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The CI-GEF Project Agency Project Implementation Report (PIR) is composed of seven sections:
Section I:    General Project Status Summary: provides a brief summary of the project as well as a table summarizing the trend on implementation progress rating, development objective rating, and overall project risk rating;
Section II:   Project Performance: describes the progress made towards (a) achieving the project objective and outcomes since the start of the project and (b) delivery of outputs and implementation of activities as well as recommendations to improve the project performance, when needed;
Section III:  Key Risks Status and Rating: describes the progress made towards managing and mitigating project risks, the project risks mitigation rating reassessment as needed, as well as recommendations to improve the management of project risks;
Section IV:  Project Environmental and Social Safeguards Implementation Status and Rating: describes the progress made towards 
complying with the Environmental & Social Safeguards and the Plans prepared during the PPG phase, the safeguard plans implementation rating, as well as recommendations to improve the project safeguards;
Section V:  Project Implementation Experiences and Lessons Learned: describes the experiences learned by the project managers and the lessons learned through the process of implementing the project; and
Section VI: Project Geocoding: documents the precise and specific geographic location(s) of activities supported by GEF  
                    investments based on information available in Project Document.



Section VII: Minor Amendment: describes the changes to the project design or implementation that do not have significant impact on the project objectives or scope, or an increase of the GEF project financing up to 5%.





[bookmark: _Toc475372430][bookmark: _Toc475372527][bookmark: _Toc475428934]SECTION I: GENERAL PROGRESS STATUS SUMMARY

SUMMARY OF RATINGS AND TRENDS
	PROJECT PART
	PRIOR FY24 PROGRESS RATING
	CURRENT FY25 PROGRESS RATING[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Progress (IP) Rating: Highly Satisfactory (HS), Satisfactory (S), Moderately Satisfactory (MS), Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU), Unsatisfactory (U), and Highly Unsatisfactory (HU). For more details about IP rating, please see the Appendix I of this report] 

	RATING TREND[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Rating trend: Improving, Unchanged, or Decreasing] 


	DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE (OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES) RATING
	NA
	       S
	NA

	 IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS (OUTPUTS AND ACTIVITIES) RATING
	NA
	S
	NA

	OVERALL PROJECT RISK RATING[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Risk Rating: Low (L), Moderate (M), Substantial (S), High (H)] 

	NA
	L
	NA





1

[bookmark: _Toc475372431][bookmark: _Toc475372528][bookmark: _Toc475428935]SECTION II: PROJECT PERFORMANCE
This section describes the progress made since the start of the project towards achieving the project objective and outcomes, the implementation progress rating of the project, as well as recommendations to improve the project performance. This section is composed four parts:
a. Progress towards Achieving Project Expected Objective: this section measures the likelihood of achieving the objective of the project
b. Progress towards Achieving Project Expected Outcomes (by project component)
c. Overall Project Results Progress Rating, and
d. Recommendations for improvement
[bookmark: _Toc475372432][bookmark: _Toc475372529][bookmark: _Toc475428936]a. Progress towards Achieving Project Objective and Outcomes (Development Objective): 
This section of the report assesses the progress in achieving the objective of the project.
	PROJECT OBJECTIVE:         
	        To scale Global Environmental Benefits through coordinated governance of the GEF-8 Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Program and targeted support to 20 innovative country child projects in catalyzing transformational shifts in ecosystem restoration




	OBJECTIVE INDICATORS
	END OF YEAR INDICATOR STATUS
	PROGRESS
RATING[footnoteRef:5] [5:  O= Overdue; D= Delayed; NS= Not started on schedule; IS= Under implementation on schedule; and CA= Completed/Achieved] 

	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	        Indicator 1: Percentage of country child projects using Ecosystem Restoration IP knowledge tools and resources in activities.
	0
	IS
	The Global Coordination Project (GCP) is currently planning and developing knowledge tools and resources for the country child projects. More information on these is described in the next sections of the report. 

Country child projects are establishing their PMUs and have not started project implementation yet. Progress on this indicator will be reported next year.


	        Indicator 2: Number and hectarage of additional restoration projects applying Ecosystem Restoration IP knowledge tools, resources, platform, and structure, extending beyond the original Ecosystem Restoration IP countries.
	
0
	IS
	The GCP is currently planning and developing knowledge tools and resources for the program. In addition, the  GCP is engaging with other IPs and discussing support through knowledge products to their country child projects.   Progress on this indicator will be reported next year.




This part of the report assesses the progress towards achieving the outcomes of the project.

	COMPONENT NO. / TITLE - OUTCOME NO./NAME
	OUTCOMES TARGETS/INDICATORS
	END OF PROJECT INDICATOR TARGET
	END OF YEAR INDICATOR STATUS
	PROGRESS RATING[footnoteRef:6] [6:  O= Overdue; D= Delayed; NS= Not started on schedule; IS= Under implementation on schedule; and CA= Completed/Achieved] 

	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	       Outcome 1.1.: Cross -sectoral capacity increased to improve coherence across restoration enabling conditions.

	        Indicator 1.1a.: % of participants in mechanisms for multistakeholder exchange surveyed that report increased capacity to improve coherence across restoration enabling conditions.
	        Target 1.1.a: 70% of mechanism participants surveyed that report increased cross-sectoral coherence across restoration enabling condition
	0


	IS

	In February 2025, Conservation International (CI) and the World Resources Institute (WRI) signed a grant agreement to strengthen country child projects’ capacities in multistakeholder, cross-sectoral processes. WRI began reviewing Prodocs to identify needs and gaps and is assessing existing tools and platforms to inform a coherent capacity-building strategy. A draft outline of this strategy is under review.
WRI also engaged the GCP in two key events. At the Initiative 20x20 Annual Partners Meeting (April 2025, Chile), the GCP presented on ERIP and joined a panel on enabling public investment and leveraging private finance for restoration. At the FOLUR Policy Accelerator (May 2025, Ethiopia), funded by the World Bank, the GCP highlighted ERIP’s enabling conditions work and acted as a policy mentor for seven African countries.
These engagements helped WRI and the GCP better understand regional priorities and gaps in Latin America and Africa, informing the strategy. Separately, CI and UNDP signed a grant agreement in October 2024 to develop a capacity-building program focused on restoration action planning and finance. UNDP is conducting  and  with country child projects to tailor the program to national contexts and policy needs.

	
	        Indicator 1.1b: % of representatives from stakeholder groups participating in mechanisms for multistakeholder exchange, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs, youth, vulnerable people.
	Target 1.1.b % of representatives from stakeholder groups participating in mechanisms for multistakeholder exchange identified as IP&LCs (5%), women (50%), youth (5%), vulnerable people (5%).
	0
 
	IS

	 See progress above.

	Outcome 1.2: Increased capacity of country practitioners to execute innovative and evidence-based ecosystem restoration.   
	Indicator 1.2a: % of stakeholder groups participating in or conducting trainings, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs, youth, vulnerable people.
	Target 1.2.a % of training participants and organizers identified as IP&LCs (5%), women (50%), youth (5%), vulnerable people (5%).
	 0
	IS

	The GCP is working with partners to deliver ecosystem restoration training. Key initiatives include:
· UNDP – Local Open Online Course (LOOC) on ecosystem restoration: In development; first version under review by the GCP and CI subject matter experts. Launch expected Q3 2026.
· FAO – Standards of Practice for Ecosystem Restoration: Planned for Q2 2026.
· CI – Restoration & Climate Adaptation: Planned for Q1 2027 (TBD). Syllabus developed and reviewed by the GCP team.
· ANR Alliance – ANR Practitioner Training: Planned for Q3 2026 and 2027–2030. Proposal developed and reviewed by the GCP team.
· FAO – Framework for Ecosystem Restoration Monitoring (FERM): Available on demand.
· FAO – Nationally Determined Contributions Expert Tool (NEXT): Timeline TBD. Proposal developed and reviewed by the GCP team. 

In March 2025, the GCP hosted a workshop with 35 participants from CI, UNDP, FAO, WRI, and ANR Alliance. The event focused on sharing training experiences, identifying best practices, and developing a cohesive training roadmap.
The most advanced initiative to date is UNDP’s LOOC. A draft is under review, and a needs assessment survey was sent to 20 child projects via GEF Agencies. The survey targets technical staff and restoration practitioners, and results will shape the final e-learning modules.

	
	Indicator 1.2.b: % of country project staff and partners surveyed that report increased capacity to execute innovative and evidence-based ecosystem restoration, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP, youth, vulnerable people. 
	Target 1.2.b: 70% of country project staff surveyed that report increased capacity, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LC, youth, vulnerable people.  
	

	IS

	See progress above.


	Outcome 1.3: Leveraged financing to scale out restoration of targeted ecosystems.
	Indicator 1.3.a: Amount ($) of new financing leveraged for scaling restoration of priority ecosystems.   
	Target 1.3.a: $30 million U.S.D      
	72,000 USD 



	IS 
	A private sector strategy draft was developed and shared during the GCP Inception workshop and in meetings with the GEF and potential private sector partners. Country consultations are ongoing to refine the strategy.
The strategy is built around three pillars:
· Mobilizing Investment & Demonstrating Impact: Engaging corporations through supply chain innovation and restoration-linked investments.
· Technology & Monitoring: Promoting real-time ecosystem monitoring and impact tracking.
· Innovation & Collaboration: Facilitating knowledge exchange and strategic alignment through a Private Sector Advisory Group and a global restoration forum.

Meetings were held with Microsoft, Suzano, Accenture, KPMG, Salesforce, South Pole, and Nestle to explore collaboration to escale restoration, this will be further discussed in FY26. Discussions are underway with the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration to form a joint private sector group instead of creating a new advisory group.

A partnership with Microsoft, valued at USD 72,000, was established to support the development of CIERA—an AI-powered tool designed to identify potential restoration sites. This collaboration was initiated through CI´s participation in Microsoft’s Hackathon competition, where CI won first place: Linkedin post. This tool will be tested with Brazil in FY26.

In addition, UNDP is conducting desk reviews to identify  country  projects needs and priorities for restoration finance to inform the development of the capacity development program on financing plans. 


