to 
coordination with relevant SKPDs 
(departments). 

- Methods were good and applicative; 
There are three methods of Monitoring & 
Evaluation: Administrative (through 
reports), independent by government and 
joint monitoring. 

- Independent monitoring by government is 
integrated with main tasks and function 
(SOP) 

- M&E frequency is on time with the 
schedule and as appropriate 

- Unstructured frequency, only responding 
to activities deemed to be necessary. 

- Short notice to SKPD resulting joint M&E 
might be attended by irrelevant staff. 

- There were no planning evaluations in 
beginning, thus changes on the plan 
cannot be monitored; feedback cannot be 
gained during the process. 

 

- Ideally notification is sent a week before 
M&E to give time for preparation. 

- Ideally a special cross-SKPD team 
equipped with a decree letter for program 
assistance from beginning to end to 
avoid M&E overlap, with a budget 
consequence. 

- In asset hand-over a list of groups and its 
members should be attached to help with 
the local government M&E  

- Evaluation and control should be decided 
and agreed in the planning phase.  

- Frequency for joint monitoring ideally 
every three months. 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remarks 

Project & assistance strategy 
impacts/effectiveness for beneficiaries 
 
- Achieved goals and project impact for 

beneficiaries, partners and government 

- Program strategies/approaches 

 

Short term achievements: 
- There are compatibilities between the 

government programs with IOM 
programs 

- Program/activity approaches to 
beneficiaries went well with government 
supports  

- Training materials are suitable. 

- Social jealousy because not all village 
residence receives assistance. 

- Market is not ready to absorb the products 
of the organic agriculture program. 

- In Krikilan village, the result of fish pellet 
machine did not meet the beneficiaries 
expectations. 

 

- There should be an access mechanism for 
stakeholder involvement in the village level 
to gain an overall increase for local/village 
empowerment. 

- Financing is an important assistance 
aspect in the village level. 

- Positive development/changes for non 
IOM beneficiaries in the community had 
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- Trainings/assistance given is a success 
key to program implementation 

 
Medium & Long term achievements: 

- Got better product quality after 
implemented the technical training   

- Positive economic impact, gained 
generating income 

- Behaviour changes, beneficiaries' self 
confidence and mindset had positively 
changed. 

- Helped reduce burden on government 
budget 

- Giving a good example/motivation for 
communities that had not received IOM's 
assistance. 

yet to be monitored 

- DRR training should deliver for all villages  
 

Topic Best Practices Obstacles Remarks 

Project exit strategy & sustainability 

- Government, donors and partners 
involvement in design of exit strategy 

- Government involvement in 
implementation of exit strategy 

- Potentials of program sustainability and 
continuation 

- Potentials of government replication of 
IOM programs 

- Feasibility and quality of exit strategy 
 

- Government will continue the activities 
with IOM recommendations based on 
program implementation (government & 
beneficiary recommendation) 

- The program sustainability & continuity 
has potentials for government follow up 
with existing capacities. 

- Program and exit strategy adequacy is 
excellent based on observation on 
implemented activities. 

- Activities supporting program & Exit 
Strategy sustainability is well-
implemented by preparing groups 
independency beyond IOM withdrawal 

- Several exit strategy activities had been 
done and was appropriate 

- SKPDs are committed to safeguard the 

- Necessary to consider the groups 
legitimation into legal forms i.e. 
cooperation, BUMDES (government 
enterprise in village level), etc. 

- Facilitation for assets hand over is 
required to enable village level 
management. 

- Groups must be proactive and committed 
to gain better exit strategy 
implementation and benefits.  

- Limited governmental budget 

- Political negotiation with the parliament 
related to program sustainability  

- Activities stated in the exit strategy 
document are not/hasn't been monitored 
by all SKPD staffs. 

- The agricultural department had stated 

- District Government requires IOM 
beneficiary list for follow up efforts. 

- Hand over to the provincial government 
is important to attain other funds for 
program sustainability beyond IOM 
withdrawal. 

- Access to finance facilitation, especially a 
guarantee for easier access to finance. 

- Three assisted districts will need budget 
addition from the provincial FEDEP. 

