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

SUMMARY OF RATINGS AND TRENDS
	PROJECT PART
	PRIOR FY24 PROGRESS RATING
	CURRENT FY25 PROGRESS RATING[footnoteRef:1] [1:  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:2] [2:  Rating trend: Improving, Unchanged, or Decreasing] 


	DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE (OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES) RATING
	NA

	Not Rated
	NA

	 IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS (OUTPUTS AND ACTIVITIES) RATING
	NA
	Not Rated
	NA

	OVERALL PROJECT RISK RATING[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Risk Rating: Low (L), Moderate (M), Substantial (S), High (H)] 

	NA
	M
	NA





1

[bookmark: _Toc475372528][bookmark: _Toc475372431][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: _Toc475428936][bookmark: _Toc475372432][bookmark: _Toc475372529]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 establish new marine and terrestrial protected areas within priority areas of biodiversity and strengthen Fiji’s protected area network, improve the management of key biodiversity areas in forests and coastal ecosystems to protect Fiji’s most threatened biodiversity, and strengthen policy and financing pathways to secure ecosystem services and other benefits to island communities into the future




	OBJECTIVE INDICATORS
	END OF YEAR INDICATOR STATUS
	PROGRESS
RATING[footnoteRef:4] [4:  O= Overdue; D= Delayed; NS= Not started on schedule; IS= Under implementation on schedule; and CA= Completed/Achieved] 

	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	Indicator a:
	
	
	

	1. 50,679 ha of terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management for conservation and sustainable use (ha) 

	0 ha
	NS
	No legal gazettement or formal management improvement was achieved under the SAMBIO Project in FY25 due to delays in ESP recruitment and government procurement processes. However,  preparatory work has been undertaken by the Department of Environment and the Protected Areas Committee (PAC) using GEF Protected Area System (PAS) 4 report as baseline data. This included the mapping and prioritization of terrestrial Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs), internal technical consultations, and the development of the National Protected Area Policy discussion paper. These efforts lay a solid foundation for initiating the legal designation and management improvement process for targeted sites in FY26 following ESP mobilization.

	2. 10,761,579 ha of marine protected areas created or under improved management for conservation and sustainable use (ha) 

	~1,000,000 ha (Lau Seascape baseline mapping only – not formally gazetted)
	IS
	Marine baseline mapping and priority block identification in the Lau Seascape advanced significantly during FY25, drawing on data, stakeholder consultations, and spatial planning outputs from Conservation International’s Lau Seascape Program. This work, although not directly implemented by SAMBIO, provided critical technical input to inform SAMBIO’s future marine planning. The identified marine areas were reviewed through PAC and National Environment Council (NEC) technical discussions as part of Fiji’s 30x30 MPA commitment. No formal marine protected areas were legally gazetted under SAMBIO during FY25. However, the groundwork completed will directly feed into the legal gazettement and management planning process scheduled for FY26 implementation.

	3. 32,168 ha of landscapes under improved practices (excluding protected areas) (ha) 

	0 ha
	NS
	Component 1 activities related to landscape management and co-management planning were delayed during FY25 due to delays in recruiting the Executing Support Partner (ESP) and government procurement processes. However, baseline landscape mapping, ecological assessments, and stakeholder consultation data from previous Conservation International (CI) projects, including the GEF PAS 4 study, remain available to guide future work. These baseline datasets were reviewed by the Department of Environment and PAC to inform site selection and planning. Full implementation of on-ground landscape management activities is scheduled to commence in FY26 with BirdLife International (BLI) leading field execution.

	4. 22,700,000 ha of marine habitat under improved practices (excluding protected areas) (ha) 

	0 ha
	NS
	Although the CI Lau Seascape Program made progress in parts of the targeted marine areas through community consultations, mapping, and management planning, no formal SAMBIO-funded marine management activities were implemented in FY25. This was mainly due to delays in ESP recruitment and project fund disbursement. The Department of Environment and PAC used the CI Lau outputs as technical reference for future SAMBIO work. Formal implementation of marine management activities, including community-based actions and management plan rollouts, is now scheduled to begin in FY26 once the ESP (BirdLife International) is fully mobilized and operational at the field level.

	5. 157,627 direct beneficiaries including 82,403 males and 75,224 females as co-benefit of GEF investment 

	0
	NS
	Broader beneficiary outreach under the SAMBIO Project was deferred in FY25 due to delays in field activity implementation for Components 1 and 2. As a result, only technical stakeholders, including PAC members, NEC representatives, and Department of Environment staff, were engaged through national-level workshops, policy consultations, and planning meetings. No direct community beneficiaries were reached at the site level. The SAMBIO PMU has started developing a beneficiary tracking framework to capture disaggregated data on gender, age, and location. Full community-level beneficiary engagement and reporting will commence in FY26 once the ESP is mobilized and field activities begin.

	6. 5,764,726 tons of greenhouse gas emission mitigated (tons)

	0 tons
	NS
	Climate mitigation results for the SAMBIO Project are directly linked to the successful establishment and improved management of terrestrial and marine protected areas. As field implementation for these activities did not commence in FY25 due to delays in ESP recruitment and project mobilization, no measurable greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions have been recorded for this reporting period. However, planning processes such as site selection, stakeholder consultations, and baseline data review were undertaken to prepare for future implementation. Actual GHG mitigation benefits will be reported in future PIRs once on-ground conservation actions and ecosystem management activities begin in FY26.



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:5] [5:  O= Overdue; D= Delayed; NS= Not started on schedule; IS= Under implementation on schedule; and CA= Completed/Achieved] 

	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	Component 1: Improvement of management and expansion of protection of terrestrial key biodiversity areas on Fiji’s two largest islands of Viti Levu and Vanua Levu


	Outcome 1.1.: 
Forests and freshwater habitats outside of 
terrestrial protected areas on Viti Levu and 
Vanua Levu are under improved management to benefit biodiversity 
with enhanced local livelihood opportunities

	Indicator 1.1a: Number of hectares of forest and freshwater habitats and their buffer zones outside of Protected Areas with improved management under the co-management model to benefit biodiversity;

	Target 1.1a.: 32,168 ha under improved management/co-management

	0 ha
	OoNSNS

NSSNSo0,dNS

	Implementation was delayed due to the late recruitment of the ESP and procurement challenges. These impeded fieldwork, site engagement, and model design. To manage this, the PMU consolidated KBA and watershed data and reviewed past GEF PAS 4 co-management models. ESP engagement in FY25/26 will enable parallel rollout of Outputs 1.1.1, 1.1.2, and 1.1.3 to guide model development and landscape interventions. Field activities and community implementation are scheduled to begin in Q1–Q2 FY25/26 through a phased, evidence-based approach.

	
	Indicator 1.1b: Number of individuals with improved livelihoods as a result of the project 


	 Target 1.1b.: At least 1,000 people in project sites benefitting from improved livelihoods, 
including at least 50% women

	0 
	NS

	Livelihood activities were not initiated due to the lack of on-the-ground implementation support. Preparatory work included identifying potential interventions and integrating gender strategies. Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 will provide essential ecological and governance baselines to ensure that support is targeted, inclusive, and biodiversity-aligned. Activities will begin in FY26 following ESP mobilization and coordination with landscape planning outputs. Implementation will be sequenced with co-management rollouts starting Q2 FY25/26.

	Outcome 1.2: KBAs and IBAs are newly designated as terrestrial protected areas on Viti Levu and Vanua 
Levu

	Indicator 1.2.: Number of hectares of forests and freshwater habitats (KBAs and IBAs) under newly 
designated PA legal status to benefit biodiversity 

	Target 1.2: 50,679 ha newly designated

	0 ha
	IS

	Field implementation did not begin in Year 1 due to delayed ESP recruitment and procurement. However, TORs were developed for biodiversity assessments, GIS mapping, and community consultation. KBAs at Delaikoro, Nakauvadra, and Tomaniivi were prioritized. In April, 15 KBAs were validated, and in June, 20 reviewed, with 9 confirmed by Fiji Mareqeti Viti. The PMU also developed TORs for consultations. Progress continued through technical meetings and data consolidation from the GEF PAS 4 report, supported by the Ministry’s Resource Management Unit (RMU) and the PAC Technical Working Group.Fieldwork, mapping, FPIC, and livelihoods implementation are planned for FY25/26 upon ESP mobilization. Coordinated execution across outputs will ensure targets are met by Years 3–5.

	2: Establishment of new and better management of existing MPAs/LMMAs within the Fiji’s Eastern Division

	Outcome 2.1: Offshore MPAs are designated within areas critical for biodiversity within Fiji’s Eastern 
Division, including within the Lau Seascape and Kadavu archipelago
	Indicator 2.1.: Number of hectares of offshore MPAs established with Management Plans and 
Guidelines in place 

	Target 2.1.: 10,761,579 ha

	0 ha

	IS

	No offshore MPAs were designated in FY25 as SAMBIO implementation had not commenced due to delays in mobilizing the Executing Support Partner (ESP). CI Fiji, with BHP co-financing, developed a Marine Spatial Plan for nearshore archipelagic areas in the Lau Seascape and held national consultations in three phases: Northern Lau, Southern Lau, and the urban diaspora. Groundwork in FY25–26 will focus on policy consultations with stakeholders, NEC, and technical committees to support the development of a legal framework for MPA designation. These efforts align with SAMBIO objectives, with formal offshore MPA designation planned for Year 3 of the project.

