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Executive summary  
1.1 Project description 
The Palau National Marine Sanctuary (PNMS) stands as one of the world’s boldest ocean conservation efforts. 

Established in 2015, it spans 500,000 square kilometers—80% of Palau’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ)—as a 

strict no-take zone, prohibiting all fishing and resource extraction. A global model for marine protection, PNMS 

advances SDG 14 by safeguarding biodiversity, strengthening ecosystem resilience, and supporting sustainable 

fisheries. Crucially, the remaining 20% of the EEZ is reserved for traditional and domestic fishing, ensuring food 

security and economic benefits for Palauans while preserving the delicate balance between conservation and 

community livelihoods. This report presents the findings from the terminal evaluation (TE) of the Strengthening 

the PNMS for the Conservation and Management of Global Marine Biodiversity and Sustainable Fisheries Project, 

hereafter referred to as "the project." It offers a concise overview of the key findings, conclusions, 

recommendations, and lessons learned over the project's four-year journey, starting from 10 June 2021 (See 

Table 1).  
Table 1: Project information 

Project Details     Project Milestones    Dates 

Project: Strengthening the PNMS for the Conservation and Management of Global Marine Biodiversity and Sustainable 

Fisheries 

UNDP Project ID (PIMS #):   PIMS 6418 CEO Approval date  18 Mar 2021 

GEF Project ID:   10611 PD Signature Date:   10 Jun 2021  

UNDP Quantum Business 

Unit, Award ID, Project ID:   

BU: UNDP-FJI; Project ID: 00115622; 
Award ID: 00115622.1 

First disbursement date in Atlas 26 Aug 2021 

Country/Countries:   Republic of Palau Inception w/s date   10 Jun 2021 

Region:   Asia-Pacific  MTR clearance slip date:  23 Aug 2024 

Focal Area:  Biodiversity  TE completion date:  10 Jan, 2025 

Operational closure date: 10 Jun 2025 

GEF Operational  

Program or Strategic  

Priorities/Objectives  

BD 1-1: Mainstream biodiversity across sectors as well as landscapes and seascapes through 

biodiversity mainstreaming in priority sectors 
BD 2-7: Address direct drivers to protect habitats and species and Improve financial sustainability, 
effective management, and ecosystem coverage of the global protected area estate 

Trust Fund:  GEF Trust Fund 

IP (GEF Executing Entity):  Palau International Coral Reef Centre (PICRC) 

NGOs/CBOs involvement:  n/a  

Private sector involvement:  n/a  
 

Financial Information    

PDF/PPG  At approval (US$)  At PPG/PDF completion (US$)  

GEF PDF/PPG grants for project preparation  0.00 0.00 

Co-financing for project preparation  0.00 0.00 

Project  At CEO Endorsement  At TE (as of Jan/Feb 2025) 

[1] GEF  1,826,484 1,545,325.85 

[2] Government and other agencies:  17,250,000 6,661,000 

[3] UNDP Contribution 0.00  0.00 

[4] Private Sector:  0.00 0.00 

[5] NGOs:  0.00 0.00 

Total co-financing [1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + 5]:  19,076,484 8,206,325.85 
*This US$17,250,000 includes IA/EA US$ 2,000,000, Government US$ 10,150,000, and other US$ 5,100,000. (Source: Project’s data 2025) 
 

a. Brief overview of the purpose and objective of the evaluation: The objective of the project was to 

strengthen the institutional and governance structure and implement a strategic plan for the sustainable 

management of the PNMS and DFZ and provide a healthy and productive ecosystem for the benefit of all people 

of Palau. Its five outcome included (1.1) PNMS Institutional, Management and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under Implementation through enhanced national, regional and global support; 

(1.2) PNMS Institutional, Management and Regulatory Framework and mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced national, regional and global support national, regional level as well as NGOs); 

(2.1) All regulations and laws pertaining to PNMS and DFZ enforced effectively and sustainably In further close 

collaboration with Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC), Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) 

and Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA); (3.1) Long-term mechanisms to support financial sustainability and 

security PNMS and its associated administrative and management arrangements are negotiated and identified; 

(4.1) Strong stakeholder support for the PNMS and DFZ and associated benefits and fees at the broad 

stakeholder level including the state, national, and international; and (4.1) Effective Project Management, 

Monitoring and Evaluation.  UNDP served as the GEF agency, while the PICRC acted as the project’s executing 

entity (EE), and Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries, and the Environment (MAFE) as UNDP’s implementing partner 
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(IP). This medium-sized project received financial support from the Global Environment Facility (GEF) Trust 

Fund and the Government of Palau. The TE set out to assess how well the project met its original objectives, 

capture valuable lessons for ensuring sustainability, and inform future UNDP programming. It also fostered 

accountability and transparency by evaluating the project’s overall outcomes using the OECD-DAC evaluation 

criteria. 