- Organization legalizing is SKPD's 
homework which should be started with 
strengthening and the groups' readiness. 
Initiative for legalization should come 
from the groups themselves and not from 
the government. 
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program post IOM intervention (in human 
resources, market access, 
organizational, financing and 
standarization) 

- There are chances to replicate IOM 
programs in other areas. 

an assistance for Tegalsari Village to 
become an organic village, but it had not 
been achieved. 
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ANNEX 8: LOCATIONS OF AMC FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSIONS  
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ANNEX 9: SATISFACTION SURVEY FORM   
Survey Date/Time: Surveyor:

I. MSE Information
Name  : Education Level :
IOM ID Number : District :
Sektor Usaha : Sub-District :
Sex : Village :
Age :

I. Asset Replacement

1.1 Have you utilized the personal asset provided by IOM for your income-generating activity?
a. Yes b. No

1.2 Have you utilized the communal asset / infrastructure provided by IOM for your income-generating activity?
a. Yes b. No

1.3 Are the provided assets/infrastructure relevant and technically appropriate for your income-generating activity?
a. Yes b. No

1.4 Are you overall satisfied with the product quality/durability of the assets/infrastructure provided through the project?
a. Not satisfied b. Less Satisfied c. Satisfied d. Highly satisfied

II. Market Access

2.1 Do you know about IOM market access activity  (expo, fairs, workshops, marketing training, promotional materials, networking)
a. Yes b. No

2.2 What is your level of satisfaction regarding the usefulness/benefit of market access activities?

 (expo, fairs, workshops, marketing training, promotional materials, networking)
a. Not satisfied b. Less Satisfied c. Satisfied d. Highly satisfied

III. Technical Assistance & Capacity-Building

What is your level of satisfaction regarding the usefulness/benefit of technical assistance and other trainings provided through the project.
a. Not satisfied b. Less Satisfied c. Satisfied d. Highly satisfied

IV. IOM Staff/Partner/Trainer Performance

Do you feel that IOM staff/partners/trainers have performed appropriately and professionally in the delivery of services under this project?
a. Not satisfied b. Less Satisfied c. Satisfied d. Highly satisfied

V. Handling of Grievances/Complaints Mechanism

Do you feel that you have been able to channel grievances to the project team and that the complaints mechanism 

 has been adequate and effective?
a. Yes b. No

VI. Recovery Levels

In your opinion, what is your level of recovery from the impacts of the May 2006 earthquake?
a. Recovered to a higher level as compared to before the earthquake

b. Recovered to same level as before the earthquake 

c. Not recovered yet 

VII. Overall Satisfaction Level

What is your overall level of satisfaction regarding the IOM-JRF project?
a. Not satisfied b. Less Satisfied c. Satisfied d. Highly satisfied

Any Other Comments

Please explain:

Satisfaction Survey Form
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ANNEX 10: PRE- POST SURVEY FORM   
DATA SURVEYED IN THE FIELD DATA ENTERED IN COMPUTER SURVEY FORM NO UNIQUE CODE NO

Date (Filled by CEU ) (Filled by MEU)

Surveyor's Name

1 MSE Information : 2 MSE Location :

MSE Name (Leader/Owner Name) Province

(According to ID Card)

MSE (Leader/Owner)Age District

KTP ID of MSE Leader/Owner Sub District

SIM ID of MSE Leader/Owner Village

Other ID Card (Please specifiy) KK    Kartu Pelajar Sub Village RT/RW

   Others Phone Number 

Other ID Number

Type of MSE *    Standalone

Household enterprise:         

Standalone Enterprise:         

Sector

(Please refer to Annex)

Sub Sector

(Please refer to Annex)

Kind of product/business activity

Date

Data entered by (Name)

A. GENERAL INFORMATION

/

The business is operated from a premise outside of the household

Household Enterprise

Enterprise that is operated from the household premises. Household enterprises include laborers that provide services outside the home and 
that do not have a separate business premise
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1 Status of Employees/ Worker
Number of employees/worker, including family members, excluding business owner/leader

2 Ownership of Productive Assets 
a. Have you used the supporting asset replacment from IOM Personal Group Village

b. List of assets that directly linked to the MSE

 Tools Description Qty

3 Income Analysis
a. Various income-generating sources for the household

HH Sources of Income
Frequency 

(Monthly/seasonal)

Total estimated household income per month

B. BASELINE INFORMATION

Estimate financial value of 
Each enterprise asset

% of IOM's supported MSE Income to Total Income (calculated by Surveyor)

Estimate Income  (Total 
sales-Expenditures)     

Rp

Estimate income per month

Rp

Employee / Worker Category Total
Total Employees/ Workers including family 
members

Male Female

Type of Ownership

Rp

Function

CommunalPersonal 
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b.