	Outcome 2.2: Coastal and nearshore marine areas in Kadavu, the Ringgold Islands and Lau under 
improved management effectiveness with enhanced livelihoods delivered to island communities

	
Indicator 2.2a.: Coastal and nearshore MPAs with improved management effectiveness (ha) 


	Target 2.2a.: 1,579 ha
	0 ha
	IS
	No hectares of coastal and nearshore MPAs were recorded under improved management in FY25 due to delays in SAMBIO implementation and the pending mobilization of the Executing Support Partner (ESP). As a result, planned activities such as management planning, community consultations, and enforcement training have not commenced in Kadavu, Ringgold Islands, or Lau. However, CI Fiji, through BHP support, conducted key preparatory work in Lau, including training 19 Mata ni Yaubula and completing land-use and management planning across all 13 districts - 19 Islands improved management and enhanced livelihoods.These efforts provide a foundation for implementation, which is expected to begin in FY26 once the ESP is onboard.

	
	Indicator 2.2b.: Number of communities with improved livelihoods 

	Target 2.2b.: At least 1,000 people in project sites benefitting from improved livelihoods, 
including with at least 50% women

	0
	NS
	No beneficiaries were recorded in FY25 due to project start-up delays and the delayed recruitment of the Executing Support Partner (ESP). As a result, livelihood activities in Kadavu, Ringgold Islands, and Lau have not commenced. However, CI Fiji, through BHP co-financing, conducted baseline livelihood surveys in Lau and drafted a Livelihood Strategy. Preparatory actions, including needs assessments and SME planning, will inform SAMBIO’s field implementation in FY25/26, following ESP mobilization and NEC policy endorsement.

	Outcome 2.3.: Marine habitats outside of MPAs in the Lau Seascape archipelago are under improved 
management, strengthening biodiversity protection at scale and benefiting local community livelihoods

	Indicator 2.3: Number of hectares of Marine habitats outside MPAs delineated and under 
improved management (ha) 

	Target: 22,700,000 ha under improved management

	192.08 sq km 
	IS
	Although no marine areas were formally brought under improved management by SAMBIO funding in FY24/25, significant progress was made through CI Fiji’s BHP-supported work in Lau, a SAMBIO co-financing contribution. This included the Marine Spatial Plan (MSP) and the establishment of YMST-managed no-take zones and CFIP pilot activities on four island clusters (Oneata, Lakeba, Vanuabalavu—including Cikobia, Tuvuca, Susui—and Moala), totaling 192.08 sq km. These activities contribute directly to SAMBIO Outcome 2.3 by laying the groundwork for improved marine management. The progress justifies an “IS” rating, as co-financing outputs are valid contributions. Full-scale implementation under GEF/SAMBIO funding will begin in FY25/26 with the mobilization of BirdLife International as the Executing Support Partner.

	3: Enabling conditions strengthened to accelerate expansion and improved management of Fiji’s PA and MPA network, in full alignment with Fiji’s Biodiversity protection needs

	Outcome 3.1: Increase in the marine and terrestrial area of PAs and MPAs that benefit from a sustainable 
financing framework

	Indicator: 3.1: Number of hectares of marine and terrestrial areas that benefit from a 
sustainable financing framework 

	Target 3.1: 41,100,300 has of marine area, 305,100ha of land area (including 50,679 ha of forest 
from output 3.1.2)

	0 ha
	IS
	Under Outcome 3.1, foundational progress was made through the development of the Lau Seascape Trust Deed led  by CI under the BHP project done with legal  registration by mid 2025. The Deed received endorsement from all 13 district chiefs and was reviewed by the Ministry of iTaukei Affairs and Solicitor General’s Office, with registration expected by mid-2025. The financing framework includes an investment mechanism, grant facility, and climate resilience fund, validated through cross-sectoral consultations. While no work has commenced in Kadavu, Ringgold, and Component 1 sites, progress in Lau contributes significantly to achieving the 41.1 million ha marine and 305,100 ha terrestrial area targets under a sustainable financing model.

	Outcome 3.2: Fiji’s key biodiversity areas and keystone species better managed and protected against 
climate change and anthropogenic impacts

	Indicator 3.2a: Number of keystone species for which plans and protocols are developed in 
alignment with global standards with climate change mainstreamed and key actions 
implemented 

	Target: At least 10 species for which plans and protocols are developed or updated with climate 
change mainstreamed and key actions implemented

	0 Species
	NS
	No species-specific management or recovery plans were developed under SAMBIO in FY24/25 due to delays in project implementation and the recruitment of technical consultants. However, the activity is included in the FY25/26 Workplan and will be a key focus for the next reporting period. The Department of Environment and PAC have prioritized this task as part of broader biodiversity conservation efforts. Planning for species assessments and the development of management protocols will begin after the National Protected Area Policy is finalized and endorsed by NEC. The ESP will provide technical support to ensure the plans align with global conservation standards.

	Outcome 3.3: Ministry of Environment and relevant stakeholders have increased capacity to monitor and 
report on management and resources at scale for Biodiversity

	Indicator 3.3a: Number of PA and MPA data management and tracking system established 
 

	Targets 3.3a: At least one system established for PA and MPA data management and tracking
	0
	IS
	In FY24/25, the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the development of a national PA/MPA data management and tracking system was completed by the SAMBIO PMU. This TOR outlines the system’s scope, functionality, and user requirements for monitoring protected area coverage and management effectiveness. No actual system development began during this period due to procurement timelines. The procurement process to hire a qualified system developer is scheduled to start in early FY25/26. Once in place, the system will support reporting on Fiji’s PA and MPA targets, including 30x30 commitments.

	
	Indicator 3.3b: Number of capacity building programs implemented at the national level with 
government agencies 


	Target 3.3b: At least two programs developed and implemented
	2
	IS
	National-level capacity building under SAMBIO began in FY24/25 through PAC and technical  meetings sessions. These focused on increasing awareness and understanding of the proposed SAMBIO deliverable for a regulatory frameworks to complements GEF PAS 4 project, and plans for a national PA/MPA data system. A total of two national consultation and awareness workshops were conducted, engaging key government agencies, including the Department of Environment, and PAC members. These sessions served as a foundation for future formal training programs. Full-scale capacity building and technical training activities targeting a larger number of government staff are planned for FY26 following the mobilization of the ESP and consultants.

	
	Indicator 3.3c: Number of relevant government agency staff trained 

	Target 3.3c: At least 400 government agency staff trained including at least 50% women 

	0
	NS
	Formal training sessions were not conducted under SAMBIO in FY25 due to project delays and the absence of the ESP. However, government staff, including representatives from the Department of Environment, Ministry of Finance, and PAC members, participated in policy consultations, NEC briefings, and technical discussions. These sessions focused on the development of the National Protected Area Policy and the proposed PA/MPA data system. Although these engagements helped build initial awareness, they were not structured as formal training programs. Full-scale capacity building, targeting at least 400 staff with 50% women participation, is planned for FY26 following ESP mobilization.

	
	Indicator 3.3d: Number of Yaubula Management Support Team (YMST) and other relevant 
stakeholder representatives with increased capacity, including women and youth 

	Target 3.3d: At least 600 YMST, and all relevant 
stakeholders with increased capacity, including 
at least 50% women and 25% youth representative
	2%
	IS
	Due to delays in field implementation and ESP mobilization, broader YMST and stakeholder training was deferred to FY25/26. In FY24/25, CI Fiji, through BHP co-financing, supported key preparatory activities including the finalization of the Lau Marine Spatial Plan, land use mapping across 13 districts, and national MPA consultations with 97% stakeholder support. Institutional capacity was enhanced through the training of 19 Mata ni Yaubula in coral restoration, agroforestry, and compliance, alongside a youth exchange involving 37 participants. These efforts have laid a strong foundation for comprehensive community training and capacity building in FY26.

	4: Monitoring and evaluation plans inform adaptive management 

	Outcome 4.1: Monitoring and evaluation in place and used to facilitate adaptive management
	Indicator 4.1: % of required reports and evaluations completed 
	Target 4.1: 100% of required reports and evaluation reports complete
	25%
	IS
	The SAMBIO Project Management Unit (PMU) completed key M&E deliverables for FY25, including the FY25 PIR, quarterly financial reports, and briefing papers for PAC and NEC meetings. However, field monitoring reports for Components 1 and 2 were not produced due to delays in ESP recruitment and the lack of on-ground activities. Despite these challenges, the M&E system remained active and supported project planning, especially for Component 3 (policy and regulatory work). The Project Results Framework will be fully updated in FY26 once field activities begin and more site-level data becomes available through the ESP and project partners.


 Riop;/                                                 


	DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVE (OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES) RATING
	JUSTIFICATION

	Not Rated
	The project activities are not yet sufficiently advanced to justify assigning a rating at this stage.