	
	Indicator 1.3.b: Number of countries reporting increased finance as a result of training and technical support.   
	Target 1.3.b: 10 countries reporting increased finance.
	0
	NS

	Countries are establishing their Project Management Units and have not started implementation of their projects yet. Progress on this indicator will be reported next year.

	Outcome 2.1.: Effectively engaged and informed stakeholders at national, regional and global levels regarding the Ecosystem Restoration IP and the models of innovative and evidence-based ecosystem restoration, stimulating active participation, learning and scaling.
	Indicator 2.1a: Number and types of portal users surveyed expressing benefits from increased knowledge and learning on the restoration continuum informing restoration activities, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs, youth, vulnerable people.
	200 portal users surveyed expressing benefits from increased knowledge and learning on the restoration continuum informing restoration activities.
	0
	IS  
	        A contractor called Ahoy Studios was selected in October 2024 to develop the ERIP´s website. The website is already available: https://www.ecosystemrestoration.org/ 

The content covering information about the countries, news updates about the program, details about the program´s work and learning resources is being developed and will be available in July 2025. The website will also have a forum and member´s area for the program´s participants, which will be available at the end of 2025. 


	
	Indicator 2.1b: People benefiting from GEF-financed investments disaggregated by sex
	10,000 (5,000 women and 5,000 men)
	0
	IS

	During this reporting period, the GCP has been actively planning and coordinating the design of various capacity-building programs and training offerings in collaboration with partners. It has also been identifying knowledge products that can support and add value to country-level implementation efforts. Additionally, the program’s website will serve as a central learning hub, providing access to these resources and fostering continuous knowledge exchange through the member´s forum.

	Outcome 2.2: Enhanced data sharing and reporting on ecosystem restoration targets, Ecosystem Restoration IP core indicators, and best practices to enhance sharing with MEAs, GEF IPs and other restoration platforms.
	Indicator 2.2: The number of restoration projects reporting per guidance to the Program’s Restoration Tracking system and IP indicators.
	Target 2.2: 20 projects reporting per Ecosystem Restoration IP guidance.
	0
	NS

	Countries are establishing their Project Management Units and have not started implementation of their projects yet. Progress on this indicator will be reported next year.

	Outcome 3.1: Effective governance and adaptive management ensure the delivery of the Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Program.
	Indicator 3.1a: Objective level rating for the program at midterm and terminal evaluation.
	Target 3.1a: Satisfactory or higher rating at the program MTR and TE.
	0
	NS

	Progress on this indicator will be reported at mid-term of the project.

	
	Indicator 3.1b: % representation of stakeholder groups across Ecosystem Restoration IP Governance structures. RAC, PSC and other GCP structures, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs and youth
	Target 3.1.b: % of representation by IP&LCs (5%), women (50%), youth (5%), across GCP structures.
	Men: 45%
Women: 55%


	IS

	Members of the PSC include all the GEF Agencies participating in the ERIP, two representatives from GEF Secretariat, and three government representatives that submitted an expression of interest to participate in the first year: 
· Hery Rakotondravony from Madagascar
· Thiago Belote from Brazil
· Lieutenant-Colonel Ahoutou Kouakou Célestin from Côte d'Ivoire
The GCP held three Steering Committee meetings virtually during the reporting period: 
· First meeting: 21 January, 2025
· Second meeting: 9 April, 2025
· Third meeting: 30 June, 2025

Highlights from these meetings are the approval of the Terms of Reference of the program´s governance framework and the program´s M&E framework as well as the nomination of representatives for the Restoration Advisory Pane (RAP). 
The PSC members also provided recommendations on the program´s branding, annual conference agenda to be held in September in Cambodia and the program´s private sector strategy.   The Steering Committee is a key channel to communicate and exchange between the 20 country child projects of this program.


	Outcome 3.2: The program and its child projects adapt to lessons learned, evolving conditions and risks identified by the results of monitoring across the IP.
	Indicator 3.2: Number of child projects whose strategic directions, annual work plans and budgets align responsively to the results of M&E across the IP.
	Target 3.2: 20 Projects with annual workplans and budget aligned with program-level M&E.
	19 countries



	IS

	The GCP has successfully ensured that the strategic directions of country child projects align with the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) framework of the Integrated Program (IP). Although the country child projects annual work plans and budgets have not yet been developed, the Prodocs from 19 countries explicitly mention the alignment with the ERIP components and indicators as well as budget allocations to participate in the GCP´s annual meetings. 

In addition, the GCP held bilateral meetings with Haiti, South Africa, Mexico, Côte d'Ivoire and Brazil child projects to present the program´s M&E framework and ensure alignment of country project results with the program´s objectives and goals. 


	Outcome 4.1: An integrated and gender sensitive monitoring and evaluation framework for the GCP facilitates adaptive project management
	Indicator 4.1: Annual Work Plans incorporate PSC guidance on execution, gender, safeguards and risks based on monitoring results
	Target 4.1. (6) Annual work plans integrating guidance and budget to strategically programmed outputs, safeguards and gender considerations and in risk mitigation
	1 Annual work plan


	IS

	The Annual Work Plan for the ERIP was developed before the PSC was established. However, the GCP ensured that gender, safeguards, and risks were thoroughly covered in the work plan. This was achieved with the support of subject matter experts, ensuring that the project remained adaptive and responsive to evolving needs and challenges of a global program. 
Execution Guidance: The work plan includes detailed project activities with timelines, ensuring that all tasks are carried out efficiently and effectively.
Gender Considerations: The activities in the work plan are gender-sensitive, promoting gender equality and social inclusion. Specific targets are included in the project´s indicators to ensure the participation of women, youth, and indigenous peoples and local communities (IP&LCs). 
Safeguards: Safeguards are integrated into the activities of the work plan to mitigate potential risks and ensure project activities do not cause harm to people or the environment. 
Risk Management: Risk mitigation strategies for project activities of the work plan have been identified addressing both anticipated and emerging risks to project implementation.
Monitoring and Evaluation Framework: The project-level Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system has been established and is operational. This framework facilitates adaptive project management by providing a comprehensive overview of project progress and identifying areas for improvement.




	DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE (OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES) RATING
	JUSTIFICATION

	S
	The project rating is satisfactory, most of the outcomes are under implementation, some have not started but are on schedule. Objective targets have not started but are on schedule. This is expected given that country projects are starting.
As the first year of the program, the ERIP has been able to effectively engage with all country child projects providing inputs and guidance for the projects to contribute to the programs’ objectives as the projects are starting execution phase. Also, the ERIP has developed important crosscutting topics such as partnerships with other Agencies, private sector engagement strategy, ERIP website, among others. The activities performed during this first year have set up a foundation for collective work with Agencies and countries during the upcoming years.




[bookmark: _Toc475372433][bookmark: _Toc475372530][bookmark: _Toc475428937]b. Progress towards Implementation Progress (Delivery of Outputs and Implementation of Activities) 
This part of the report assesses the progress towards delivery of outputs and implementation of activities planned for the year.

Progress: Information on progress outcomes of project implementation activities
	The GCP made significant progress in the delivery of outputs and activities planned for the year. The GCP team was completed in Q1 and constitutes a Project Lead, an M&E Specialist, an Enabling Conditions Specialist, Knowledge & Comms Specialist, Spatial specialist and GESI & Safeguards specialist. In addition, the GCP is coordinating and getting technical input from several specialists on finance, policy and restoration to assist with project design.

On capacity building, the GCP collaborated with partners UNDP, WRI, FAO, ANR Alliance and CSF on several activities: 

· A workshop was held between CI and WRI to gather inputs to update the existing diagnostic tool to identify restoration opportunities and barriers. The tool expansion and update include assessment of incentives, policies and GESI considerations. 
· UNDP is conducting desk reviews of country child projects which includes a revision of national policies, priorities and programs related to restoration to inform the development of their capacity building program on restoration action planning and financial plans. In addition, UNDP is carrying out semi-structured interviews with country child projects to further understand the projects objectives and national context to better tailor the capacity development offerings. A preliminary analysis from the desk reviews revealed that Latin American countries (Brazil, Peru, Haiti) exhibit a strong focus on scaling existing institutional frameworks for ecosystem restoration rather than creating new ones. African nations emphasize the integration of carbon credits and livelihoods. This insight, together with the information gathered from the semi-structured interviews will inform how the design of country-specific capacity-building interventions. 
· In collaboration with the GCP, UNDP is also developing a Local Open Online Course (LOOC) on ecosystem restoration that will be made available via their Learning for Nature platform and ERIP Portal. Nine learning modules have been drafted and are currently under revision by CI experts. The modules cover the following topics: Ecosystem Restoration, Assessment of Opportunities, Legal and Policy Aspects, Strategic Planning, GESI, Implementation, Cost-Benefit Analysis, Financing, Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E), and Capacity Building. The target audience for this training are restoration practitioners. A needs assessment survey to identify learning needs and gaps on ecosystem restoration was sent to the GEF Agencies to share with their country child projects, partners and civil society. The survey will inform the development of additional learning offerings or updates to the current ones being developed. 
· The GCP is coordinating with FAO the following trainings: NEXT and Standards of Practice for Ecosystem Restoration. The GCP has reviewed the training proposal on the NEXT, which will be offered to the country child projects to estimate GHG emissions for Core Indicator 6. The training on Standards of Practice is currently being developed by FAO with SER and a number of restoration experts from other organizations. This training will be offered to the 20 countries in FY26.
· An agreement with the Conservation Strategy Fund (CSF) was signed to develop the restoration calculator to estimate the return of investment and costs associated with different restoration approaches and ecosystems. A kick-off meeting to initiate the work has been held between the GCP and CSF. Next steps include data collection and country engagement to inform the development of the tool. 
· A training certificate on Assisted Natural Regeneration is being developed for this program in collaboration with the ANR Alliance. Designed to fill a key gap in practical and theoretical knowledge, the program includes an eight-week online course followed by an advanced Ambassador level focused on leadership and communication. Certified participants will be equipped to lead ANR projects, engage communities, and integrate ANR into national and regional restoration strategies. The program emphasizes diverse perspectives, traditional knowledge, and inclusive participation to strengthen ecosystem and community resilience.