Weekly Monthly

Every 2 weeks Other

c

Expense (Transportation, Inputs, etc)

d Sales: For the same product cycle, what were your total sales (cash and credit)? (Enter amount in the appropriate time period box.) 
Weekly sales

Rp

e Profit: For the same product cycle, after covering your enterprise costs--but before you spent your earnings on your family--what was your profit?
(Please enter business owner's estimate amount, not the mathematical calculation) 

Weekly profit

Rp

f What is the mathematical calculation of the profit using the numbers for income and costs given by the client?  
(3d (monthly sales) minus total of 3c (monthly costs) = monthly profit) 

g What is the difference between the client's estimated profit in 3e
and the profit calculated from client's stated sales and costs in 3f? (3e minus 3f) 

h Member of the group YES NO

i Total Number of member of the group People

j Total annual income of the group IDR

k Total annual expenditure of the group IDR

Expense for other time 
period; specify Cost per month

Rp

What and how much were your costs for your last product cycle? (Probe for all enterprise expenses, including inputs, transportation, hired labor, taxes, rent, water, light, 
and so forth. List expenses and costs in appropriate time periods.) 

Cost per week

RpRp

Profit per 2 weeks

RpRp

Cost per 2 weeks

What is your product cycle for this enterprise-how long does it take from the time you purchase inputs to the time you sell most of the product? For example, if you sell cooked food in the 
market once a week and buy your ingredients on a weekly basis, yo

Monthly profit Profit for other time period; 
specify period……………………  

Sales for other time period; specify Monthly salesSales per 2 weeks
RpRp Rp

Rp

Rp
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4 Savings and Enterprise Skills
In managing your enterprise activity……(Please read the following questions and choose one answer)

a Do you keep your enterprise money separate from the money you have for personal and YES
household expenses?

b Do you calculate your profit based on records of your costs and earnings? YES

c Do you pay yourself a wage for your work in your enterprise? YES

d Do you have a physical Business Plan that helps you to run your business? YES

e Do you currently have any personal cash savings that you keep YES
in case of emergencies or because you plan to make a major purchase or investment? 

f Have you implemented the training knowledge of IOM intervention programme YES

5 Gender
What is your perception of the amount of decision making power of women at the level of:……. (Please read the following questions and choose one answer)

a Household None Small Average Substansial

b Enterprise (IOM assisted) None Small Average Substansial

c Village and public affairs None Small Average Substansial

6 Constraints and challenges of the enterprises
According to the business owner, what are the main constraints and challenges facing the enterprise? (Respondents may tick more than one)

a Market access d     Working capital

b Management and marketing e     Equipment/technology

c Technical skill (such as production and design) f     Raw material

Other (Please describe)

7 Market Access
a Do you have more access to the market because of IOM facilitation

b What is your market area? (Respondents may tick more than one answers)

Village-Sub District Province              Export

District National

c What is your assessment of your current access to market?
Poor Good

Average Excellent
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8 Access to Finance

a Have you taken a loan for your enterprise since after the earthquake? YES NO

b If no, what is the reason? (Respondents may tick more than one answers)

The procedures for obtaining a loan are too stringet and complicated There is no need for working capital in my enterprises

Interest rates are too high for me to afford a business loan I financed the capital of my enterprise by using personal savings

I applied for a loan, but my application was rejected I financed the capital of my enterprise by selling assets

Others (please describe)

c From where did you take your last loan ?
Money Lender Family member

Local NGO General Bank

Micro-Finance Istitution Arisan/
Informal Community-based scheme

Others (please describe)
Loan Shark

9 MSE Vulnerability Assessment :
(Based on interview and observation of the surveyor)
Vulnerability Criteria:
a.   Female headed household.

b.   Any member(s) of the family being physically challenged, handicapped or disabled.

c.   The sole source of income in the household of the business leader is from temporary labour.

d.   The total household income per day of the MSE leader is ≤ 2 dollars. (information obtained from 2 a) Household Income)

e.   The MSE leader or the household member does not own land.

MSE Leader's condition    Normal capacity    Vulnerable   
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ANNEX 11: GOVERNMENT AND CIVIL-SOCIETY CAPACITY-BUILDING WORKSHOPS  
No. Date # Participants Training Topic Venue 

1 14/02/2010 - 
28/02/2010 4 Emergency Market Mapping and Analysis (EMMA) Novotel Benoa, Bali 

2 31/03/2010 41 Enhancing Understanding of Minimum Standards for Disaster Response Rumah Budaya 
TEMBI,  Bantul 

3 27/04/2010 - 
01/05/2010 4 Basic Community Based Disaster Risk Management (CBDRM) Turgo, Merapi 

4 03/05/2010 22 Basic Geographical Information System (GIS) Gajah Mada 
University 

5 05/05/2010 - 
07/05/2010 33 Emergency Market Mapping and Analysis for Economic Recovery 

Planning 
Rumah Budaya 
Tembi, Bantul 

6 07/06/2010 - 
11/06/2010 3 Training on Disaster Management Regulations MPBI Kebon Sirih, 