[bookmark: _Toc475372530][bookmark: _Toc475428937][bookmark: _Toc475372433]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
	During FY24/25, the SAMBIO Project remained in its start-up phase, and as a result, no on-the-ground implementation activities were undertaken for component 1 and 2. The key focus for the year was on mobilizing institutional arrangements, finalizing recruitment processes, and initiating foundational planning for field activities expected in FY25/26.
The recruitment of the Executing Support Partner (ESP), BirdLife International, was completed in Q4, and formal onboarding is anticipated in early FY25/26. Due to the delay in ESP mobilization, no formal outputs were delivered under the Results Framework during the reporting period. As such, planned activities across all components—such as site-level management, MPA designation, community livelihood development, and policy implementation—were not initiated.
Despite the delay, important preparatory work has been completed by CI Fiji through BHP co-financing in the Lau Seascape activities. This includes a finalized Marine Spatial Plan, baseline livelihood and biodiversity assessments, CFIP pilot implementation, and training of community-based environmental stewards. These outputs, while not formally recorded under SAMBIO, establish a strong technical foundation for implementation in FY26.
The development of the National Protected Area Policy and regulatory framework also progressed under Component 3, with technical papers submitted to the Protected Area Committee (PAC) and National Environment Council (NEC) for endorsement. The endorsement of the GEF PAS 4 Report and related policy guidance is expected to trigger formal legislative and regulatory work in the next fiscal year.
The Project Management Unit (PMU) continued its core operational setup, including recruitment of key staff and development of the Annual Work Plan and Budget in collaboration with the ESP and CI. Safeguard planning has been completed, and the Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF) is in place, ready for application once field activities begin.
Overall, while no formal outputs were delivered in FY25, the SAMBIO Project has laid the groundwork for full-scale implementation in FY26.




Challenges: Information on challenges of project implementation activities
	The SAMBIO Project experienced significant delays in FY24/25 due to a range of operational and institutional challenges. A key factor was the late identification by EA of the need for an Execution Support Partner (ESP). The subsequent decision-making and engagement process, prolonged by complex national procurement procedures, significantly stalled all planned field activities. As a result, implementation was delayed until the final quarter of the fiscal year.
Staff hiring delays and turnover further impacted operations. Key PMU positions remained vacant due to the time-consuming government recruitment process, limiting the project's technical capacity and slowing coordination, safeguard implementation, and M&E functions. 
The FY24/25 Annual Work Plan could not be finalized, as alignment with the ESP was still pending before submission to the Project Steering Committee. Institutional processes, such as Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) finalization, were also delayed due to frequent changes in internal timelines within the Ministry of Environment.
Other constraints included delayed co-financier materialization letters, which complicated PIR reporting, and a mid-year government financial freeze (June–August), that disrupted salary disbursements and was not communicated to CI-GEF .These issues were not fully anticipated in the project’s original planning and contributed to implementation delays and staff morale concerns.
Additionally, pending  endorsement of key policy documents by the National Environment Council (NEC), including the GEF PAS 4 Report and National Protected Area Policy, slowed progress under Component 3. As a result, full-scale implementation has been deferred to FY25/26, following ESP mobilization and resolution of key institutional requirements.To be endorsed by the National Environment Council which include members of the Permanent Secretary for all the ministries which will be chaired by the Permanent Secretary for Ministry of Environment and Climate Change.



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

	Not Rated
	The project activities are not yet sufficiently advanced to justify assigning a rating at this stage.



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

	MECC must finalize the amendment enabling CI to transfer funds to the support partner by September 2025. Once Bird Life International is officially engaged, the PMU should implement an accelerated workplan to recover delays and meet agreed project milestones. Additionly, assess current progress, identify bottlenecks, and adjust timelines and responsibilities accordingly. 
	PMU
	September 30, 2025




[bookmark: _Toc475428940][bookmark: _Toc475372436][bookmark: _Toc475372533][bookmark: _Toc405911887]
SECTION III: PROJECT RISKS STATUS AND RATING
[bookmark: _Toc475372534][bookmark: _Toc475428941][bookmark: _Toc475372437]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

	Climate Change: M
	Definition:Effects of Climate Change have a negative impact on the outcome of project activities and project communities. 
Mitigation Measures:
In the event of a natural disaster, the project will work directly with communities and government to support ecosystem and community recovery. This will include providing training and resources to communities to conduct post-disaster restoration 
support activities to maximize species survival rates, including propping up of downed trees and propagules to maximize recovery. 
In addition, the project will integrate climate change monitoring and adaptation protocols to build climate 
resilience of marine and terrestrial protected areas. This will include integrating learnings from climate change projections and predictive modeling for Fiji within the project approach.
	No field activities commenced in Yr 1 due to start- up delays. In project planning, need to incorporate climate resilience strategies for future implementation.
	M
	M

	Environmental and Social
	Definition: COVID-19 and other possible pandemics
Mitigation Measures: As a Small Island Nation Fiji closed its borders immediately at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. After more than one year without any community-transmission cases, Fiji 
experienced a severe outbreak of the COVID-19 Delta variant. 
As of January 21st 2022, Fiji had counted 768 deaths due to 
COVID-19. Due to limited testing capacity, the COVID-19 medical response teams no longer use testing as the primary metric for the state of the pandemic. 
As of January 21st, 2022, roughly 92.6% of the target population have received their second dose of the vaccine and are considered fully vaccinated (572,189 people). Fiji 
opened its international borders on December 1st , 2021 
As the situation is readily evolving, an emergency response plan will be developed at inception stage of the project with procedures and guidelines to be followed in alignment with Fiji Government protocols
	No - pandemic- related disruptions occurred in Year 1. The need to incorporate  some sort of emergency plans in the event of future outbreaks.
	H
	L

	Political and Governance
	Definition:
1. Uncertainty due to government 
shifts in priorities and policy changes 

2. Limited coordination/communication 
between sectoral agencies and/or 
ministries 

Mitigation Measures:
1. The project will work with national and subnational leaders to ensure alignment of activities with national priorities. The project will also strengthen the country’s ability to conserve key species and habitats as well as protect natural resources to increase climate resilience of rural communities. 
2. The project will work in close coordination with key Ministries and local leaders to ensure alignment and close coordination on the design and implementation of the project. The project is designed to engage and coordinate with all relevant stakeholders at all levels

	Coordination with the Department of Environment and PAC were strengthened. Project activties were reviewed against national policies in place and  GEF PAS 4 to endure alignment.
	1. L
2. L
	1. L
2. L

	INNOVATION

	Institutional and Policy M
	Definition: Women may face barriers to participating in project training and 
decision-making processes, and 
therefore may not be able to engage in, influence, and benefit from the project as planned. 
Gender inequality within the household or producer organizations can increase risks of sex and gender-based violence.

Mitigation Measures: Implement training processes with a gender focus (proactively encourage women’s participation through understanding the barriers they face and implementing mitigation measures) 
Promote the participation and enrollment of women as project beneficiaries, working both with women themselves and their spouses in support of this.


	A TOR for the Gender consultant was developed to support gender mainstreaming. No community engagement  yet but inclusive participation is inclusive in technical meetings and workshops at national level.
	L
	L

	Technological
	Definition:
Mitigation Measures

	 
	
	

	Financial and Business Model
	Definition: Partner organizations do not follow proper procedures for project implementation, which could cause delays in project implementation. 

Mitigation Measures: Conduct due diligence of all partner organizations prior to signing service agreements. Ensure, that all reporting requirements cascade to our partners. 
Provide additional capacity support and propose other remedies if gaps in compliance with agreements are observed with our partners during implementation monitoring.


	ESP (BirdLife International) was selected and contracted in Year 1 after due diligence. Reporting and accountability clauses are embedded in the agreement. Implementation support will begin in Year 2.
	M
	M

	EXECUTION

	Capacity for implementation
	Definition: Issues with project internal administration, coordination, and timeliness of work to be delivered between the different non-jointed marine and terrestrial areas. 


Mitigation Measures: The project sites were selected based on biodiversity importance as elaborated in sections above. Acknowledging and understanding the limitation of geographies, the project will explicitly factor in this dimension by elaborating a robust work plan that addresses the different limitations for the administration of work. The project governing mechanisms such as the PSC will take this into account for every decision made.


	Delays in personnel and ESP recruitment affected implementation readiness.
	L
	L

	Fiduciary
	Definition:

Mitigation Measures

	
	
	

	Stakeholder
	Definition:
1. Low level of inclusiveness in project 
decision-making and governance 

2. Intercultural and gender sensitive 
approaches to project activities 


Mitigation Measures:
1. The project will include traditional representatives, leaders and traditional authorities and other community groups in decision-making around project activities, and include engagement of resources users and other community stakeholders in project consultations. The project will further uphold non-discrimination in all actions, ensuring even hard to-reach communities/vulnerable are engaged in project activities within their geography, with a priority focus on vulnerable populations and groups. 

2. The project will consult, train and collaborate with traditional leaders on project activities, to ensure the integration of culturally appropriate approaches and platforms to the project design. Any intercultural response should be gender responsive and based on awareness of the different needs and roles of men and women in the community.