 

b. Summary of the scope of the evaluation: The evaluation assessed the project's goals of strengthening 

institutional and governance structures, implementing a strategic plan for the sustainable management of the 

PNMS and the DFZ, and ensuring that all the people of Palau benefit from a healthy, productive ecosystem. The 

project was implemented from June 10, 2021, to June 10, 2025.  The GEF CEO granted approval on March 18, 

2021. This TE covered project activities from the project’s inception through the end of February 2025. A 10-

day field mission was conducted from January 30, 2025, to February 8, 2025, and engaged a broad range of key 

stakeholders, including government ministries, the private sector, academia/think tanks, NGOs, and Civil Society 

Organization (CSOs), all of which play crucial roles in policy advocacy, capacity-building, project design, and 

knowledge management. The TE assessed project performance against the expectations set out in the 

logical/results framework, using the criteria outlined in “Guidance for TEs of UNDP-supported GEF-Financed 

Projects.” Specifically, the TE evaluated (i) project design/formulation, (ii) project implementation, and (iii) project 

results, and includes (a) main findings, (b) conclusions, (c) recommendations, and (d) lessons learned.  

 

c. Main areas of inquiry of the evaluation: The evaluation assessed all four project components: (i) institutional 

and governance realignment for effective monitoring and adaptive management within the PNMS, (ii) enhanced 

monitoring, control and surveillance of activities within the established PNMS boundaries, (iii) ecosystem 

assessment and financial planning for a long-term sustainability strategy for the PNMS, and (iv) knowledge 

management, monitoring and evaluation. To assess the project's components and outcomes, a total of seventeen 

indicators, five at the goal/objective level, and twelve at the outcome level, were assessed. 
 

d. Methodology and methods of data collection: The evaluation followed the Guidance for Conducting 

Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-supported, GEF-financed Projects (2020) and adopted a comprehensive approach 

to assessing the project’s outputs and outcomes. This included analysis of project’s reports, the project’s 

management information system and its monitoring of data. Gender-disaggregated data from capacity-building 

events provided insights into participation and inclusivity. Data collection methods included an in-depth review 

of documents and analysis of project monitoring data. During the field mission (January 30, 2025, to February 8, 

2025), a variety of evaluation methods were employed, such as key informant interviews (KIIs), focus group 

discussions, direct observation, the most-significant-change technique, and the gender results effectiveness scale. 

A stratified sampling approach was especially useful for capturing diverse perspectives, particularly from the small 

and varied categories of respondents. Gender equality and women’s empowerment were prioritized throughout, 

with 34 KIIs, including 16 (47.05%) with women, featuring gender equality and empowerment of women 

(GEEW)-focused questions for detail assessment. A total of 27 documents were reviewed, and gender-

disaggregated tools were applied to ensure that gender equality disability and social inclusion (GEDSI) were 

embedded in the evaluation. Qualitative data were analyzed using content analysis, and triangulation reinforced 

the reliability and validity of these and other findings. Ethical standards were strictly upheld, and the evaluation 

provided evidence-based insights. 
 

1.2 Summary key findings  
Project design: The project was well-aligned with Palau’s national priorities, drawing strong policy support from 

the Palau National Marine Sanctuary Act (2015), and the Palau Responsible Tourism Policy Framework (2021–

2026). Despite its well-structured design, intermittent travel bans over 16 months due to COVID-19 partially 

impacted implementation. The Theory of Change was clear, robust, and adaptable, effectively addressing key 

barriers while mitigating risks related to governance, financial sustainability, and regulatory enforcement. The 

project’s design integrated past lessons, thorough stakeholder mapping, and strong partnerships with other 

conservation initiatives, enhancing synergies and impact. In addition, it effectively incorporated gender 

considerations in alignment with national gender policies, with opportunities to further enhance gender 

integration within project management. The project design also effectively achieved its objectives and results, as 

outlined in the TE. It played a key role in delivering the expected outcomes, particularly in managing the vast 

marine area in the Pacific. By aligning the approach with the unique challenges of such a large-scale environment, 

the design ensured its interventions would be relevant and impactful enough to meet the project’s goals. 