On knowledge management and communications outputs and activities, the GCP made the following progress: 

· Ahoy Studios was hired in October 2024 to develop the program´s website. The website is live at www.ecosystemrestoration.org and will have full features including a member´s area, information by country, a learning center and the project´s grievance mechanism in the next months. The company also designed the branding and visual identity of the program, including the logo, icons and templates for reports and presentations. 
· The GCP finalized its communication strategy and began implementing it through events such as the UNCCD COP16 in Saudi Arabia in December 2024, where a successful side event, Scaling Up Ecosystem Restoration: People-Centered Restoration - Advancing Ecosystem Resilience and Socio-Economic Benefits, was organized and effectively promoted through CI and CI-GEF LinkedIn accounts, partner communications via email, and CI internal communication channels. The event highlighted the transformative potential of the ERIP, supporting equity, inclusion, and integration with other GEF programs. Panelists emphasized the urgency of restoration in combating desertification, achieving land degradation neutrality, and supporting biodiversity and socio-economic benefits.RIP, supporting equity, inclusion, and integration with other GEF programs. Panelists emphasized the urgency of restoration in combating desertification, achieving land degradation neutrality, and supporting biodiversity and socio-economic benefits.
· The knowledge management strategy was been developed, and it defines knowledge as a broad concept, including information, practices, and innovations through three pillars: information management, knowledge exchange, and learning opportunities, each designed to facilitate access to resources, foster interaction among stakeholders, and offer specialized training on restoration topics. The ERIP website will serve as a learning portal with country-specific data, a resource library, an interactive map, forums, and an event calendar, while a restricted area will provide access to non-public documents for program participants. The portal will feature a Learning Center where all ERIP training offerings will be listed and easily accessible. It will provide direct links to external platforms, including to the training developed by UNDP, making it simple for users to find and enroll in courses. This setup ensures that all training opportunities are consolidated in one place, functioning like a catalogue.
· The GCP identified two Communities of Practice to generate learning opportunities for the country child projects: Assisted Natural Regeneration and Freshwater. The CoP on Assisted Natural Regeneration will be led by the ANR Alliance while the CoP on Freshwater will be led by the Freshwater Challenge. Terms of Reference have been developed and reviewed by the GCP for both CoPs.

On monitoring and safeguards outputs and activities, the GCP made the following progress: 

· The Terms of Reference to update Trends.Earth were developed, and the contractor Kartoza is preparing an estimate to potentially carry out the work. The update of the tool will include integrating indicators to support restoration monitoring. 
· The GCP held two strategic meetings with the FAO–FERM platform to explore potential synergies and interoperability with Trends.Earth for spatial monitoring.  The Framework for Ecosystem Restoration Monitoring (FERM) already incorporates GEF Core indicators required by the ERIP.  In parallel, the GCP is evaluating the potential integration of Trends.Earth with CIERA ( CIERA Video Overview). In addition, a guide on how to collect spatial data and site attributes for the program is being finalized and will be shared with the country child projects. 
· The GCP M&E system was finalized and integrated into ActivityInfo (an information management software) and Power BI dashboards were developed to visualize indicator progress. The GCP team is using the M&E system to report indicator progress on a quarterly basis. 
· The program M&E framework was developed and shared with the Project Steering Committee for feedback. The M&E framework includes information on the ERIP Core Indicators and Program-level Indicators, Data Collection and Analysis, Reporting and Evaluation, and Roles and Responsibilities. As part of the M&E framework, Annex 2 contains specific guidance on each Core and Program-level indicator. Program-level indicators incorporate GESI considerations to ensure mainstreaming of gender and social inclusion.
· Safeguards were actively implemented, including stakeholder engagement with diverse groups, gender mainstreaming in all project strategies, and the rollout of a grievance mechanism accessible via email (globalcoordination-feedback@conservation.org) and CI´s Ethics hotline. 

On governance outputs and activities, the GCP made the following progress: 

· The Program Steering Committee (PSC) was established, and the GCP chaired three meetings in the reporting period. The governance framework of the program was finalized and approved by the PSC, and nominations for the Restoration Advisory Panel (RAP) are ongoing.





Challenges: Information on challenges of project implementation activities
	Negotiations and definition of the scope of work took longer than anticipated with partner WRI impacting the timeline for starting several project activities. In addition, further delays with project activities of Outcome 1.1 were experienced due to staffing changes within WRI. However, WRI is actively working to overcome the initial delay and aim to be back on track by the end of the year. To accomplish this, WRI has increased their internal capacity by hiring a new staff member, who has taken over the project’s daily operations. They are also exploring ways to leverage AI and consultants to support document reviews and other preliminary steps and are tapping into WRI’s network of subject matter experts to expedite delivery.

Challenges with establishing agreements with UNDP and FAO: although an agreement with UNDP has been established, this has taken much longer than expected. The agreement with FAO still hasn't been established, and we are still working on finding alternatives to fund activities that FAO will lead. These challenges are related to the different nature and flexibility, or lack of UN and non-UN organizations grant agreements. 

Potential delays in the start dates of country child projects—due to fund disbursements and local recruitment processes—may impact the timing and quality of needs assessments aimed at identifying countries’ learning priorities and gaps. This, in turn, could affect the design of capacity-building programs and technical assistance.



	IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS (DELIVERY OF OUTPUTS AND IMPLEMENTATION OF ACTIVITIES) RATING
	JUSTIFICATION

	S

	During Y1, the Program was able to establish a Project Management Unit that has strengthened the work with country projects. Also, the program has engaged with partners to develop tools that will be available for countries to enhance their work including setting up multiple strategies to develop a more comprehensive identity and approach to the program. Outputs are on track, and most have started. 




[bookmark: _Toc475372435][bookmark: _Toc475372532][bookmark: _Toc475428939]c. Recommendations
	CORRECTIVE ACTION(S)
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	DEADLINE

	As the Program continues working, engage closely with countries and Implementing Agencies to ensure compliance of not only project related outcomes but Programs’ objectives as well. This engagement should also focus on particular hurdles the countries experience and support to overcome them. 

As the work in countries starts execution, define pragmatic ways to support private sector engagement and leverage that can complement country specific efforts and scale co-financing mobilized. 
	PMU
	FY26




[bookmark: _Toc475372436][bookmark: _Toc475372533][bookmark: _Toc475428940][bookmark: _Toc405911887]
SECTION III: PROJECT RISKS STATUS AND RATING
[bookmark: _Toc475372437][bookmark: _Toc475372534][bookmark: _Toc475428941]a. Progress towards Implementing the Project Risk Mitigation Plan
This section describes the activities implemented to manage and reduce high, substantial, modest, and low risks of the project. This section has three parts:
a. Ratings for the progress towards implementing measures to mitigate project risks and a project risks annual reassessment
b. Recommendations for improving project risks management


Progress towards Implementing the Project Risk Mitigation and Plan Project Risks Annual Reassessment

	PROJECT RISKS 
	PRODOC RISK DEFINITION AND MITIGATION MEASURE 
	MITIGATION MEASURES IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS
	PRODOC RISK RATING
	CURRENT
FY25 RISK RATING

	CONTEXT

	Environmental and Social
	The GCP has no on-the-ground operations that could impact or be impacted by environmental factors. 

The project supports GEF Agencies and their Executing Agencies to restore ecosystems and enhance socioeconomic benefits. The relationship between the GCP and the local situation is indirect but supportive. 

Given the low rating, an ESIA is not warranted. A Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender Action Plan, and Grievance Mechanism have been developed.  
	A Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender Action Plan, and Grievance Mechanism have been developed for the project and are under implementation. 


	Low
	Low

	Political and Governance
	Government changes in countries: Government changes or bureaucracy may delay project activities.

Offer asynchronous training for countries to increase flexibility and accessibility. 
	The GCP is coordinating with partners such as UNDP, WRI and FAO to offer asynchronous trainings to countries participants. 


	N/A
	Moderate

	INNOVATION

	Institutional and Policy
	US Policy Changes: New US policies on Diversity, Equity, Inclusion, and Climate Change may affect partners operating from the US. 

Follow CI's formal communication and maintain dialogue on potential impacts with partners.
	The GCP is following CI´s formal communication guidelines on US policy changes and has open communication channels with partners to identify and manage any issues that could affect project activities.  The GCP will also continue to follow guidance from the donor on these topics.
	N/A
	Low

	EXECUTION

	Capacity for implementation
	Reporting issues: Countries may not report program level indicators or share stories/content from the field. 

Develop an M&E system for reporting and incentivize countries to report on indicators and share field stories by showcasing their progress on the website and other comms materials.

Communicate with the Steering Committee and the GEF when necessary to help push reporting and story/field content sharing
	The GCP is developing an M&E system for countries to report on Core and Program-level indicators. The M&E framework was shared with the Steering Committee and already incorporated its feedback. The M&E Senior Manager has held meetings with Haiti, South Africa, Mexico, Côte d'Ivoire and Brazil child projects to present the program´s M&E framework, indicators and reporting expectations. 

The website and other comms materials such as the program´s newsletter will showcase countries' progress and stories. 


 
	N/A
	Low

	Capacity for implementation
	Changes in partners availability: Partners responsible for different project outputs may become unavailable. 

Identify and prepare backup trainers and make documentation available for new team members
	CI experienced staffing cuts during the reporting period, which included the person leading the training on Resilience and Adaptation. Another CI member that worked closely with this former CI lead will take this responsibility and will conduct the training in FY27. 
	N/A
	Moderate

	Capacity for implementation
	Misaligned timeframes: Country timeframes may not align with GCP timeframes. 

Engage with countries early through their government representatives and GEF Agencies and present training schedules to the Steering Committee for feedback. 
	The GCP is engaging with GEF Agencies through the Steering Committee for feedback on the GCP training offerings. Currently, the GCP is conducting needs assessments to understand and identify countries learning needs and gaps. 
	N/A
	Low

	Stakeholder
	Engagement in activities: Countries may not participate in GCP activities. 

Conduct needs assessments to identify countries interests and capacity gaps.

Organize knowledge exchanges between countries to encourage engagement and learning from peers.

Use varied communication tools in different languages to promote engagement.
	The GCP through its partner UNDP is conducting needs assessments to understand and identify countries learning needs and gaps in ecosystem restoration, restoration action planning and finance. These assessments will inform the capacity building programs to ensure they cover countries needs and promote greater participation and engagement. 