	On going stakeholder mapping and data review using prior project outputs ( eg. GEF PAS 4), Consultation with relevant stakeholders at national level but no direct engagement with communities occurred in Year 1. Field engagement scheduled for Year 2.
	1. L
2. L
	1. L
2. L



	OVERALL RISK RATING
	JUSTIFICATION
	
 RISK RATING TREND[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Rating trend: Increasing, Unchanged or Decreasing] 


	M
	The overall risk has been rated as medium. MECC together with CI-GEF made a joint decision to engage an executing support partner to assist the Government in implementing project activities. This strategic adjustment is expected to strengthen delivery mechanisms, address existing bottlenecks, and significantly enhance the project's long-term impact and sustainability. The involvement of an experienced executing partner will also help accelerate progress and improve coordination across stakeholders.
	NA


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

	Finalize the amendment enabling CI to transfer funds to the support partner by September 2025. Conitinue implementing rest of the mitigation meansure to minimize risks in the future.
	PMU
	FY26
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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
	MINIMUM ESMF INDICATORS
	PROJECT TARGET
	END OF YEAR STATUS
	
CUMULATIVE
STATUS 
	PROGRESS RATING[footnoteRef:7] [7:  O= Overdue; D= Delayed; NS= Not started on schedule; IS= Under implementation on schedule; and CA= Completed/Achieved] 

	COMMENTS/JUSTIFICATION

	ACCOUNTABILITY AND GRIEVANCE MECHANISM
	
	
	
	NSNNN 
	

	1. Number of conflict and complaint cases reported to the project’s Accountability and Grievance Mechanism

	0
	00GG0000000

	0
	
ccn
nsnIS














NNSns
	No conflict or complaint cases were reported during this period. Although field activities with communities have not commenced due to the delayed onboarding of the ESP, internal and external meetings with government stakeholders have been conducted. The Accountability and Grievance Mechanism (AGM) has been developed and is applicable to all, not just communities. While it has not yet been triggered, it is operational and ready to respond to any grievances. Given that the mechanism is in use and stakeholder engagement has commenced, the “Implementation Started (IS)” rating is appropriate for this reporting period

	2. Percentage of conflict and complaint cases reported to the project’s Accountability and Grievance Mechanism that have been resolved
	 100%
	0 0

	00

	I NSNS


	As no complaints were received during the reporting period, there were no cases to resolve. The grievance mechanism has been developed and is in place, but it has not been triggered due to the absence of field activity. Once implementation begins in FY2026, all reported cases will be addressed promptly through the established resolution procedures. The project has taken proactive steps by sharing information about the mechanism with stakeholders during early consultations, ensuring they are aware of their rights and how to access the process when needed. 

	 
	 
	00
	
	 
	 

	GENDER MAINSTREAMING 
	 
	 
	
	 
	

	1. Number of men and women that participated in project activities (e.g. meetings, workshops, consultations)

	1. 400 Government Agency staff 
· 50%  women - 200
· 50% men - 200 

2. 600 YMST 
· 50% women -300 
·  50% men - 300
· 25% youth-150
	110 Government and NGO’s (34 men & 76 women)
YMST - 0
	110 Government and NGO’s (34 men & 76 women)

	IS
	In FY2025, participation focused on technical meetings with government stakeholders, including PAC, technical working groups, co-financing partners, and planning sessions with BI. Activities included KBA workshops and consultations with the PMU, Ministry’s Resource Management Unit, and IT Section, with both men and women represented. However, community engagement was limited as field implementation had not started. Broader, gender-inclusive participation will begin in FY2026 with ESP mobilization. No changes to project targets are required, as full community-level implementation across components is scheduled for the next fiscal year.

	2. Number of men and women that received benefits (e.g. employment, income generating activities, training, access to natural resources, land tenure or resource rights, equipment, leadership roles) from the project

	1000 people
 50% women - 500
 50% men - 500

	0
	0
	NS
	No direct benefits such as employment, training, or access to resources were provided in FY2025 due to the absence of field activities. The work done was limited to policy and regulatory planning at the national level. Full implementation of benefit-generating activities is planned for FY2026 once the ESP is engaged. Gender equity will be prioritized in the delivery of all benefit streams. The target remains valid, and activities are expected to catch up once community-level implementation begins across all components.


	3. Number of strategies, plans (e.g. management plans and land use plans) and policies derived from the project that include gender considerations (this indicator applies to relevant projects)
	1
	1
	1
	IS
	Progress is on schedule as several draft documents developed in FY24/25—Lau Seascape Trust Deed, TORs, Consultation Strategy, and M&E Framework—integrated gender considerations, consistent with the project’s Gender Mainstreaming Plan. Field-level gender-responsive planning has not started due to delayed ESP mobilization. To manage this, foundational work is in progress to ensure readiness. Improvement will involve translating these strategies into community-level plans once implementation begins. Activities will roll out in FY25/26, ensuring inclusive consultation and equitable benefits, especially for women. No change to gender targets is needed as timelines are being followed.

	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

	10
	6
	3
	IS
	Progress is on schedule as foundational work was advanced in FY24/25 through strong government engagement. The Department of Environment led PAC and technical working group meetings to review the GEF PAS 4 report and begin drafting the National Protected Area Policy. In Lau, key ministries supported the Sustainable Financing Framework and Trust Deed. Contributions from Finance, iTaukei Affairs, Fisheries, and Forestry ensured alignment with national governance priorities. To manage progress, multi-sector collaboration will continue with ESP support in FY25/26. Improvement will come from formal consultations, validation workshops, and operationalizing governance mechanisms post-ESP mobilization.

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

	1. 400 Government Agency staff 
· 50%  women - 200
· 50% men - 200 

2. 600 YMST 
· 50% women -300 
·  50% men - 300
· 25% youth-150
	Government Agency Staff
76 - female
34 - male

YMST - 0
	76 - female
34 - male
	NS
	Participation this year was primarily from government staff and institutional partners attending policy-focused workshops and PAC meetings.Although 34 men and 76 women participated, outreach to the wider community has not yet taken place due to delays in implementation.  These numbers will increase in FY2526 when field activities begin under all components. The ESP will ensure systematic and inclusive community engagement with sex-disaggregated data collection. No change to the project target is needed.

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

	8-10 engagement annually
	3 – PAC meeting conducted to discuss PAC TOR and endorse GEF PAS 4 as baseline; no broader stakeholder consultations held
	1
	IS
	In FY24/25, several high-level engagements took place, including the project inception workshop, co-financing workshop, planning meetings with BI, and one-on-one meetings with co-financing partners. Technical and pocket meetings (e.g., PAC, internal working groups) supported policy and planning under Component 3. However, formal consultations with communities have not begun due to delayed ESP recruitment. To manage this, preparatory work such as stakeholder mapping and consultation planning in progress. Improvement will depend on timely ESP mobilization. Community outreach, workshops, and field-level engagement are scheduled for FY2026, and the original target remains achievable within the next reporting period.

	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	 



b. Information on Progress, challenges and outcomes regarding engagement of stakeholders in the project based on the description included in the Stakeholders Engagement Plan
	During FY2025, stakeholder engagement focused on national-level coordination, with several technical and pocket meetings held with key government agencies, including the Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Finance, and members of the Protected Areas Committee (PAC). These engagements supported the development of the draft Protected Area Policy and the regulatory framework. Civil society partners and technical advisors also contributed through policy workshops.
However, engagement with community-level stakeholders, indigenous groups, and private sector actors was limited due to the delayed onboarding of the Executing Support Partner (ESP), who is responsible for coordinating ground-level implementation. This has affected interactive sessions, particularly in rural and remote areas.
To address this, the project prioritized institutional consultations and used existing platforms like PAC and NEC to maintain momentum. Stakeholders were kept informed through targeted updates and briefings, and preliminary awareness materials were distributed to select provincial officers.
Full implementation of the Stakeholder Engagement Plan—including inclusive, gender-sensitive, and community-based consultations—will begin in FY2026 once the ESP is in place. The project remains committed to participatory planning and will scale up engagement efforts across all components.



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
	Progress on gender mainstreaming during FY2025 was mainly through participation in policy-level technical meetings and workshops. Women were represented in PAC discussions and regulatory planning processes. However, due to the delayed start of field implementation and the absence of the Executing Support Partner (ESP), community-level gender-focused engagement and benefits have not yet been realized. 

1. All activities anticipated by the GMP were implemented? Yes/No Why?
No.
Most field-based gender activities could not be implemented as planned because the ESP, who will lead ground-level implementation, has not yet been engaged. Only national-level gender-sensitive planning and consultation occurred.
1. Did the project face any challenges to implementing GMP as initially proposed? Please describe the challenges in case there were any.
Yes.
The main challenge was the delay in onboarding the ESP, which affected delivery of community consultations and gender-responsive field activities. 
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?
Yes.
Despite implementation delays, women were actively involved in national-level planning and consultation processes. Project teams ensured gender representation in technical workshops and promoted women’s input during PAC discussions. This was an interim adaptation to maintain inclusion until full activities begin in FY2026.
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.
Yes (positive).
Women participating in PAC and technical meetings became more visible in decision-making spaces, contributing confidently to policy discussions. This increased interest in gender equality among some government partners and highlighted the value of continuing to include women in policy processes.
1. Considering all the above, what are the recommendations for next FY to continue advancing towards gender sensitive targets?
Conduct targeted outreach to women in remote communities through local networks and women’s groups.
1. Ensure the ESP includes gender and social inclusion specialists in field teams.
2. Integrate gender-sensitive indicators into all management plans and regulatory documents.
3. Organize gender training for project staff and implementing partners.
4. Track and report sex-disaggregated data consistently during all engagement and benefit delivery phases.




d. Lessons learned on the Environmental and Social Management Implementation

During FY2025, although ground-level activities did not commence, early planning and preparatory steps under the Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF) provided important lessons:

What worked well:
Developing the grievance mechanism early and presenting it during stakeholder briefings helped establish transparency and stakeholder trust, even before field activities began.
Gender and stakeholder considerations were integrated into national-level planning, including the draft Protected Area Policy and PAC technical discussions, which helped maintain inclusive principles in the absence of community engagement.
Collaboration with government stakeholders ensured that E&S safeguards were reflected in policy-level work.

What needs improvement:
Community-level engagement on environmental and social safeguards remains pending. Field mechanisms for grievance handling, FPIC, and gender inclusion must be localized and tested in FY25/26.
Documentation of safeguards processes (e.g. gender-sensitive approaches, grievance protocols) needs to be strengthened and standardized across all partners.
Additional training is needed to ensure field teams, once deployed, fully understand and apply the safeguards system consistently.
The project will use these insights to ensure full operationalization of the ESMF in FY2026 as implementation expands.