 

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system: The project’s M&E system was structured, results-driven, and 

ensured accountability. It leveraged robust tools like the GEF-7 Biodiversity Protected Areas Tracking Tool for 

effective progress tracking while refining target-setting for greater consistency. With $147,000 allocated, 
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expenditure was well-monitored, allowing timely adjustments to stay on track. Participatory M&E and 

coordination meetings enhanced accountability, though gaps in GEDSI-disaggregated data collection highlighted 

the need for better M&E training for PMU staff. The project’s M&E system helped the project achieve its 

objectives, end-of-project targets (results), and financial progress. Measuring progress proved challenging as 

some indicators were subjective, but these measurements provided valuable insights into areas needing 

refinement and improvement. Despite delays and external challenges, and refinement of some subjective 

indicators, the project effectively tracked indicators, managed environmental and social risks, and maintained the 

integrity of its Theory of Change. 

 

Relevance: The project demonstrated strong relevance by aligning with national, regional, and global priorities 

to strengthen marine conservation within the PNMS. The PNMS spans around 500,000 square kilometers of 

ocean, or about 0.14% of global MPAs. While this may seem to be a modest proportion, the PNMS is one of the 

largest MPAs globally and plays a vital role in marine conservation, thereby contributing to the ambitious goal of 

protecting 30% of the world's oceans by 2030. Nationally, it advanced Palau’s National Development Strategy 

(2009) and Marine Sanctuary Act (2015) through regulatory reforms, sustainable financing, and capacity-building, 

reinforcing Palau’s leadership in global ocean governance. It integrated conservation into resource management 

and ecotourism while addressing disparities in Marine Protected Area (MPA) effectiveness, as highlighted in the 

National Environmental Management Strategy (2022–2030). Regionally, the project honored commitments under 

the Boe Declaration (2018) and Climate Emergency Declaration (2022), while globally contributing to Aichi 

Target 11 (2010), the Antigua and Barbuda Agenda (2024), the 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy (2022), GEF Biodiversity 

Priorities (2022), and SDG 14. By aligning with GEF’s strategic priorities, the IMPAC5 Declaration (2023), and 

the Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF, 2022), the project addressed critical environmental challenges like 

biodiversity loss and climate change. With MPAs covering only 7.65% of the ocean by 2023—far from the 30% 

target by 2030—it played a critical role in expanding protection, strengthening policy integration, and shaping 

sustainable ocean governance for long-term resilience. To conclude, the project’s strong alignment with national, 

regional, and global frameworks reinforced Palau’s leadership in marine conservation, ensuring policy integration, 

sustainable financing, and capacity-building while contributing to global biodiversity targets and long-term ocean 

resilience. 

 

Coherence: The project demonstrated strong coherence by aligning seamlessly with key UN frameworks, 

including UNDP’s Multi Country Programme Document (MCPD) for the Pacific (2018-2022), Strategic Plan 

(2022-2025), the UN Pacific Strategy (2018-2022), and UNSDCF (2023-2027), ensuring a unified focus on 

sustainable development and climate resilience. Recognized by 96% of key informants, it fostered internal synergy 

through integration with UNDP’s MCPD and complementary biodiversity initiatives, while technical backstopping 

from ministries and the UNDP Fiji Multi Country Office (MCO) enhanced governance and resilience. Guided by 

UNDP Fiji MCO, the GEF-funded Integrating Biodiversity Safeguards and Conservation into Development 

Project (July 16, 2018 – July 16, 2024) advanced biodiversity conservation, with MAFE as the implementing 

partner, ensuring strong internal coherence. Externally, it amplified its impact through strategic collaborations 

with marine conservation leaders, aligning with the Antigua and Barbuda Agenda (2024), IMPAC5 Declaration 

(2023), GBF (2022), and the 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy (2022). Partnerships with institutions like the National 

Marine Sanctuary of American Samoa and the Ocean Exploration Trust expanded its global influence while 

knowledge-sharing strengthened regional biodiversity goals—validated by 94% of key informants. By integrating 

climate adaptation with biodiversity protection, the project set a benchmark for marine conservation governance 

in the Pacific. To conclude, the project demonstrated strong coherence by aligning with key UN frameworks, 

fostering strategic partnerships, and advancing regional and global biodiversity goals, ultimately setting a 

benchmark for marine conservation governance in the Pacific. 