The GCP sends communications in the four languages of the ERIP: English, French, Spanish and Portuguese to promote inclusivity and engagement.
	Low
	Low

	Stakeholder
	Unrealistic expectations: Countries may have unrealistic expectations of GCP support.
Have the Steering Committee agree with the GCP work plans and offerings

Establish clear expectations through onboarding packages with information on GCP offerings

Develop a tracker to approve countries requests for support based on GCP´s capacities and resources

Have videos and presentations in place to share with countries to address common requests.
	During the GCP´s Inception Workshop, feedback was received on the GCP work plan and training offerings. The needs assessments that UNDP is conducting will also inform and guide the capacity building offerings to meet countries learning needs and gaps on restoration action planning, finance and ecosystem restoration. In addition, the GCP´s Spatial Analyst is having bilateral meetings with countries to understand spatial platforms already in country and training needs. Meetings were held with DRC and Haiti. Although a formal meeting has not yet taken place with South Africa, valuable information has been shared via email. There is also active communication via email with Mauritania and Côte d'Ivoire.

The GCP is also having bilateral meetings with countries to provide introductory information about the GCP´s role and training offerings as well as M&E and reporting expectations. Meetings have been held with Haiti, Brazil, Mexico, South Africa, Côte d'Ivoire.

The GCP has created a tracker to approve countries' requests for technical support using Monday.com. The tracker is being used by the team. 

The GCP members are developing presentations to share with countries to address common requests. For example, presentation on GCP support and offerings, M&E, spatial monitoring, and comms branding guidelines.  
	N/A
	Low

	Stakeholder
	High turnover in PMUs: Frequent changes in country Project Management Units. 

Provide onboarding packages and organize introductory meetings with countries. 

Ensure continuity through backup focal points from PMU and GEF Agencies

For specific thematic areas, encourage participation of additional members of the PMU to avoid centralization of knowledge

Use key events to get higher level buy-in from countries' governments and GEF Agencies to have stability.
	The GCP is meeting countries to provide introductory information about the program offerings and the M&E expectations. Meetings have been held with Haiti, Brazil, Mexico, South Africa, Côte d'Ivoire.

The GCP has back-up representatives for the Steering Committee.  
	N/A
	Moderate



	OVERALL RISK RATING
	JUSTIFICATION
	
 RISK RATING TREND[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Rating trend: Increasing, Unchanged or Decreasing] 


	Low
	The overall project risk rating is low. Risks were updated to reflect current scenarios not foreseen in the PPG phase. Risks include mitigation measures such as proactive planning and stakeholder engagement through the Steering Committee and bilateral meetings with countries. Political shifts and staffing changes carry uncertainty, therefore continued monitoring and flexible response mechanisms are essential to ensure meeting the project´s objectives.  
	N/A


[bookmark: _Toc475428943]Recommendations
	MITIGATION AND CORRECTIVE ACTION(S)
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	DEADLINE

	Continue to monitor closely risks and implement adaptive measures as needed. 

Check in with countries frequently to identify possible new risks.
	PMU
	FY26
















[bookmark: _Toc475428944]SECTION IV: PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION STATUS AND RATING

This section of the PIR describes the progress made towards complying with the approved ESMF plans, as well as recommendations to improve the implementation of the ESMF plans, when needed. This section is divided into six parts:
a. Progress towards complying with the CI-GEF Project Agency’s ESMF
b. Information on Progress, challenges and outcomes on stakeholder engagement
c. Information on the progress towards achieving gender sensitive measures/targets
d. Lessons learned and Knowledge Management products developed and disseminated
e. Overall Project ESMF Implementation Rating
f. Recommendations

a. Progress towards complying with the CI-GEF Project Agency’s ESMF
	ACCOUNTABILITY AND GRIEVANCE MECHANISM
	 Target
	END OF YEAR INDICATOR STATUS
	CUMULATIVE INDICATOR STATUS
	RATING 
	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	1. Number of times the Accountability and Grievance Mechanism is communicated/disseminated to stakeholders



	
7 
	1 
	0
	 IS
	A dedicated email has been created and is operational:  
globalcoordination-feedback@conservation.org
The mechanism is also accessible through CI´s free toll and multilanguage Ethics hotline. 

The Feedback and Grievance Mechanism has been disseminated via the GESI/Sg Manager´s email signature in Q3/2025.

An online form has been created to be integrated into the ERIP website, enabling stakeholders to easily submit feedback and grievances: Grievance Mechanism - Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Program  

A PowerPoint slide template has been created to support consistent and effective communication of the AGM in presentations delivered by the GCP team.  


	2. Percentage of conflict and complaint cases reported to the project’s Accountability and Grievance Mechanism that have been resolved

	N/A 
	0%
	0% 
	IS 
	See progress above

	GENDER MAINSTREAMING
 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	1.Number of persons (disaggregated by gender) who received benefits in the project implementation phase

	10,000 people
5,000 women
5,000 men
	0
	










0
	NS
	Quantitative progress will be reported next year.

During this reporting period, the GCP has been actively planning and coordinating the design of various capacity-building programs and training offerings in collaboration with partners. It has also been identifying knowledge products that can support and add value to country-level implementation efforts. Additionally, the program’s website will serve as a central learning hub, providing access to these resources and fostering continuous knowledge exchange through the member´s forum.

	2. Number of documents (disaggregated by type) derived from the project that included gender considerations or address gender gaps.

	 



3
	2 strategies

	




2 strategies

	 IS 
	GESI considerations have been  integrated into the communication and knowledge management strategies of the ERIP.  



	3. Number of meetings including gender and inclusion as part of the discussions of the multistakeholder mechanism.

	 






6

	






0 

	







0

 
	

NS
	The multistakeholder mechanism exchanges have not started. WRI who is leading this activity, is currently reviewing the child project documents (Prodocs) to better understand the needs and capacity gaps of countries. WRI has also started assessing existing tools, platforms, and mechanisms that could be incorporated into capacity-building efforts as well as identifying key global and regional stakeholders and meetings. 


	4. % of gender and safeguards Child´s Project´s focal points that participated in the GESI working group and report increased capacity to execute GESI responsive ecosystem restoration.

	





50% 
	






0 
	






0 
	NS
	Country child projects are establishing their PMUs and have not started project implementation. The GESI working group will be created next year. 

	 5. Number of events that include gender and social inclusion in RAC agendas.

	 6
	




0 
	




0 
	NS
	 
The GCP is collecting nominations for the Restoration Advisory Panel (RAP) from the Project Steering Committee (PSC). Once all nominations are received, the GCP will send the list for approval of the PSC and will convene the meetings. 


	6.Number of recommendations and
guidance provided by PSC that include GESI.

	6
	1
	





1
	IS
	
During the first PSC meeting, a recommendation was made to include a human element in the ERIP logo. The logo of the program has incorporated hands at the bottom to show the people-centered approach of restoration: https://www.ecosystemrestoration.org/


	7.Number of meetings of GESI working group.


	6
	





0 
	





0 
	NS
	The terms of reference for the GESI working group have been drafted; however, the working group has not yet been established. In addition, countries are still creating their PMUs. 

The working group will provide a platform to collaborate, foster cross-country learning and provide technical support to Gender Equality, Social Inclusion and Safeguards specialists working in the 20 countries of the ERIP.

	STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

	 
	 
	
	 
	 

	1. Number of government agencies, civil society organizations, private sector, indigenous peoples and other stakeholder groups that have been involved in the project implementation phase on an annual basis

	












50
	 78
	













78
	 


 

IS

	 The GCP has engaged with 78 organizations in the reporting period. 
· 21 civil society organizations (18 NGOs, 2 women´s organization and 1 youth´s organization)
· 26 public sector organizations (among them ministries of environment and local governments) 
· 12 private sector organizations such as Microsoft, Accenture, Suzano.
· 11 multilateral organizations such as the UNDP, UNEP, World Bank.
· 8 academia/research organizations. 


	2. Number of persons (sex disaggregated) that have been involved in project implementation phase (on an annual basis)

	500 men, 500 women

	205 people 
(109 men and 96 women)

	






205 people 
(109 men and 96 women)

	  IS

	The GCP has engaged 205 people (109 men and 96 women) through workshops (GCP inception workshop and partners learning workshop), needs assessment interviews to design capacity building programs, side event at the UNCCD COP16, Annual Conference of the Global Wildlife Program, meetings with private sector and NGOs and meetings with partners to collaborate on training offerings for the 20 countries.  


	3. Number of engagement (e.g. meeting, workshops, consultations) with stakeholders during the project implementation phase (on an annual basis)

	 7 per year
	

29



	


29
	IS

	The GCP had 29 unique engagements during the reporting period. The engagements include workshops, meetings with partners, meetings with the private sector and civil society for potential collaborations, meetings with the Global Wildlife Program to learn from their experience running integrated programs, ERIP side event at the UNCCD COP16, needs assessments interviews to identify countries needs and gaps for capacity building programs on finance and restoration planning and bilateral meetings with several ERIP countries.

· 4 Workshops
· 2 Consultations
· 1 Side event
· 22 unique meetings (unique refers to meetings held with the same organization, not the number of meetings held in total)



b. Information on Progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project based on the description included in the Stakeholders Engagement Plan
	The GCP is actively fostering alignment and collaboration with key global initiatives and partners to maximize impact, create synergies, and avoid duplication. This includes close coordination with the GEF and other Integrated Programs, as well as contributions to the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration. The GCP participated in a GEF-led technical workshop in Panama in October 2024 to explore interoperability across Integrated Programs and future collaboration opportunities. The GCP also participated in events hosted by other GEF IPs, including the Critical Biomes IP and Global Wildlife Program to exchange knowledge and identify synergies or collaboration opportunities. 
Regular engagement continues with the UN Decade to explore joint workstreams on private sector engagement through the Restoration Business Initiative and the identification of knowledge products to co-develop through the different Task Forces. Participation in high-level forums such as the UNCCD COP16 in Saudi Arabia in December 2024 has further strengthened cross-initiative dialogue and visibility of the program. The GCP organized a side event to profile the ERIP during the COP and participated in the Water Summit led by the government of France and the King of Saudi Arabia engaging with WWF, TNC and IUCN to discuss synergies on freshwater restoration. The GCP also participated in the CBD COP16 in Cali, Colombia in October 2024 to support policy efforts and understand how to amplify restoration in the CBD. 