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
	 MU
	NA

	Gender Mainstreaming Plan (GMP)
	NA
	NA

	Stakeholder Engagement Plan (SEP)
	 NA
	NA

	ESS 1: limited ESIA and Environmental & Social Management Plan (ESMP)
	 NA
	NA

	ESS 10: Climate and Related Disasters Risk Management Plan
	NA
	NA



	OVERALL PROJECT ESMF IMPLEMENTATION RATING
	

	RATING
	JUSTIFICATION
	RATING TREND

	NA
	The project is just starting implementation. Currently, there is no sufficient evidence to provide a rating apart from the AGM.
	NA



f. Recommendations
	CORRECTIVE ACTION(S)
	RESPONSIBLE PARTY
	DEADLINE

	The project is NOT in compliance with the GEF policy on AGM. The Grievance mechanism needs to be fully functioning from the start of implementation. This should not be delayed because of a lack of field-level activities. There are other activities taking place, including meetings and workshops. The AGM applies to ALL stakeholders and not just communities.
Th
	PMU
	September 30, 2025






[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
	
As the SAMBIO Fiji Project is still in its early stages, with work on the ground yet to commence, significant progress on the implementation of the Knowledge Management (KM) approach is still pending. The project is waiting for the Executing Support Partner (ESP), BirdLife International (BI), to be onboard before the implementation work can roll out. The planning phase has emphasized the following preparatory steps:
i. KM Framework Development: The KM approach has been outlined as part of the planning stage, identifying the key target audiences and potential channels for knowledge dissemination. Plans are in place for future KM activities such as newsletters, brochures, and community-based communications once the ESP is onboard and implementation begins.
ii. Stakeholder Engagement and Preparation: Efforts have been made to engage key stakeholders, including local communities, government bodies, and other conservation partners, to prepare for active participation when implementation starts. This has involved initial consultations to understand their information needs and ensure that when the project begins, the KM products will effectively meet those needs.
iii. Emphasis on Planning: A key lesson has been the importance of thorough planning to ensure a smooth roll-out of implementation activities once the ESP is onboard. This involves carefully considering the timing, resources, and systems needed to execute the project’s activities successfully.
2. Key Lessons Learned from Project Design and Implementation
i. While the project is in the early stages, several valuable lessons have already been learned from the design phase and initial planning efforts:
ii. The Importance of Proper Planning: One of the key lessons learned during the early stages is the critical importance of careful and thorough planning. Proper planning is essential to ensure that the project can transition smoothly into implementation once the ESP is in place. This includes having clear strategies for stakeholder engagement, resource allocation, and setting up monitoring systems from the start.
iii. Patience and Stakeholder Coordination: The waiting period for the ESP has emphasized the importance of maintaining strong relationships with all stakeholders. Ongoing communication and collaboration have been critical to ensuring that everyone is prepared and aligned when the time comes to start the work on the ground.
iv. Readiness for Adaptive Management: While the project is still in the planning phase, the need for flexibility and readiness to adapt to unforeseen challenges has been recognized. This will be important once the project moves to implementation, particularly in terms of adjusting activities as conditions evolve.
3. Knowledge Sharing with the Broader Conservation Community
i. Early Networking with Conservation Partners: Although work on the ground has not yet begun, preliminary discussions with regional and international conservation networks have been initiated. This will ensure that the SAMBIO project is well-positioned to integrate into the broader conservation efforts in Fiji and the Pacific region once operational.
ii. Capacity Building Preparations: Plans for capacity-building activities, including workshops and training sessions, are in development. These activities will be designed to strengthen the knowledge and skills of local stakeholders in anticipation of the full roll-out of the project.




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, including project governance
	As the SAMBIO Fiji Project is still in the planning phase and no work has been done on the ground yet, the project’s institutional arrangements and governance structure are in the early stages of establishment. The focus at this point has been on setting up the necessary frameworks and structures to ensure smooth implementation once the project is operationalized. Below is an outline of the institutional arrangements and governance setup:
1. Executing Agency and Project Management Unit (PMU): The Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC) is the Executing Agency for the SAMBIO Fiji Project. MECC’s role is to oversee overall project coordination, alignment with national environmental priorities, and ensure effective implementation once the project becomes operational.
2. A Project Management Unit (PMU)  set up to manage day-to-day project activities. Although the PMU has not yet been fully staffed, planning for recruitment and the development of the team is ongoing. The PMU will be tasked with project execution, reporting, financial oversight, and stakeholder coordination.
3. Executing Support Partner (ESP): BirdLife International (BI) has been selected as the Executing Support Partner (ESP). BI will play a crucial role in providing technical support once the project moves into implementation. They will assist in delivering key components, such as policy frameworks, protected area management plans, and community engagement activities. As of now, BI is in the process of onboarding and preparing for operational deployment.
4. Project Steering Committee (PSC): A Project Steering Committee (PSC) will be established to provide strategic oversight of the project. The PSC will consist of representatives from key government ministries, environmental NGOs, and other relevant stakeholders. The committee will ensure that the project stays aligned with its goals and national priorities. The PSC will also be responsible for decision-making on key project matters and providing guidance to the PMU and ESP. The committee will convene regularly once the project begins implementation.
2. Key Lessons Learned from Institutional Arrangements and Governance Setup
Even though the project has not yet begun implementation, some early lessons have been learned from the setup of institutional arrangements and governance structures:
i. Clarity of Roles and Responsibilities is Key: Even at the planning stage, ensuring that the roles and responsibilities of each institutional entity (MECC, PMU, BI, and PSC) are clearly defined has been crucial. This clarity will help avoid confusion and ensure accountability when the project begins execution.
ii. Effective Coordination is Critical: Establishing communication and coordination protocols between the PMU, ESP, and PSC at the outset is essential to ensure that, once operational, all entities work cohesively and that there is clear decision-making in place. This will minimize delays and inefficiencies when implementation begins.
iii. Stakeholder Engagement Needs to Be Prioritized: Though consultations have not yet begun, the importance of preparing for inclusive stakeholder engagement has been emphasized. Stakeholders, including marginalized and vulnerable groups, will need to be effectively engaged when the project rolls out, and the Stakeholder Engagement Plan will guide this process.
3. Moving Forward with Project Governance
Operationalizing Governance Structures: As the project moves toward implementation in FY 2026, the governance structures (including the PMU and PSC) will be finalized and made operational. Recruitment for the PMU will be completed, and the governance mechanisms will be activated to support project roll-out.
1. Executing Support Partner (ESP) Onboarding: Finalizing the onboarding process for BirdLife International (BI) will be critical to ensure that the project receives the necessary technical support as it moves into implementation. The ESP will play a key role in delivering the technical aspects of the project, including conservation strategies and capacity-building activities.
2. Stakeholder Consultations: Once the project begins, regular stakeholder consultations will be carried out according to the Stakeholder Engagement Plan. These consultations will ensure that communities and other key stakeholders have an ongoing voice in the project’s implementation, helping to ensure that the project remains responsive to their needs.
3. Financial and Risk Management: With the project still in the planning phase, the financial and risk management frameworks will be finalized in preparation for project activities. Ongoing monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the project is on track to meet its objectives once work on the ground begins



6. Capacity building
7. Implementation of safeguard policies, including gender mainstreaming, accountability and grievance mechanisms, stakeholder consultations
	As the SAMBIO Fiji Project is still in its early stages and work on the ground has not yet started, the only deliverable to date related to safeguard policies is the Safeguard Plan. This plan has been developed to lay the foundation for managing environmental and social risks once the project begins its activities. The key elements related to safeguard policies are as follows:
Safeguard Plan Development:
The Safeguard Plan was developed as a key document to ensure that the project adheres to environmental and social safeguards. This plan outlines specific strategies for gender mainstreaming, grievance mechanisms, and stakeholder engagement to address potential risks associated with the project.
The plan includes procedures for monitoring and reporting on safeguard compliance once the project is operational. It also highlights measures to ensure that vulnerable and marginalized groups are considered in future project activities.
Stakeholder Engagement Plans:
While no consultations have been held at this stage, the project has developed a Stakeholder Engagement Plan that will guide future consultations with relevant groups once the project is operationalized.
This plan identifies key stakeholders, including government agencies, local communities, and other conservation groups, who will be engaged during the project's implementation.
Grievance Mechanism:
A Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) has been planned and is part of the Safeguard Plan. The mechanism will be activated once the project begins work on the ground, allowing stakeholders to submit complaints and concerns that will be addressed promptly and transparently.
2. Key Lessons Learned from Safeguard Policy Implementation
Although the project is still in the preparatory phase, the following lessons have been learned regarding safeguard policy implementation:
i. Planning and Preparation are Critical: Developing the Safeguard Plan and Stakeholder Engagement Plan in advance ensures that when the project is operational, it can immediately begin engaging stakeholders and implementing safeguard measures. This early groundwork is essential for smooth project rollout.
ii. Flexibility is Needed for Future Implementation: Given that consultations have not yet taken place, it’s important that the Safeguard Plan remains flexible and adaptable as real-world challenges and stakeholder concerns arise during the operational phase.
iii. Importance of Clear Communication: Even though consultations are yet to occur, the project team has recognized the need for clear and transparent communication with all stakeholders once the project commences. The GRM and other safeguard measures will play an important role in facilitating this communication.
3. Moving Forward with Safeguard Policies and Stakeholder Engagement
i. Engagement of Stakeholders Post-Operationalization: Once the project is operational in FY 2026, stakeholder consultations will be conducted in alignment with the Stakeholder Engagement Plan. These consultations will ensure that all relevant groups, particularly marginalized and vulnerable communities, have the opportunity to provide input into the project’s activities.
ii. Implementation of Safeguard Policies: The Safeguard Plan, including the grievance mechanism and gender mainstreaming strategies, will be fully implemented once the project begins its ground-level activities. The project will ensure that safeguard policies are followed, and any necessary adjustments are made based on stakeholder feedback.
Iii. Monitoring and Reporting: Ongoing monitoring of safeguard measures will be essential, ensuring that gender and accountability measures are being effectively implemented and that the project remains aligned with its safeguard objectives.