 

Effectiveness: Before the project, the PNMS faced major challenges in day-to-day management and struggled to 

make adaptive responses to ecosystem changes and financial instability, struggles which jeopardized its 

sustainability. The loss of coastal goods vital for tourism increased reliance on alternative revenue sources, while 

rising pressure on fishers and escalating illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing practices threatened 

marine resources. The project addressed these issues by implementing four key components and achieving six 

outcomes to strengthen the PNMS's resilience. The project’s effectiveness stemmed from strategic frameworks, 

adaptive management, and collaboration, ensuring lasting impact despite policy shifts and external challenges. By 

aligning with the PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2024–2034) and Strategic Plan (2025–2030), it 

established a strong foundation for sustainable marine conservation, though resource mobilization remained a 

gap. Strengthening institutional and regulatory frameworks through national and international partnerships 

secured long-term policy enforcement and governance improvements. About 94% of key informants credited 

adaptive management and stakeholder engagement for sustaining biodiversity governance amid policy shifts and 

pandemic disruptions. Despite legal delays and jurisdictional uncertainties, risk mitigation strategies and gender-
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responsive approaches ensured stakeholder coordination and regulatory progress. Knowledge exchange with 

the National Marine Sanctuary of American Samoa and the Ocean Exploration Trust facilitated best practice 

adoption, while local partnerships, including the PNMS Advisory Committee and Palau Conservation 

Consortium, reinforced success. Collaboration with the GEF-8 project further amplified environmental and 

socio-economic benefits. Global frameworks like the GBF (2022) and 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy (2022) assisted 

to strengthen the project’s core objectives, integrating conservation into regional development and unlocking 

resources to scale impact. To conclude, the project effectively strengthened marine conservation governance 

through strategic frameworks, adaptive management, and multi-level collaboration, ensuring long-term impact 

despite policy shifts and external challenges. 

 

Efficiency: The project's total financial delivery stands at 86.17%. Expenditure on outcomes 1, 2, 3, and 4 was 

93.15%, 79.77%, 22.01%, and 145.41%, respectively, indicating varied progress across components. Overall, while 

significant strides were made, targeted efforts are needed to address underperforming areas. It achieved strong 

cost efficiency and financial sustainability by strategically allocating resources, leveraging partnerships, and 

minimizing overhead costs. Despite challenges like the COVID-19 pandemic and policy uncertainties, it 

maintained an impressive 86.17% expenditure rate by January 2025 and remained on track to fully utilize its 

budget. Transparent financial management, risk mitigation, and stakeholder confidence were key successes, while 

collaborations with the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) optimized costs through shared surveillance equipment. 

Efficiency was further reinforced by low per-unit costs for capacity-building and staffing support from PICRC 

(the Implementing Partner-IP), MAFE, and MoJ. Adaptive management ensured timely decision-making, though 

delays in fund disbursement posed some challenges. By aligning with similar initiatives, the project maximized 

impact with limited resources. Despite the Mid-term Review (MTR) recommending a no-cost extension, PICRC 

accelerated activities within the original timeline, demonstrating agility and commitment. Global frameworks like 

the GBF (2022) and 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy (2022) could facilitate financial sustainability, unlocking resources 

to scale impact and support long-term conservation.  

 

Sustainability: The project’s sustainability was secured through strategic frameworks, strong financial 

mechanisms, and key international partnerships. The Palau government ensured the long-term viability of the 

PNMS by leveraging the Palau Pristine Environment Fund, legal commitments, and diversified donor partnerships. 

Agreements with the WCPFC and PNA, along with local tax revenues, further reinforced financial stability. 

While delays affected the 10-Year Sustainable Funding Roadmap and Palau’s goods and service tax (GST) 

implementation complicated PNMS financing, the project navigated these challenges through collaboration and 

adaptive management. Environmental sustainability was upheld through strict ocean pollution policies, waste 

management strategies, and law enforcement, while global frameworks like the Antigua and Barbuda Agenda 

(2024) and the Kunming-Montreal GBF, 2022 (30 by 30 target) facilitated to attract critical investments. Socio-

economic sustainability was advanced through ecotourism and sustainable fisheries, though policy shifts raised 

concerns over fisheries and livelihoods. The 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy (2022) and Boe Declaration (2018) 

supported to play crucial roles in strengthening governance and ensuring long-term marine resource 

management. To conclude, the project successfully ensured long-term sustainability through strategic 

frameworks, robust financial mechanisms, and international collaborations, overcoming political and legal 

challenges while reinforcing marine conservation, environmental protection, and socio-economic resilience. 