Jakarta 
7 14/07/2010 33 Exit Strategy Workshop Klaten 
8 15/07/2010 31 Exit Strategy Workshop Sleman 
9 17/07/2010 38 Exit Strategy Workshop Gunung Kidul 

10 19/07/2010 27 Exit Strategy Workshop Sukoharjo 
11 20/07/2010 29 Exit Strategy Workshop Kulon Progo 
12 21/07/2010 28 Exit Strategy Workshop Boyolali 
13 22/07/2010 39 Exit Strategy Workshop Bantul 

14 26/07/2010 - 
27/07/2010 49 Exit Strategy Workshop Griya Persada Hotel, 

Kaliurang 

15 06/08/2010 - 
07/08/2010 49 Exit Strategy Workshop Laras Asri Resort, 

Salatiga 

16 28/08/2010 29 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment  BAPPEDA office, 
Boyolali 

17 01/09/2010 30 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment BAPPEDA office, 
Bantul 

18 02/09/2010 39 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment BAPPEDA office, 
Klaten 

19 03/09/2010 32 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment BAPPEDA office, 
Sukoharjo 

20 03/09/2010 28 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment BAPPEDA office, 
Kulon Progo 

21 04/09/2010 36 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment BAPPEDA office, 
Gunung Kidul 

22 06/09/2010 32 Public Consultation of Results of District-Level DRR Needs Assessment BAPPEDA office, 
Sleman 

23 29/11/2010 - 
29/11/2010 94 Data Management, Media, and Information in Disaster Response Phoenix Hotel, 

Yogyakarta 

24 01/12/2010 - 
01/12/2010 95 Workshop for Rehabilitation and Reconstruction Post-Mount Merapi 

Eruptions 
Phoenix Hotel, 

Yogyakarta 

25 13/12/2010 - 
13/12/2010 59 SIMAK MERAPI Application Training to Inprove Database & 

Documentation Management within DRR Forum 
Phoenix Hotel, 

Yogyakarta 

26 20/01/2011 - 
21/01/2011 53 Planning Assessment Workshop for DRR Forum Central Java Indah Palace Hotel, 

Surakarta 

27 24/02/2011 - 
26/02/2011 35 Strategic Planning Review and Needs Assessment Workshop for 

Central Java and Yogyakarta Sriti Hotel, Magelang 

28 28/02/2011 - 
02/03/2011 36 Strategic Planning Review and Needs Assessment Workshop for 

Central Java and Yogyakarta 
Ruba Graha Hotel, 

Yogyakarta 

29 29/04/2011 - 
30/04/2011 68 DRR Mainstreaming in Regional Development Planning Grand Wahid Hotel, 

Salatiga 

30 03/05/2011 - 
06/05/2011 41 Community Based Disaster Risk Reduction Workshop and Cross Visit Nusa Ceningan, Bali 

31 05/05/2011 66 Public Consultation of Yogyakarta Disaster Management Regional 
Action Plan 

BAPPEDA office, 
Yogyakarta 

32 10/05/2011 - 
11/05/2011 66 Capacity Development and Legal Requirements during Formation of 

District/city-level BPPD 
Moroseneng Hotel, 

Banyumas  
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33 20/05/2011 24 Leadership Training Galuh Prambanan 
Hotel, Klaten 

34 24/05/2011 22 Importance of Networking for DRR Forums SATUNAMA office, 
Yogyakarta 

35 25/05/2011 44 Formation of BPBDs at District/ Level Purwokerto 

36 26/05/2011 44 Understanding the Disaster Management Law (2007) and the Roles and 
Responsibilities of Regional BPBDs Pati 

37 30/05/2011 - 
31/05/2011 58 Lessons Learned from Mount Merapi Emergency Response Studio Audio Visual, 

Sleman 

38 06/06/2011 - 
07/06/2011 31 Need Assessment Workshop for BPBD Yogyakarta Sanur Paradise Plaza 

Hotel, Bali 
39 07/06/2011 54 BPBD Formation and the Disaster Management Law (2007) Surakarta 

40 08/06/2011 12 Evaluation and Lessons Learned from IOM-SATUNAMA partnership in 
Yogyakarta 

SATUNAMA office, 
Yogyakarta 

41 08/06/2011 19 Lessons Learned from IOM-SATUNAMA DRR partnership in Central 
Java 

Kantor Bakorwil II 
Solo  

42 17/06/2011 64 Workshop for Community DRR Team for Legal Drafting of Perdes and 
SK and Village Contingency Plan 

Phoenix Hotel, 
Yogyakarta 

43 20/06/2011 - 
21/06/2011 47 Workshop for BPBD Yogyakarta on Basic Understanding of Disaster 

Management and Network, June 20-21, 2011  
Saphir Hotel, 
Yogyakarta  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
               