In addition to multilateral engagement, the GCP is exploring collaborations with the private sector. Meetings have been held with the Carbon Disclosure Project, Suzano, Accenture and South Pole to explore partnerships to promote and scale restoration. CI also partnered with Microsoft, Esri, Threshold World, and universities including Utah and Maryland to develop an AI tool, called CIERA, to identify restoration areas—an effort that won Microsoft´s Hackathon competition. 

Meetings have been held with NGOs such as the Global EverGreening Alliance and Eden to explore opportunities to scale restoration efforts. The team also maintains ongoing contact with organizations such the ANR Alliance and the Freshwater Challenge to support and co-create Communities of Practice (CoPs). 

A key insight during this year is that decision-making in a large, multi-partner initiative takes time. With numerous organizations involved—each with their own internal procedures, priorities, and governance structures—building consensus and reaching decisions requires careful coordination and adequate lead time. The lesson learned has been to anticipate slower decision-making in complex collaborations and plan accordingly, ensuring key decisions are initiated early to avoid bottlenecks.




c. Information on the progress towards achieving gender sensitive measures/targets and any intermediate gender result areas as documented at CEO Endorsement/Approval including gender-sensitive indicators contained in the project results framework or gender action plan
	1. All activities anticipated by the GMP were implemented? Yes/No Why?

Yes, most activities planned for this year were implemented, below a description: 

· Identify and engage a Community of Practice on gender
The GCP has started engaging with Mrinalini Rai, Director of Women4Biodiversity, who also leads the Restor Her Rights initiative and serves on the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration Board. This engagement has created an opportunity to explore integrating gender in the UN Decade´s Task Force on Best Practices instead of creating a new CoP on gender. 
· Mainstreaming GESI across GCP Strategies
GESI considerations have been fully integrated into GCP strategies, including communication, knowledge management and learning, monitoring and evaluation (for both GCP and ERIP). GESI guidance was also provided to inform the development of the private sector engagement strategy.
· Country-Level Safeguards Plans revision 
Country-specific Environmental and Social Management Frameworks (ESMFs), Gender Action Plans (GAPs), Indigenous Peoples Plans (IPPs), Stakeholder Engagement Plans (SEPs), and Accountability and Grievance Mechanisms (AGMs) have been collected and reviewed. A capacity needs assessment was conducted to identify priority areas for training and technical support. 
· Training on GESI mainstreaming
A start-up training on GESI mainstreaming was delivered to the GCP team in November 2024, followed by a dedicated training on the Accountability and Grievance Mechanism in February 2025.
· Collaboration with partners: UNDP and WRI
Guidance on GESI considerations was shared with UNDP for the development of the capacity building on the Restoration Action Planning and LOOC on ecosystem restoration. Preliminary feedback on the WRI diagnostic tool was shared. 
· Integration of GESI in Technical Guidance
Tailored guidance was provided to embed GESI considerations into training materials and terms of reference for the Communities of Practice (CoP) on Assisted Natural Regeneration and Freshwater, the training syllabus for Climate and Adaptation, and terms of reference of the Restoration Calculator. 
· GESI Working Group
The Terms of Reference for the GESI Working Group have been drafted. The working group will provide a platform to collaborate, foster cross-country learning and provide technical support to the Gender Equality, Social Inclusion and Safeguards specialists working in the 20 countries of the ERIP.

The following activities experienced delays:

· A dedicated gender page has been developed for the ERIP website to highlight the program’s commitment to Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI). The content for this page was carefully crafted by a GESI specialist to ensure it reflects inclusive principles and aligns with ERIP’s broader objectives. The technical development of the page has been completed on the website’s backend, and it is scheduled to go live during the second phase of the website launch in July 2025. This activity will be completed by August 2025. 

1. Did the project face any challenges to implementing GMP as initially proposed? Please describe the challenges in case there were any.

 In May, the GESI and Safeguards Senior Manager, stepped down from the role, prompting the GCP to relaunch the recruitment process to fill the position. The recruitment process is underway. 


1. As compared to the original GMP, was any adaptive management applied to promote meaningful participation of women and advance towards other gender sensitive targets?

Adaptive management has not yet been applied during the first year of the Global Coordination Project (GCP), as efforts have primarily focused on planning activities. These include reviewing country Prodocs to assess capacity gaps and needs, initiating engagement with potential partners for collaboration on GESI and safeguards, and integrating GESI considerations into the GCP’s strategic frameworks and project indicators. Additionally, implementation of the country child projects has not yet commenced.

1. Did the project team/stakeholders observe any unintended outcomes (positive or negative) related to gender equality, that are difficult to capture in a quantitative way during this period of time? For example women are more active in decision-making processes in the project, or public servants are more interested and open to advance gender outcomes, men or women are more reluctant to participate in the project activities, or other similar situations.

The Project Steering Committee has an active participation of women in decision-making processes. Capacity building activities and other engagements with countries have not started since country child projects are establishing their PMUs and have not started implementation of their projects yet. 


1. Considering all the above, what are the recommendations for next FY to continue advancing towards gender sensitive targets?

A key focus will be on continuing to build bridges between Women4Biodiversity, REFACOF, and the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration, with the goal of assessing the relevance and feasibility of joining the Task Force on Best Practices. Through this approach, the GCP seeks to use existing platforms to promote gender and social inclusion into restoration efforts, while ensuring that actions remain grounded, collaborative, and achievable within the program’s objectives and aligned with broader networks and initiatives. In addition, the GCP will work on developing a strategy or approach to launch the GESI Working Group to strengthen coordination and knowledge sharing among the 20 country focal points on safeguards and GESI. Training on accountability and grievance mechanisms has been identified as a need, particularly with a focus on integrating Gender-Based Violence (GBV) and Sexual Exploitation, Abuse, and Harassment (SEAH) prevention and response measures.



d. Lessons learned on the Environmental and Social Management Implementation
ESS: Stakeholder Engagement Plans for the country child projects often lacked sufficient detail or did not address how activities would be implemented. To better assess how countries plan to engage with women, youth, and Indigenous associations, businesses, and cooperatives, direct engagement with national GESI and safeguards specialists is being prioritized. In regards to capacity building, the GCP will offer asynchronous trainings to provide flexibility for participants that may experience climate disasters. In addition, training on Climate and Adaptation will be offered to countries to increase technical capacities. In addition, the GCP is making sure that the annual in-person conference this September is organized safely and in line with official guidelines. For instance, participants have already received a registration form that asks about food allergies or dietary restrictions, whether they’re comfortable walking during site visits, and emergency contact details.

Gender:
One of the key lessons learned from mainstreaming gender in the Global Coordination Project is the importance of being both strategic and practical in how gender and social inclusion are incorporated. Rather than positioning the GCP as a gender-focused initiative, the approach has been to embed gender considerations in a way that is feasible, context-sensitive, and aligned with the program´s goals. This means identifying entry points where gender-responsive actions can add tangible value—such as in stakeholder engagement, capacity building, and monitoring—without overextending resources or creating parallel processes. It is important to dedicate time for practical, task-oriented discussions. These exchanges are essential—not only for the GESI Manager to better understand partners' capacities and opportunities to mainstream GESI, but also for partners to clarify expectations and identify realistic, actionable steps.

Stakeholder Engagement: 
One key lesson has been recognizing the time required to finalize agreements and subawards with partners. The process of coordinating, meeting required standards, and navigating administrative steps took significantly longer than initially anticipated, impacting the timeline for starting certain project activities. Integrating more accurate timelines for agreements and subawards, including clear internal deadlines and regular check-ins with legal and compliance teams, will help improve the processes.

There is strong private sector interest in the program, and the GCP is actively collaborating with the business team at CI to create partnerships and investments to support and scale restoration. The GCP is also ensuring strong alignment with other initiatives, working closely with the GEF and key partners to create synergies. This includes coordination with the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration to maximize impact and avoid duplication.

Another important insight is that decision-making in a large, multi-partner initiative takes time. With numerous organizations involved—each with their own internal procedures, priorities, and governance structures—building consensus and reaching decisions requires careful coordination and adequate lead time. The lesson learned has been to anticipate slower decision-making in complex collaborations and plan accordingly, ensuring key decisions are initiated early to avoid bottlenecks.

Grievance mechanism:
The original scope of the grievance mechanism outlined in the Prodoc was revised to focus exclusively on collecting and managing grievances related to the Global Coordination Project. It no longer encompasses grievances arising from the country child projects. This adjustment was made following a recommendation during the project’s Inception Workshop. The rationale was that each GEF Agency is independently responsible for addressing grievances related to its respective country child projects, in accordance with its own procedures and guidelines.


e. Overall Project ESMF Implementation Progress Rating
	SUMMARY: PROJECT ESMF IMPLEMENTATION RATING BY TYPE OF PLAN

	ESMF PLAN REQUIRED BY THE PROJECT (delete those not applicable)
	CURRENT FY25 IMPLEMENTATION RATING
	RATING TREND

	Accountability and Grievance Mechanism
	 S
	NA (it is the first PIR)

	Gender Mainstreaming Plan (GMP)
	 MS
	NA (it is the first PIR)

	Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP)
	 S
	NA (it is the first PIR)



	OVERALL PROJECT ESMF IMPLEMENTATION RATING
	

	RATING
	JUSTIFICATION
	RATING TREND

	S
	On the grievance mechanism, the GCP invested efforts in updating the approved mechanism to respond to suggestions from some of the IP stakeholders on its scope and how it would engage child projects. The project has an operational mechanism with different channels. There is still room for improvement in increasing the visibility of the mechanism in the ER IP portal. The team has also designed diverse methods to disseminate the mechanism, although for this FY, it has reported that the project has disseminated it only once. On the GMP, the project has advanced in some of the targets, but has not yet started to work on most of them, given that at the moment, child projects (main stakeholders) are still in the process of consolidating their teams and starting implementation. Although this was anticipated for this year by the project, as some of the targets are ambitious, they should start as soon as possible to implement the necessary activities to achieve the ambitious targets. On the SEP, the project is advancing at a very good pace and has already surpassed some of its targets. 
	NA (it is the first PIR)



f. Recommendations
	CORRECTIVE ACTION(S)
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	DEADLINE

	The PMU needs to improve the visibility of the AGM on the ERIP’s website. Given that the project is already engaging with more stakeholders than originally planned, please disseminate the mechanism frequently, using the methods/tools that have already been designed.