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
	Location No.4
	Location No.5
	Location No. 6
	Location No. 7
	Location No. 8

	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
	 CEO Endorsed/Approved
	 CEO Endorsed/Approved
	 CEO Endorsed/Approved
	CEO Endorsed/Approved
	CEO Endorsed/Approved
	CEO Endorsed/Approved
	CEO Endorsed/Approved
	CEO Endorsed/Approved

	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.
	 2197605
	 12041681
	 2205064
	2199974
	2201112
	4036133
	8617785
	4035923

	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.
	 Greater Tomaniivi
	Nakorotubu 
	Nakauvadra
Range
	Greater Delaikoro
	Natewa-Tunuloa
	Lau Seascape
	Kadavu
	Ringgold Isles

	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.
	-17.6142
	-17.5668
	-17.4363
	-16.5873
	-16.5829
	-18.2048
	-19.0181
	-16.2500

	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.
	178.0184
	178.3405
	178.1242
	179.3141
	179.8178
	-178.7925
	178.1972
	-179.4166

	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”.
	High-altitude forest ecosystem in the central highlands of Viti Levu, Fiji’s largest remaining native forest area.
	Coastal-upland landscape in Ra Province with significant biodiversity and freshwater systems.
	Mountainous area in northern Viti Levu with cultural significance and critical watershed services.
	Elevated forest zone in Vanua Levu, important for biodiversity conservation and water catchment.
	Peninsula in Vanua Levu known for endemic species and unprotected forest biodiversity
	Expansive archipelago in eastern Fiji comprising coral reefs, seagrass beds, and traditional fishing areas.
	Southern island in Fiji with intact forest and reef systems supporting high species endemism.
	Remote cluster of coral islands and reef systems north of Taveuni with high ecological sensitivity.

	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”.
	 Conducting ecological assessments and preparing for co-management of forest habitats with local communities.
	Engaging communities in landscape-level planning and mapping of key biodiversity areas.
	 Facilitating stakeholder consultations and compiling baseline data for terrestrial conservation planning.
	Undertaking field surveys to inform improved management practices for upland forest ecosystems.
	Coordinating site-level biodiversity assessments and conservation prioritization workshops.
	Implementing marine spatial planning and strengthening community-based marine management systems.
	Carrying out participatory assessments and integrating traditional knowledge into MPA planning.
	Conducting preliminary ecological scoping to inform future conservation and management activities.


 
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: 
No changes were made to the geographic scope or project locations during this reporting period. The recruitment of the Executing Support Partner (ESP), BirdLife International, is currently underway and is expected to be finalized in the next reporting period. Once mobilized, the ESP will undertake technical fieldwork and validation exercises that will inform updates to project site boundaries and associated geographic information. These updates, including any adjustments to mapped areas and geospatial data, will be reflected in the FY 2025/26 reporting cycle following completion of the ESP-led assessments and consultations.
 


 	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 
	No changes. Outcome and output targets remain consistent with the approved Project Document.

	Components and cost 
	No changes. No adjustment of more than 10% in GEF grant allocations across project components.

	Institutional and implementation arrangements 
	Yes. A minor amendment was made to the institutional and implementation arrangements of the SAMBIO Project through the recruitment of BirdLife International (BLI) as the Executing Support Partner (ESP). BLI will support the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC) in implementing project activities, in line with the roles and responsibilities outlined in the approved Project Document. This partnership enhances execution capacity and enables more effective delivery of project outputs, particularly in technical implementation and field coordination as MECC had no granting mechanism to flow funds to partner organizations. The amendment does not alter the Executing Agency, which remains MECC, but strengthens the overall institutional framework for project delivery.

	Financial management 
	Yes. A minor amendment was made to the project’s financial management arrangements due to the engagement of BirdLife International (BLI) as the Executing Support Partner (ESP). This required changes to the financial flow structure, including the establishment of two separate grant agreements: one between CI-GEF and MECC, and another between CI-GEF and BLI. As a result, BLI will now submit its own financial reports directly to CI-GEF, in addition to MECC’s financial reporting obligations. These adjustments ensure clarity in fund disbursement, accountability, and alignment with the roles defined under the amended implementation structure.

	Implementation schedule 
	Yes. A minor amendment was made to the project implementation schedule due to delays in the recruitment and onboarding of the Executing Support Partner (ESP), BirdLife International. As a result, field-level implementation and core activities planned for FY 2024–25 were postponed. The project is now expected to commence full implementation in FY 2025–26 following the formal engagement and mobilization of the ESP. The end date of the project is amended from January 2029 to June 2029. This adjustment ensures adequate time for proper coordination, contracting, and alignment of roles between the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC) and BLI to support effective and timely delivery of project outputs.

	Executing Entity 
	No change in Executing Agency. MECC remains the Executing Agency; however, BLI has been formally engaged as the Executing Support Partner.

	Executing Entity Category 
	No change. MECC continues to serve as the government agency responsible for execution.

	Minor project objective change 
	None. No reduction of 10% or more in the objective indicator targets from the approved Project Document

	Safeguards 
	No change in triggered Environmental and Social Safeguard Standards (ESS).

	Risk analysis 
	No new risks have been introduced.

	Increase of GEF project financing up to 5% 
	No request for an increase in GEF funding.

	Co-financing 
	No changes applicable at this stage.

	Location of project activity 
	No changes to project activity locations from those identified in the approved Project Document.

	Other 
	



	MINOR AMENDMENT RESPONSE FROM CI-GEF 

	During project design and early implementation, the Ministry of Environment and Climate Change (MECC), was committed to delivering the SAMBIO Project without an Execution Support Partner (ESP). However, at the Inception Workshop in August 2024, CI-GEF and MECC jointly reassessed the implementation strategy due to ongoing and emerging operational constraints.

Following this consultation, several options were considered, and MECC selected the engagement of an ESP to unlock execution capacity. This led to minor amendments to the project’s institutional, financial, and implementation arrangements.

While CI-GEF agrees this is the most effective path forward, it recognizes that the transition caused futher short-term delays. Nonetheless, this adjustment is expected to significantly enhance delivery and increase long-term project impact.






[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.
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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:
 Number of KBA maps updated and watersheds assessed 
	Target 1.1.1: At least five (5) watersheds assessed, and one (1) KBA map updated
	0 - Watersheds assessed
0 - KBA maps updated
	O
	This output, initially scheduled for completion in Year 1, is now overdue due to delays in the recruitment of the Executing Support Partner (ESP) and procurement of essential resources, which impeded field-level implementation. Despite these challenges, preparatory work has been undertaken, including the consolidation of existing watershed and Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) data from the GEF PAS 4 and Ridge to Reef study. Priority intervention sites is in progress and relevant baseline information has been compiled to guide field assessments. Implementation is now scheduled to commence in Year 2 (FY25/26) following the engagement of the ESP and will be carried out in parallel with Outputs 1.1.2 and 1.1.3 to ensure integrated landscape planning and effective co-management.

	Output Indicator 1.1.2:
Indicator 1.1.2.: Number of co-management models developed or demonstrated 
	Target 1.1.2. At least one co-management model delivered or demonstrated

	0- co-management models developed or demonstrated
	NS
	The development of the co-management model, originally scheduled to begin in Year 1 Q4, did not proceed due to delayed ESP recruitment and field mobilization. However, foundational planning and review of past models under GEF PAS 4 is in progress. The model design will commence in Year 2, informed by Output 1.1.1 assessments and aligned with Output 1.1.3 activities. This phased approach will support the demonstration of an integrated co-management model later in the project lifecycle.

	Output Indicator 1.1.3:
Indicator 1.1.3.: Number of individuals within target communities with improved livelihoods 
	Target 1.1.3: At least 1,000 people individuals directly benefiting from improved livelihoods with 
at least 50% women
	0 Individuals benefitted
	NS
	Livelihood improvement activities have not started due to delayed field implementation. However, groundwork such as the identification of potential interventions and development of gender-inclusive strategies has been initiated. The recruitment of the Executing Support Partner will enable the rollout of activities beginning in Year 2 (FY 25/26). Outputs 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 will provide critical ecological and governance baselines to ensure that livelihood efforts are well-targeted, inclusive, and aligned with biodiversity goals. The project remains committed to achieving the target of 1,000 beneficiaries, with at least 50% women.

	Outcome 1.2
Indicator 1.2.: Number of hectares of forests and freshwater habitats (KBAs and IBAs) under newly designated PA legal status to benefit biodiversity 
Target 1.2: 50,679 ha newly designated

	Output Indicator 1.2.1:
Indicator 1.2.1.: Country area (Fiji) coverage of updated KBA/IBA maps with defined boundaries 
	Target 1.2.1: At least 16%

	0% coverage completed
	O
	This output was not delivered in Year 1 due to delays in ESP recruitment and technical mobilization. However, a national-level review of existing KBA and IBA datasets was conducted, leveraging findings from the GEF PAS 4 project. Key areas for boundary refinement and field validation have been prioritized. The mapping work is now scheduled to commence in Year 2 and will be integrated with Output 1.1.1 activities to ensure consistency in site delineation and support legal designation processes under Outcome 1.2. The target of achieving 16% national coverage remains, with adjusted timelines for implementation.

	Output Indicator 1.2.2:
Indicator 1.2.2a: Percentage of resource owners providing consent for formalization of the PA 
boundaries 

Indicator 1.2.2b: Number of consultations conducted with other relevant stakeholders, including government and private sector 
	Target 1.2.2a: 60% of resources owners provide Free Prior and Informed Consent for establishment of a PA 

Target 1.2.2b: At least two consultations conducted with other relevant stakeholders and support for the PA support secured
	0% FPIC secured

0  Consultations conducted
	NS

	Consultations and FPIC processes not started as schedule in Year 1 due to the late recruitment of the ESP and absence of validated PA boundary maps. However, preparatory work, including the review of land tenure data and past community engagement under GEF PAS 4, has helped identify target sites and stakeholders. Implementation of this output will begin in Year 2, in conjunction with Output 1.2.1 activities, to ensure informed and inclusive PA designation processes. The project remains committed to securing 60% FPIC and conducting at least two stakeholder consultations by Year 3.

	Output Indicator 1.2.3:
Indicator 1.2.3: Coverage in hectares of management plans developed and endorsed by 
government and communities 
	Target 1.2.3: Management plans developed covering at least 52,085 ha in total

	0 ha
	NS ( Timeline :Yr3 - Yr4)
	No management plans have been developed to date, which aligns with the scheduled Year 3–4 timeline for this output. In the interim, groundwork is underway through the review of baseline ecological data, customary tenure, and existing co-management approaches under other outputs. This preparatory work will inform management planning for at least 52,085 ha and ensure alignment with government and community priorities. Full development and endorsement of plans are expected to begin in Year 3, following site validation, stakeholder consultations, and legal designation processes under Outcome 1.2.

	Output Indicator 1.2.4:
Indicator 1.2.4: Coverage of hectares of legally designated PAs in place 
	Target 1.2.4: At least 50,679 ha in total

	0
	NS
	No hectares have been legally designated as PAs to date, which is in line with the project timeline (Years 4–5). However, groundwork is progressing through related outputs, including the identification of priority areas, stakeholder mapping, FPIC planning, and review of KBA/IBA boundaries. Legal review of PA gazettal pathways is also underway to ensure readiness for formal designation. These early actions will enable the achievement of the 50,679 ha target within the expected timeframe, ensuring legal recognition and long-term protection of key biodiversity areas.

	Output Indicator 1.2.5:
Indicator 1.2.5.: Number of individuals within target communities practicing sustainable livelihoods and participating in sustainable supply chains 
	Target 1.2.5: At least 1,000 individuals benefiting from improved livelihoods with at least 50% women

	0 Individuals benefiting
	NS

	Implementation of Output 1.2.5 did not commence as scheduled due to delays in ESP recruitment, government procurement, and prerequisite activities such as FPIC and boundary mapping. No individuals have yet benefited. However, groundwork has been laid through review of past livelihood models and drafting of a gender-responsive TOR. Target communities and value chains have been pre-identified. Implementation will begin in Year 2, with coordinated delivery alongside Outputs 1.1.3 and 1.2.2. Progress will be supported by ESP mobilization, inclusive planning, and improved coordination with stakeholders to meet the target of 1,000 beneficiaries, including at least 50% women, by Year 4.

	Outcome 2.1 
Indicator 2.1.: Number of hectares of offshore MPAs established with Management Plans and Guidelines in place 
Target 2.1.: 10,761,579 ha

	Output Indicator 2.1.1:
Indicator 2.1.1: Coverage of new MPAs, biodiversity assessed and with defined boundaries 

	Target 2.1.1: at least 10,761,579 ha

	0
	IS
	No offshore MPAs were formally designated in Year 1 due to delayed ESP mobilization and procurement issues. However, through CI Fiji’s co-financing under the BHP grant, a fully integrated Marine Spatial Plan (MSP) for the Lau archipelago was finalized. National consultations were completed in three phases across the Lau islands and urban centres, with 97% stakeholder support. Proposed MPA boundaries totaling 10.76 million ha were identified through the SUMA project and embedded in national 30x30 targets. Field implementation and official designation will commence in Year 2, with biodiversity assessments informed by eDNA sampling and MRAPs already conducted.

	Output Indicator 2.1.2:
Indicator 2.1.2.: Number of developed management plans with prioritized actions implemented 
	Target: 2.1.2: At least six

	0
	NS
	While SAMBIO implementation has not begun, CI Fiji’s work in Lau has laid the foundation for management plans. Marine Rapid Biodiversity Assessments (MRAPs), Climate Vulnerability Assessments (CVAs), and consultations in all 13 districts support the development of locally relevant plans. Institutional capacity-building included training 19 community-based environmental reps (Mata ni Yaubula). Management plan development will begin in late Year 2 once ESP is mobilized, informed by CI’s existing data, community consultations, and governance structures.

	Output Indicator 2.1.3:
Indicator 2.1.3.: Coverage of protected areas legally designated with management guidelines established 
	Target 2.1.3: At least 10,761,579 ha

	0
	NS
	Legal designation is planned for Years 3–5 and depends on finalized boundaries and approved plans. CI Fiji’s co-financed Marine Spatial Plan and community consultation outcomes serve as the policy foundation. Development of the Lau Seascape Trust Deed, reviewed by the Ministry of iTaukei Affairs and SG’s Office, along with a proposed Sustainable Financing Framework, are critical enablers for legally gazetting the MPA network. Implementation will begin after ESP mobilization and legal pathway finalization.

	Outcome 2.2: 
Indicator 2.2a.: Coastal and nearshore MPAs with improved management effectiveness (ha) 
Target 2.2a.: 1,579 ha 

Indicator 2.2b.: Number of communities with improved livelihoods 
Target 2.2b.: At least 1,000 people in project sites benefitting from improved livelihoods, including with at least 50% women

	Output Indicator 2.2.1:
Indicator 2.2.1.: Coverage of Biodiversity management strategies developed in partnership with communities 
	Target: Plans and strategies developed covering at least 1,579 ha

	0
	IS
	While SAMBIO field implementation is pending, CI Fiji’s activities in the Lau Seascape have supported strategy design. Baseline ecological, social, and land use data across all 13 districts, plus extensive CVAs involving 1,112 households, provide community-informed priorities. Indigenous knowledge integration and co-management models from GEF PAS 4 are being reviewed. Strategies will be co-developed with communities starting in early Year 2, building on CI's completed groundwork.

	Output Indicator 2.2.2:
Indicator 2.2.2.: Coverage of plans and strategies implemented in partnership with local communities 
	Target: Plans and strategies implemented covering at least 1,579 ha

	0
	IS
	Implementation is scheduled for Years 2–5. Although SAMBIO-led delivery has not begun, CI’s work already supports this output through site-level planning, land-use mapping, and training in coral restoration, agroforestry, and environmental compliance. Plans will begin rolling out in mid-Year 2 in coordination with the ESP, leveraging CI’s community readiness and consultation results.

	Output Indicator 2.2.3:
Indicator 2.2.3.: Number of individuals within target communities benefitting from improved value chains for sustainably developed products 
	Target 2.2.3: 1,000 beneficiaries from target communities with at least 50% women

	0
	IS
	No direct beneficiaries have been recorded under SAMBIO, but significant progress has been made by CI Fiji in enabling sustainable livelihoods. Baseline socioeconomic and business surveys have been completed in 12 districts. Draft guidelines for marine-based tourism and a livelihoods strategy are underway. Women’s empowerment was promoted through two commodity expos and field learning exchanges, supporting value-added processing. These early activities will inform SAMBIO-supported value chain pilots from Year 2 onward.

	Outcome 2.3: 
Indicator 2.3: Number of hectares of Marine habitats outside MPAs delineated and under improved management (ha) 
Target: 22,700,000 ha under improved management

	Output Indicator 2.3.1:
Indicator 2.3.1: Area coverage of marine habitat outside of MPAs included in the Lau Seascape marine zonation plan 
	Target: At least 22,700,000 ha
	0
	IS
	Work on delineating and managing marine habitats outside MPAs has not commenced as scheduled due to delays in project mobilization and ESP recruitment. However, foundational planning was undertaken through CI Fiji's BHP co-financing, which developed a comprehensive Marine Spatial Plan (MSP) for the Lau Seascape. National consultations were conducted in three phases—Northern Lau, Southern Lau, and urban diaspora—to support inclusive zonation. This zonation was based on eDNA results (2,231 species identified), MRAP data, and three-phase stakeholder consultations. While formal delineation is pending, the groundwork has positioned the project to meet its 22.7 million ha target. Implementation will begin in Year 2, with zonation plans validated and integrated into national marine planning processes.

	Output Indicator 2.3.2
Indicator 2.3.2: Area coverage of marine habitat outside of MPAs included in the Lau Seascape management plan 
	Target: At least 22,700,000 ha in sustainable management and protection of the ocean

	0
	IS
	No marine habitat areas outside MPAs have been formally included in the Lau Seascape Management Plan to date, as implementation is scheduled for Year 2–4. However, foundational work has been completed under CI Fiji’s BHP co-financing, including the development of a Marine Spatial Plan and zonation framework for the Lau Seascape. Consultations were conducted across all 13 districts, and the Lau Seascape Trust has yet to be endorsed. Management plan drafting will commence in Year 2, incorporating these zones to ensure integrated, community-supported governance across 22.7 million ha of marine areas outside existing MPAs.