Once hired, the PMU will need to support an accelerated learning curve for the Gender and Safeguards Manager, now that the child projects as starting implementation. Sharing lessons learned from the first year of implementation should be part of this process.
	PMU



PMU with the support of the CI-GEF Agency.
	By June 2026



Once the new staff is on board.






[bookmark: _Toc475428948]SECTION V: PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION EXPERIENCES, KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT AND LESSONS LEARNED


[bookmark: _Toc475428949]a. Progress on the implementation of the project’s KM approach approved at CEO Endorsement/Approval
	The knowledge management strategy for the program has been developed  and the GCP has identified the main knowledge events, their audience, goal, duration and modality: Technical assistance terminology. The team has also started collecting existing knowledge products such as guidelines, best practices, and scientific publications to upload later to the ERIP website. The GCP is:  also using Monday.com to plan and track all knowledge events. 

Knowledge products developed by the GCP during this reporting year and disseminated to stakeholders include: 
· M&E framework shared via email on the 29 of January 2025 with the Steering Committee members and on March 11, 2025, with the South Africa project and on April 24, 2025, with the Mexico project. 
· Branding guidelines shared via email with nearly 100 stakeholders in April 2025, including representatives from GEF agencies who were asked to forward this to country focal points in 20 countries, as well as partners and contacts interested in receiving information about ERIP. 
· ERIP factsheet for the private sector was developed as a key outreach product to be shared during the sixteenth session of the Conference of the Parties (COP16) to the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), held in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, from 2 to 13 December 2024. A total of 100 printed copies were produced and distributed at the venue to engage stakeholders and raise awareness of ERIP’s objectives and private sector engagement opportunities.
· ERIP factsheet provides comprehensive information about the Ecosystem Restoration Integrated Program and was developed as a key communication tool to support awareness and stakeholder engagement. A total of 100 printed copies were distributed at the UNCCD COP16 to inform participants about the program’s objectives, components, and expected impacts.

The GCP is also working alongside partners in the development of the following KM products: 
· Capacity building program on multistakeholder mechanisms in collaboration with UNDP
· Diagnostic tool to identify restoration opportunities and barriers in collaboration with WRI 
· Capacity building program on restoration action planning in collaboration with UNDP
· LOOC on ecosystem restoration in collaboration with UNDP 
· Guidance on Payment for Ecosystem Services for Restoration in collaboration with CI experts 
· Restoration calculator in collaboration with CSF
· Guidelines for reporting spatial data - GCP

ERIP Annual Conference
Preparations for the ERIP first Annual Conference, scheduled for September 1-4, 2025, in Siem Reap, Cambodia, are underway. The agenda features plenary sessions, country presentations, breakout discussions and a field visit to three restoration sites within Phnom Kulen National Park. The conference is designed to foster deep and meaningful knowledge exchange across the 20 participating countries. Key themes include restoration approaches, policy, finance, private sector engagement, gender and social inclusion and monitoring. To ensure full participation, interpretation services will be provided throughout the conference, including the field visit. Engagement with multiple stakeholders to coordinate and organize the conference are being held including UNDP and CI-Cambodia who are supporting the field trip organization and logistics. 






b. Additional optional topics (please choose two)
1. Engagement of the private sector 
2. Scientific and technological issues
3. Interpretation and application of GEF guidelines
4. Financial management and co-financing
5. Project institutional arrangements:

The GCP established a multi-tiered governance structure comprising a Program Steering Committee (PSC), Technical Project Task Force (TPTF), and Restoration Advisory Panel (RAP). These bodies ensure inclusive decision-making, technical guidance, and stakeholder engagement across the 20 country child projects. The terms of reference for the governance framework were shared with the PSC members to collect feedback and approved by the PSC. One of the recommendations of the PSC members was to also include government representatives on a rotational basis. Currently, the PSC has 3 government representatives (Brazil, Côte d'Ivoire and Madagascar). The PSC operates on a consensus model, with majority voting as a fallback. The GCP team acts as the PSC Secretariat, chairing the meetings and ensuring transparency through documented minutes. In addition, to ensure country alignment with the program´s goals, the GCP developed a M&E framework with indicators and reporting mechanisms that are shared and presented in bilateral meetings with countries. 

6. Capacity building: 
 
A workshop was held with partners to exchange experiences designing and delivering training programs, identify lessons learned and establish best practices for creating impactful and inclusive training opportunities. Discussions included mapping both planned and existing training programs, 
identifying challenges and opportunities and developing a cohesive training roadmap aligned with the goals of the program. Additionally, the workshop fostered connections and collaboration among partners. The meeting included expert-led presentations on available training programs and an exchange on optimizing training format and delivery to increase participation and program impact. 
Key discussion points from the workshop: 
· Training Format & Accessibility: Presenters highlighted the importance of ensuring a mix of live and recorded sessions to accommodate global participants. Training must remain accessible across different time zones and internet connectivity levels.
· Avoiding Overload: Presenters discussed the importance of scheduling training modules effectively to prevent participant fatigue. 
· Engagement Strategies: Interactive activities, case studies, and Q&A sessions were recommended to enhance participant engagement. Participants discussed the need for regionally relevant case studies.
· Target Audience Alignment: Presenters discussed the importance of ensuring content is tailored to the target audiences.

Regarding assessing countries needs and interests on training, the GCP will streamline consultations through existing governance bodies like the TPTF and PSC, rather than launching new processes to avoid engagement fatigue. 

7. Implementation of safeguard policies, including gender mainstreaming, accountability and grievance mechanisms, stakeholder consultations
8. Factors that improve likelihood of long term sustainability of project impacts
9. Factors that encourage replication, including outreach, dissemination of lessons learned, and communications strategies
SECTION VI: PROJECT GEOCODING
 
This section of the PIR documents the precise and specific geographic location(s) of activities supported by GEF investments based on information provided in the Project Document.  The following information should be contained in this section:
a. Geo Location Information of Project Location(s) for the current fiscal year
b. Project Map and Coordinates from Project Document
 
 
Geo Location Information of Project Location(s) for the current fiscal year (add additional columns as needed)
	Geo Location Information
	Location No. 1
	Location No. 2
	Location No. 3

	CLASSIFICATION
Indicate whether the site is NEW (for new sites this FY23), EXISTING (already existing in the previous PIR) or CEO Endorsed/Approved (indicate whether the site is included at CEO Endorsement/Approval). Please add more columns for projects with more than 3 locations. 
Note: if the site is NEW, provide a justification in the box after this table
	 
	 
	 

	GEO NAME ID
Provide the location’s Geo Name ID in a numerical format. IDs are available in the GeoNames’ geographical database covering all countries and containing millions of placenames with free access at: http://www.geonames.org.
	 
	 
	 

	LOCATION NAME
Name of the geographic locations in which the activity is taking place. In instance when a GeoNames ID is provided above, the name of the said ID should be reflected. Otherwise, the location name provided will be considered as an exact location.
	 
	 
	 

	LATITUDE
Provide locations in Decimal Degrees WGS84 format, a notation expressing geographic coordinates as decimal fractions of a degree. Include at least four decimal points.
	 
	 
	 

	LONGITUDE
Provide locations in Decimal Degrees WGS84 format, a notation expressing geographic coordinates as decimal fractions of a degree. Include at least four decimal points.
	 
	 
	 

	LOCATION DESCRIPTION
(Optional field) Text description that qualifies in a sentence or so the location in which an activity is taking place, such as for example “mini-grid energy system” or “park ranger site”.
	 
	 
	 

	ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION
(Optional field) Text description that qualifies in a sentence or so the activity taking place at the location, for example, “Installing a mini-grid energy system”.
	 
	 
	 


 
Please provide a justification regarding changes in location during implementation. Justifications should also be provided in the event the geographic 	location of key project activities cannot be provided at CEO Endorsement/Approval stage.

	(Geo Name ID: Location Name)

Justification:
 


 	Project Map and Coordinates
Please provide geo-referenced information and image map where the project interventions took place. If available, please provide attachments as 	appropriate such as in the case of locations presented along geometric shapes in popular formats like shapefiles, KML and GeoJSON.
	(Geo Name ID: Location Name)
 
Map:
 
 
 
 
 
 
 










Section VII: Minor Amendments
This section of the PIR captures the changes to the project design or implementation that do not have significant impact on the project objectives or scope as described in Annex 9 of the Project and Program Cycle Policy Guidelines. Select any minor amendment that happened to the project during the latest fiscal year and provide a description of the minor amendment in a narrative format (max 100 words) as appropriate in the related textbox. You may provide supporting documents as attachment to this PIR

	Minor Amendment Categories
	Minor Amendment Justification

	Results framework 
	Any change in outcomes and outputs, including targets from approved Project Document

	Components and cost 
	Change in GEF grant amount allocated to the components of more than 10% 

	Institutional and implementation arrangements 
	Any change in institutional and implementation arrangements from approved Project Document

	Financial management 
	Change in financial management or financial flows from what was described in the Project Document

	Implementation schedule 
	Change in implementation period from approved Project Document

	Executing Entity 
	Change in Executing Agency from approved Project Document

	Executing Entity Category 
	Change in Executing Agency category (e.g., CSO, government, private sector) from approved Project Document

	Minor project objective change 
	A decrease in 10% of Objective Indicator targets from approved Project Document 

	Safeguards 
	Change in ESS Standards (e.g., new ones triggered, existing ones escalated/de-escalated)

	Risk analysis 
	An inclusion of a new risk 

	Increase of GEF project financing up to 5% 
	Any request in GEF funding up to 5% of approved amount. Note that this is not typical for GEF projects

	Co-financing 
	For final PIRs only, a decrease in 10% or more of co-financing from amount in approved Project Document

	Location of project activity 
	Change in location of project activities from approved Project Document 

	Other 
	Any other change not captured above





	MINOR AMENDMENT RESPONSE FROM CI-GEF 

	Provide approval or reject minor amendment request along with a justification

Results framework: Indicator 4.1.2: M&E Plan approved by the PSC and updated annually. The PSC does not approve PIR reports, please see the ToR of the program´s governance framework

Safeguards: The original scope of the grievance mechanism outlined in the Prodoc was revised to focus exclusively on collecting and managing grievances related to the Global Coordination Project. It no longer encompasses grievances arising from the country child projects. This adjustment was made following a recommendation during the project’s Inception Workshop. The rationale was that each GEF Agency is independently responsible for addressing grievances related to its respective country child projects, in accordance with its own procedures and guidelines. 

Risk analysis: The project risks have been updated to fit the GEF Risk Appetite Framework. Please see section on Risks.







[bookmark: _Toc475428950]APPENDIX I: PROJECT ANNUAL IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS RATING

	Rating
	Overdue (O)
	Delayed (D)
	Not started on schedule (NS)
	Under implementation on schedule (IS)
	Completed/Achieved (CA)

	Highly Satisfactory (HS)
	HS
	 0%
	100%

	Satisfactory (S)
	S
	20%
	80%

	Moderately Satisfactory (MS)
	MS
	40%
	60%

	Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU)
	MU
	60%
	40%

	Unsatisfactory (U)
	U
	80%
	20%

	Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)  
	HU
	100%
	 0%



· Highly Satisfactory: 100% of the indicators:  a) have been completed/achieved, b) are under implementation on schedule, and/or c) have not started but are on schedule, according to the approved/revised Annual Workplan for the project. The project can be presented as an example of “good practice” project,
· Satisfactory: 80% of the indicators: a) have been completed/achieved, b) are under implementation on schedule, and/or c) have not started but are on schedule, according to the approved/revised Project Annual Workplan for the project; except for only 20% that are delayed and/or overdue and need remedial action,
· Moderately Satisfactory: 60% of the indicators: a) have been completed/achieved, b) are under implementation on schedule, and/or c) have not started but are on schedule, according to the approved/revised Project Annual Workplan for the project; while 40% are delayed and/or overdue and need remedial action,
· Moderately Unsatisfactory: 40% of the indicators: a) have been completed/achieved, b) are under implementation on schedule, and/or c) have not started but are on schedule, according to the approved/revised Project Annual Workplan for the project; while 60% are delayed and/or overdue and need remedial action,
· Unsatisfactory: only 20% of the indicators: a) have been completed/achieved, b) are under implementation on schedule, and/or c) have not started but are on schedule, according to the approved/revised Project Annual Workplan for the project; while 80% are delayed and/or overdue and need remedial action, and 
· Highly Unsatisfactory: 100% of the indicators: a) are overdue, and/or b) delayed in their implementation, according to the approved/revised Project Annual Workplan for the project.


[bookmark: _Toc475428951]

APPENDIX II: RISK RATINGS

	Rating

	Low (L)
	L

	Moderate (M)
	M

	Substantial (S)
	S

	High (H)  
	H




· Low Risk (L): There is a probability of up to 25% that assumptions may fail to hold or materialize, and/or the project may face only modest risks.
· Moderate Risk (M): There is a probability of between 26% and 50% that assumptions may fail to hold or materialize, and/or the project may face only modest risks.
· Substantial Risk (S): There is a probability of between 51% and 75% that assumptions may fail to hold and/or the project may face substantial risks.
· High Risk: There is a probability of greater than 75% that assumptions may fail to hold or materialize, and/or the project may face high risks.                                       
	         













APPENDIX III: PROGRESS TOWARDS ACHIEVING PROJECT EXPECTED OUTPUTS
	INDICATORS
	PROJECT TARGET
	END OF YEAR INDICATOR STATUS
	PROGRESS RATING[footnoteRef:8] [8:  O= Overdue; D= Delayed; NS= Not started on schedule; IS= Under implementation on schedule; and CA= Completed/Achieved] 

	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	Outcome 1.1

	Output Indicator 1.1.1:  # of country child project representatives and partners trained on establishing and sustaining cross-sectoral, multistakeholder processes promoting coherence across restoration enabling conditions, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs, youth, vulnerable people.  
	Target 1.1.1. 100 country child project representatives and partners trained on establishing and sustaining cross-sectoral multi-stakeholder processes.
	0
	 
IS
	WRI has begun reviewing the child project documents (Prodocs) to better understand the needs and capacity gaps of countries. WRI has also started assessing existing tools, platforms, and mechanisms that could be incorporated into capacity-building efforts. These analyses will inform the development of the capacity building strategy to improve coherence across restoration enabling conditions in the country child projects. In addition, a needs assessment survey will be sent to countries to collect feedback on the capacity building strategy. 


	Output Indicator 1.1.2: # of restoration enabling conditions diagnostics completed including GESI considerations.
	Target 1.1.2.: 20 Restoration enabling conditions diagnostics completed.   
	0
	 
IS
	
On March 31, WRI organized a virtual workshop with the GCP team during which Rene Zamora, then-Director of Initiative 20x20, presented an overview of WRI’s Restoration Diagnostic Tool and several cases where it has been applied. The Diagnostic tool was published in 2015, and many lessons learned have come from its implementation over the years. These were shared during the workshop, and the GCP was able to provide feedback and suggestions on how the tool can be adapted to meet the needs of child projects. A report summarizing the review of the tool and initial recommendations was prepared by WRI to inform the tool´s update. 
  

	Output Indicator 1.1.3:  # of countries participating in established mechanisms.
	Target 1.1.3.:  20 countries participating in established mechanisms.   
	0
	IS
	WRI is currently reviewing existing mechanisms for convening, managing, and engaging such the Landscape Policy and Monitoring Accelerators, and will begin to compile lessons learned and to create guidance documents for countries in the second half of 2025.


	Output Indicator 1.1.4: # of country child project representatives and partners trained on restoration action plan/strategy improvements.
	Target 1.1.4: 20 country child project representatives and partners trained on restoration action plan/strategy improvements
	0
	   IS
	A grant agreement was signed between UNDP and CI in October 2024 to develop a capacity building program on restoration action planning, financial plans and ecosystem restoration for country child projects. 
UNDP is conducting desk reviews of country child projects which includes a revision of national policies, priorities and programs related to restoration to inform the development of their capacity building program on restoration action planning and financial plans. In addition, UNDP is carrying out semi-structured interviews with country child projects to further understand the projects objectives and national context to better tailor the capacity development offerings. A preliminary analysis from the desk reviews revealed that Latin American countries (Brazil, Peru, Haiti) exhibit a strong focus on scaling existing institutional frameworks for ecosystem restoration rather than creating new ones. African nations emphasize the integration of carbon credits and livelihoods. This insight, together with the information gathered from the semi-structured interviews will inform how we design country-specific capacity-building interventions.

	Outcome 1.2

	Output Indicator 1.2.1: # of country practitioners applying program-provided knowledge products, tools, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP, youth, vulnerable people.
	Target 1.2.1: 100 country practitioners applying program-provided knowledge.
	0
	IS
	
The GCP is collaborating with several partners to provide training on ecosystem restoration. The following trainings have been identified with their potential start dates based on fiscal year: 

· UNDP – Local Open Online Course (LOOC) on ecosystem restoration: In development; first version under review by the GCP and CI subject matter experts. Launch expected Q3 2026.
· FAO – Standards of Practice for Ecosystem Restoration: Planned for Q2 2026.
· CI – Restoration & Climate Adaptation: Planned for Q1 2027 (TBD). Syllabus developed and reviewed by the GCP team.
· ANR Alliance – ANR Practitioner Training: Planned for Q3 2026 and 2027–2030. Proposal developed and reviewed by the GCP team.
· FAO – Framework for Ecosystem Restoration Monitoring (FERM): Available on demand.
· FAO – NEXT: Timeline TBD. Proposal developed and reviewed by the GCP team. 

Quantitative progress will be reported next year.


	Output Indicator 1.2.2: 
# of countries receiving targeted technical support  
	Target 1.2.2: 10 countries receiving technical support.   
	11 countries 

(Haiti, South Africa, Mexico, Brazil, Uzbekistan, Madagascar, Côte d'Ivoire, STP, Peru, Rwanda and Chad) 
	IS
	During July-September, the GCP team supported seven countries (Uzbekistan, Madagascar, Côte d'Ivoire, Sao Tome&Principe, Peru, Rwanda and Chad) by reviewing and providing suggestions to their ProDocs to ensure alignment to the Program´s goals, objectives and results
On January 30th, 2025, the GCP represented by the Senior Stakeholder Engagement Manager, gave an in-person presentation about the ERIP at the GEF8 South Africa peatland project briefing meeting in Johannesburg.
On February 4th, 2025, the GCP participated in a technical workshop organized by UNEP, the GEF Agency for the Haiti project. During the session, the GCP presented an overview of its technical support and training offerings. The team also delivered a presentation on monitoring, which covered program-level indicators, core indicator definitions, and spatial data requirements. Additionally, the presentation included an introduction to Trends.Earth.
On March 10th, 2025, the GCP M&E Senior Manager presented an overview of the M&E framework including Program-level and Core Indicators to the partners and technical team of the South Africa project. 
On March 11th, 2025, the Senior Stakeholder Engagement Manager gave an overview of the GCP´s enabling conditions work to the South Africa project. 
On March 25th, 2025, two CI experts on PES (Aaron Bruner and Caue Carrilho) shared their feedback on Haiti´s PES plan covering aspects on sustainability, monitoring and opportunity costs.
On April 24, 2025, the GCP Lead and the M&E Senior Manager gave a presentation on the GCP key deliverables and the ERIP indicators and reporting expectations to the Mexico project team during their Inception Workshop to ensure alignment of their project to the ERIP. 
On June 6, 2025, the GCP Spatial Analyst conducted a preliminary spatial analysis using Trends.Earth within the prioritized landscapes of the Haiti project to identify four areas with notable degradation using global scale data:
1. Baradères–Cayemites protected area, Commune of Baradères, Nippes Department
2. North of Macaya National Park, Commune of Beaumont, Grand’Anse Department
3. South of Beaumont, between Randel, Carregour, Canon, and Balais — likely in the Commune of Chardonnières, Sud Department
4. Between Quentin, Des Pas, and Beauclos, Commune of Les Coteaux, Sud Department.