	Output Indicator 2.3.3
Indicator 2.3.3: Number of pilots with surveillance strategies established 
	Target: At least one pilot with surveillance strategies

	0
	NS
	The surveillance pilot has not started, as implementation is scheduled for Years 4–5. The NS rating reflects that the activity is not yet due. It is dependent on earlier outputs such as marine zonation and management plans. Preliminary groundwork  has begun with CI Fiji through development of the Coastal Fisheries Improvement Program (CFIP) in six sites, and the contracting of a consultant to build a digital, AI-integrated Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE) system. These activities set the stage for future community-based surveillance pilots under SAMBIO, with design work to begin in Year 3. with implementation in Years 4–5. To improve readiness, the project will engage communities early, mobilize the ESP, and coordinate with key partners to co-design practical, community-led surveillance strategies integrated into broader marine management efforts.

	Outcome 3.1.: 
Indicator: 3.1: Number of hectares of marine and terrestrial areas that benefit from a sustainable financing framework 
Target 3.1: 41,100,300 has of marine area, 305,100ha of land area (including 50,679 ha of forest from output 3.1.2)

	Output Indicator 3.1.1:
Indicator 3.1.1: Number of sustainable financing frameworks developed and endorsed with inclusive programs and strategies to support formalization of Fiji’s PA and MPA network 
	Target 3.1.1: At least 1 Sustainable financing framework is developed and endorsed with inclusive programs and strategies to support formalization of Fiji’s PA and MPA network

	0
	IS
	This output is rated IS (Implementation on Schedule) as foundational work is within the planned timeline (Years 2–4). Although the national sustainable financing framework has not yet been finalized, CI Fiji’s PA Costing Report and Lau Seascape Sustainable Financing Framework (BHP co-financing) provide critical inputs, including cost modeling, investment mechanisms, and inclusive strategies. The SAMBIO PMU has reviewed these documents to guide framework development. Stakeholder consultations and technical groundwork conducted by CI will inform the national framework, which is scheduled for development beginning in Year 2. The indicator remains at 0 as no framework is formally endorsed yet.

	Output Indicator 3.1.2:
Indicator 3.1.2: Area coverage of terrestrial protected areas encompassed in the sustainable financing plans 
	Target 3.1.2: At least 50,679 ha of forest

	0
	NS
	This output is scheduled for Years 4–5, and no terrestrial areas have yet been included in a sustainable financing plan. The rating is NS, as implementation is not yet due. However, early work through CI Fiji’s PA Costing Report has mapped the financial needs for existing and proposed terrestrial PAs, including the 50,679 ha forest target. This information will inform the broader national sustainable financing framework (Output 3.1.1), which will later incorporate these terrestrial areas. Implementation will begin in Year 4, once financing strategies are endorsed and aligned with national PA legal and policy frameworks.

	Outcome 3.2: 
Indicator 3.2a: Number of keystone species for which plans and protocols are developed in alignment with global standards with climate change mainstreamed and key actions implemented 
Target: At least 10 species for which plans and protocols are developed or updated with climate change mainstreamed and key actions implemented

	Output Indicator 3.2.1:
Indicator 3.2.1.: Number of species included in relevant management, recovery and monitoring plans and protocols 
	Target: At least 10 species
	0
	NS
	As of Year 1, no species have been included in recovery or monitoring plans, hence the NS rating. Delays in ESP recruitment and technical mobilization prevented the start of ecological assessments and species planning. Implementation is planned for Year 2, in coordination with habitat planning and co-management activities. The species plans will align with global standards and incorporate climate change considerations to guide long-term monitoring and recovery actions for at least 10 priority species across marine and terrestrial ecosystems.

	Output Indicator 3.2.2
Indicator 3.2.2.: Number of integrated regulatory frameworks with full coverage of PA and MPA established 
	Target: 3.2.2: At least one

	0
	NS
	The NS rating reflects that the activity is not yet due, with implementation scheduled for Years 3–5. Progress is dependent on earlier outputs, including legal reviews, mapping, and stakeholder consultations. Delays in ESP mobilization contributed to slower momentum in Year 1. To manage this, the SAMBIO PMU is aligning work with GEF PAS 4 findings and preparing a phased validation process involving technical bodies and PAC. Early stakeholder engagement and legal team coordination in Year 2 will help accelerate development and endorsement of a national integrated PA and MPA regulatory framework in Year 3.

	Outcome 3.3: 
Indicator 3.3a: Number of PA and MPA data management and tracking system established
Targets 3.3a: At least one system established for PA and MPA data management and tracking 

Indicator 3.3b: Number of capacity building programs implemented at the national level with government agencies 
Target 3.3b: At least two programs developed and implemented 

Indicator 3.3c: Number of relevant government agency staff trained 
Target 3.3c: At least 400 government agency staff trained including at least 50% women 

Indicator 3.3d: Number of Yaubula Management Support Team (YMST) and other relevant stakeholder representatives with increased capacity, including women and youth 
Target 3.3d: At least 600 YMST, and all relevant stakeholders with increased capacity, including at least 50% women and 25% youth representatives

	Output Indicator 3.3.1:
Indicator 3.3.1: Number of data management systems delivered 
	Target 3.3.1: At least one data management system delivered

	0
	NS
	The data management system hasn’t started yet as it is planned for Years 3–5, so the rating is NS (Not Started on Schedule). Delays in hiring the ESP and technical staff like the GIS Officer contributed to the delay. The PMU is now reviewing existing systems within the ministry and other government and non-government agencies and working to define what is needed. To manage this, early planning with government ITC and GIS teams will begin. Implementation is expected to start in Year 3, focusing on building a system that fits national needs and links with existing data platforms.

	Output Indicator 3.3.2:
Indicator 3.3.2: Number of tracking systems established 
	Target 3.3.2: At least one tracking system established

	0
	NS
	The tracking system has not started yet as it is planned for Years 4–5, so the rating is NS. Nothing has been established yet, but planning will begin in Year 3. Progress depends on completing the data management system (Output 3.3.1) first. The tracking system will be used to monitor progress on PA and MPA targets, management effectiveness, and funding flows. To prepare, the PMU will work with government agencies and partners to agree on what to track and how. Implementation will start in Year 4, once the needed systems is in place.

	Output Indicator 3.3.3:
Indicator 3.3.3: Number of relevant government agency personnel trained to support 
biodiversity relevant activities implementation and reporting 
	Target 3.3.3: At least 400 government agency staff trained (aiming at 50% women if possible) and having capacity to support implementation of reporting, with at least 50% women
	0
	NS
	The rating is NS, as training is scheduled for Years 4–5 and has not started yet. No government staff have been trained so far. This is due to delays in mobilizing the ESP and technical support teams. Training depends on the development of data systems and tracking tools, which are also pending. To manage this, training needs will be assessed in Year 3. Planning will focus on gender balance and alignment with biodiversity and reporting requirements. Implementation is expected to start in Year 4, targeting at least 400 government staff, including 50% women, across relevant agencies.

	Output Indicator 3.3.4:
Indicator 3.3.4: Number of Yaubula Management Support Team (YMST) and other relevant stakeholder representatives with increased capacity, including women and youth 
	Target 3.3.4: At least 600 YMST, and all relevant stakeholders with increased capacity, including at least 50% women and 25% youth representatives

	Capacity building activities initiated in Lau Seascape
	IS
	This output is rated IS (Implementation on Schedule) as substantial capacity-building has already occurred through CI Fiji’s BHP co-financed work in the Lau Seascape. Stakeholders, including YMSTs, women, and youth, have participated in ecosystem-based management training, legal and technical workshops, and conservation strategy forums. Activities include the Lau iYaubula Day, Talanoa ni Yaubula Symposium, and youth exchanges. Knowledge products like the iYaubula Toolkit and coral restoration guidelines have been widely disseminated. SAMBIO will build on this progress, with a formal training strategy in Year 3 and full implementation starting Year 4, ensuring inclusive national capacity development.

	Outcome 4.1: 
Indicator 4.1: % of required reports and evaluations completed 
Target 4.1: 100% of required reports and evaluation reports completed


	Output Indicator 4.1.1:
Indicator 4.1.1.: Number of monitoring and evaluation programs developed and implemented 
	Target: 4.1.1: At least one monitoring and evaluation programs developed and implemented

	1
	IS
	This output is rated IS (Implementation on Schedule). While the full M&E program is not yet implemented, a draft M&E framework has been developed by the SAMBIO PMU based on CI-GEF templates and is under internal review. Reporting processes have been initiated, including the FY25 PIR. Data and indicator tracking systems are being scoped, and linkages to Output 3.3.1 (data system) are planned. Implementation of the full M&E program will scale up in Year 2, with support from the ESP and national stakeholders, ensuring robust reporting, evaluation, and learning across project outcomes from Year 2 onward.

	Output Indicator 4.1.2:
Indicator 4.1.2: % of required reports and evaluations completed 
	Target: 100% of required reports and evaluations completed

	5%
	IS
	This output is rated IS (Implementation on Schedule). While final evaluations are due by Q3 Year 5, the SAMBIO PMU has already submitted key reporting deliverables, including the FY25 Project Implementation Report (PIR) and quarterly technical and financial reports. A draft M&E framework and reporting calendar are in place, aligned with CI-GEF and government requirements. Though mid-term and terminal evaluations are not yet due, preparations such as indicator tracking and baseline data consolidation are underway. The project is on track to meet the target of 100% completion of required reports and evaluations by the end of Year 5.
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