In addition, a 30-meter resolution raster dataset on potential for natural regeneration, based on recent research published in Nature (https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-024-08106-4) was shared with the Haiti project.
On June 25th, the GCP Lead and the M&E Senior Manager gave presentations on the GCP offerings and key deliverables and the ERIP indicators and reporting expectations to the Brazil project team during their Inception Workshop to ensure alignment of their project to the ERIP. 

	Outcome 1.3

	Output Indicator 1.3.1: 
# of stakeholders trained on Financing plans in countries.
	Target 1.3.1.: 200 people (50% women) trained disaggregated by sector, IP&LC, youth, vulnerable people.
	0
	IS
	See qualitative progress on Output 1.1.4. 

	Output Indicator 1.3.2: # of proposals and partnerships approved, disaggregated by those incorporating GESI considerations/ requirements.  
	Target 1.3.2: 10 proposals and partnerships approved.                        
	1 partnership
	IS
	 A draft strategy to engage the private sector was developed for the program and consultations with countries are underway to understand their needs.  

Initial feedback on what the strategy should include was collected during the GCP´s Inception Workshop during September 25-27, 2024.  Meetings have been held with the GEF and potential private sector organizations to inform the refinement of the strategy. In terms of broader engagement, a side event was held at UNCCD COP16 to engage stakeholders and raise awareness of ERIP’s objectives and private sector engagement opportunities.

A pipeline of 5 prospective partnerships is in development, including one relationship secured with Microsoft to develop an AI tool called CIERA to identify priority sites for restoration to support ERIP projects. The tool will include GESI considerations for identifying restoration areas. 


	Output Indicator 1.3.3: # of knowledge products provided to countries, restoration practitioners and potential restoration investors to facilitate access to restoration financing flows
	Target 1.3.3: 5 knowledge products provided, at least one of them on GESI considerations for restoration finance
	0
	IS
	The GCP has finalized the scope of work for the Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) guidance product and identified a specialist within CI to carry out the work. The development of the guidance will start in FY26. 

In addition to that, an agreement with the Conservation Strategy Fund was signed to develop the restoration calculator to estimate the return of investment and costs associated with different restoration approaches and ecosystems. A kick-off meeting to initiate the work has been held between the GCP and CSF. Next steps include data collection and country engagement to inform the development of the tool. 

The target audiences for these products include country child projects, GEF Agencies, investors, and restoration practitioners. 

	Outcome 2.1 

	Output Indicator 2.1.1: The number of users, registered in the portal and receiving communications, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs, youth, vulnerable people.
	Target 2.1.1: 2000 users registered in the portal and receiving communications.
	            0                       
	
IS
	
The portal is under development as part of the ERIP website by Ahoy Studios. In the meantime, the GCP has started to collect existing knowledge products such as guidelines, best practices, scientific publications to upload later to the portal. Once the portal is operational, users will download these materials and be able to register to receive communications from/about the ERIP. Quantitative progress will be reported next year.


	Output Indicator 2.1.2: # of knowledge products and learning available through the digital Restoration portal
	Target 2.1.2: 20 knowledge products available on the portal, at least 3 including gender and social inclusion aspects of ecosystem restoration
	0
	NS
	
Knowledge products are under development as is the portal. 

	Output Indicator 2.1.3: # of communication strategies.
	Target 2.1.3: 1 communication strategy 
	1 communication strategy developed and under implementation

	CA
	The GCP finalized its communication strategy and began implementing it through events such as the UNCCD COP16 in Saudi Arabia in December 2024, where a successful side event, Scaling Up Ecosystem Restoration: People-Centered Restoration - Advancing Ecosystem Resilience and Socio-Economic Benefits, was organized and effectively promoted through CI and CI-GEF LinkedIn accounts, partner communications via email, and CI internal communication channels. The event highlighted the transformative potential of the ERIP, supporting equity, inclusion, and integration with other GEF programs. Panelists emphasized the urgency of restoration in combating desertification, achieving land degradation neutrality, and supporting biodiversity and socio-economic benefits.


	Output Indicator 2.1.4: # of knowledge management strategy developed and implemented
	Target 2.1.4: 1 knowledge management strategy 
	1 knowledge management strategy developed and under implementation  

	CA
	The knowledge management strategy for the program has been developed and presented during the Inception Workshop of the GCP in Arlington, VA on September 26, 2024, to gather feedback. 
 
The strategy defines knowledge as a broad concept, including information, practices, and innovations through three pillars: information management, knowledge exchange, and learning opportunities, each designed to facilitate access to resources, foster interaction among stakeholders, and offer specialized training on restoration topics. 

The ERIP website will serve as a central resource portal with country-specific data, a resource library, an interactive map, forums, and an event calendar, while a restricted area will provide access to non-public documents for program participants. Monitoring and evaluation will assess success through metrics such as portal usage, satisfaction, and engagement.

We are currently curating knowledge products that will support country child projects restoration efforts and uploading them to the portal.


	Output Indicator 2.1.5: % and diversity of GEF8 Ecosystem Restoration IP portal users engaged in restoration communities of practice, disaggregated by gender, sector, IP&LCs, youth, vulnerable people.
	Target 2.1.5: 50% of portal users surveyed report engagement in restoration communities of practice
	0





	NS
	The first Communities of Practice pages (Freshwater and Assisted Natural Regeneration) will be available on the ERIP’s website in the next months. 

	Outcome 2.2: 

	Output Indicator 2.2.1: # of program-wide compiled reports generated by the restoration tracking system.
	Target 2.2.1: 1 report annually.
	0
	NS
	Countries are establishing their PMUs and have no data to report yet.


	Output Indicator 2.2.2: Number of live linkages between the Restoration Tracking System and/through the FERM, MEAs, GEF IPs and other restoration platforms.
	Target 2.2.2: 3 linkages
	0
	IS
	Meetings were held to get to know the Restor and TerraMatch platforms and explore potential areas of collaboration or data alignment. 
Additionally, the GCP held strategic meetings with the FAO–FERM platform to explore potential synergies and interoperability with Trends.Earth for restoration monitoring under the ERIP. An initial data workflow on how Trends.earth and FERM can connect is under review. 
        
The Framework for Ecosystem Restoration Monitoring (FERM) has already been modified to incorporate GEF Core indicators required by the ERIP supporting future connections with Trends.Earth.
        In parallel, the GCP is evaluating the potential integration of Trends.Earth with the Conservation International Ecosystem Restoration Assistant (CIERA) CIERA Video Overview—a tool developed during CI's participation in the latest Microsoft hackathon. This integration would aim to enhance the user experience and reinforce the spatial monitoring functionalities across CI’s restoration initiatives.
While no formal linkage has been established yet, these actions represent critical groundwork toward the integration of both systems, with the potential to enhance monitoring efforts and support global restoration goals.

	Outcome 3.1: 

	Output Indicator 3.1.1:  # of RAC events that provide program exposure and alignment with MEAs and GEF-8 IPs and transformational scaling to a broader constituency.
	Target 3.1.1: 6 events
	0
	IS
	The GCP is collecting nominations for the Restoration Advisory Panel (RAP) from the Project Steering Committee (PSC) members. So far, 9 nominations have been received. The aim is to have representation from all regions that are part of the program and from different stakeholder groups including women, IP&LC, private sector, civil society. Once all nominations are received, the GCP will share the list with the PSC for approval and will start convening the meetings. 







	Output Indicator 3.1.2: Number of effective responses (uptake) by country child projects (TPTF) to PSC recommendations reported annually.
	Target 3.1.2: 80% response rate.
	100%

	IS
	Recommendations made by the PSC have been directed to the GCP. The GCP has adopted all recommendations. 



	Output Indicator 3.1.3: Annual rating by Child Project managers of the level of satisfaction of GCU support services.
	Target 3.1.3: Annual ranking of 80% (satisfactory) to 100% (Highly Satisfactory)
	0
	NS
	Countries are still establishing their PMUs. 

	Outcome 3.2

	Output Indicator 3.2.1: Number of child projects applying program-level guidance and standards in their M&E systems
	Target 3.2.1. 20 Projects applying program-level guidance and standards in their M&E systems
	0
	IS
	The M&E framework was developed and shared with the Project Steering Committee for feedback on January 29, 2025. The M&E framework includes information on the ERIP Core Indicators and Program-level Indicators, Data Collection and Analysis, Reporting and Evaluation, and Roles and Responsibilities. As part of the M&E framework, Annex 2 contains specific guidance on each Core and Program-level indicator. Program-level indicators incorporate GESI considerations to ensure mainstreaming of gender and social inclusion. The M&E framework serves as guidance for countries to monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of the ERIP. It offers a set of common processes and tools to facilitate harmonized tracking and reporting of results to demonstrate the collective impact of the ERIP. 
Meetings were held with Haiti, South Africa, Côte d'Ivoire, Mexico and Brazil projects to present the ERIP indicators and reporting expectations as part of the Integrated Program.


	Output Indicator 3.2.2: Number of child projects from which the GCP is consistently incorporating M&E results.
	Target 3.2.2: 20 countries providing annual data to the GCU/year per guidance.
	0
	NS
	Countries are still establishing their PMUs and do not have data to report yet. 

	Outcome 4.1 

	Indicator 4.1.1:M&E Reports approved by the PSC.
	Target 4.1.1: (6) annual Project Implementation Reports. (1) Mid-term project Review report approved by month (42). One Terminal Evaluation Report approved by month (69)
	1

	IS
	The GCP has developed the first Project Implementation Report. In the governance framework, which was approved by the PSC, the PSC does not have the responsibility to approve the PIR. 

	Indicator 4.1.2: M&E Plan approved by the PSC and updated annually
	Target 4.1.2: (1) Plan & (4) annual updates
	1

	IS
	The M&E framework containing the M&E plan was shared with the PSC for feedback on January 29, 2025. Feedback from the GEF Agencies was received at the end of February and incorporated into the document. All comments were replied to and resolved.
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