 

Impact: The project delivered lasting impacts on marine conservation by reducing environmental stress through 

cutting-edge research, community engagement, and advanced monitoring. It successfully integrated biodiversity 

into national policies, reinforcing Palau’s leadership in global ocean governance. By supporting the Strategic 

Action Plan (SAP) for the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Convention (WCPFC), it bolstered tuna 

sovereignty, strengthened ecosystem-based fisheries management, and enhanced surveillance against illegal 

fishing. Policy integration and capacity-building efforts, recognized by 85% of key informants, increased resilience, 

while 82% highlighted stakeholder empowerment as key to sustaining biodiversity solutions. Alignment with the 

PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2024–2034) secured long-term ecological monitoring and resource 

management. The project also merged scientific advancements with traditional ecological knowledge, 

strengthening marine biodiversity protection, ecotourism, and economic resilience. Institutional capacity-building 

and regional cooperation further amplified its impact. Global frameworks like the GBF (2022) and IMPAC5 

Declaration (2023) facilitated to expand marine protected areas (MPAs), improve ocean health, and unlock 

socio-economic benefits. By integrating marine conservation, sustainable fisheries, and climate resilience, the 

project reinforced biodiversity preservation and environmental stewardship as pillars of Palau’s sustainable 

development. To conclude, the project delivered lasting marine conservation impacts by integrating cutting-edge 

science, policy reforms, and stakeholder empowerment, strengthening Palau’s leadership in global ocean 

governance while advancing ecosystem-based fisheries management, biodiversity protection, and sustainable 

resource use. 
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Cross-cutting: The project made significant progress in integrating gender considerations and enhancing women's 

roles in environmental governance and fisheries management, despite persistent barriers. Women played a key 

role in organizations like the Palau Tourism Board, while tourism, contributing 40% to gross domestic products 

(GDP), supported poverty reduction. It also helped reduce poverty and, according to 82% of informants, 

improved resilience by revitalizing coastal fisheries, promoting eco-tourism, and supporting sustainable 

aquaculture. Capacity-building efforts strengthened local expertise in marine conservation, enforcement, 

fisheries management, and biodiversity protection, although financial resources and data alone are insufficient. 

Continued support from MAFE and MoJ is crucial for fully realizing these improvements. The project aligned 

with global protocols that integrate gender, disability, and climate resilience fostering inclusive, community-led 

climate adaptation. It supported the some of the provisions of Boe Declaration (2018) on climate change and 

security, advancing gender-responsive governance and environmental resilience, while empowering local 

institutions for long-term marine resource management. To conclude, the project successfully advanced gender-

inclusive environmental governance, strengthened local resilience, and empowered women in marine 

conservation, while fostering sustainable livelihoods and climate adaptation despite ongoing challenges. 

 

Gender equality and women’s empowerment: The project effectively embedded gender considerations into its 

design, guided by a comprehensive gender assessment and a Gender Action Plan (GAP) that prioritized equitable 

participation. An impressive 88% of key informants acknowledged the GAP’s context-specific gender analysis, 

while 91% confirmed alignment with national policies like the Palau National Gender Policy (2014) and the 

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (2015-2025). However, gender integration within the Project 

Management Unit (PMU) could be further strengthened through regular orientations and discussions on GEDSI, 

ensuring sustained inclusiveness and equitable project benefits. 

 

Key success factors: Key success factors included a strong alignment with national biodiversity goals, unwavering 

support from UNDP Fiji MCO and partners, and strategic 

decision-making. Effective planning, capacity-building, and 

resource optimization drove timely, cost-efficient outcomes 

while advancing national program objectives, SDGs, and 

development priorities. The project’s ability to navigate 

socio-political, environmental, legislative, and technological 

complexities was pivotal. A proactive approach to risk 

management and mitigation ensured seamless execution, 

while a steadfast commitment to gender equality and human 

rights amplified long-term, sustainable benefits—cementing 

the project’s transformative impact. 

 

Key challenges: Key challenges included frequent policy 

changes, which hindered the achievement of certain 

outcomes. The absence of robust data further compounded 

these challenges, limiting effective decision-making and 

tracking progress. The political dynamics surrounding the 

national election in November 2024 added a layer of 

uncertainty, while the impacts of COVID-19 disrupted 

operations. Furthermore, frequent disaster events created 

additional obstacles, affecting project  

 

Based on the overall analysis, the evaluation rating is determined to be "Moderately satisfactory” (See Table 2). 
 

1.3 Conclusions 
Conclusion 1 (Relevance): The project tackled legal challenges, strengthened regulations, and seamlessly 

integrated marine conservation with sustainable resource management, thereby enhancing economic resilience, 

protecting global biodiversity, and solidifying Palau’s leadership in ocean governance. However, stakeholders 

struggled to enforce marine protection regulations and sustain a thriving blue economy as limited resources and 

capacity hampered the effective implementation of the PNMS. The EE, IP and UNDP faced challenges in securing 

long-term funding and translating national, regional, and global policies into tangible benefits for local communities 

and marine ecosystems. Strategically mobilizing stakeholders could boost enforcement efforts, sustain the blue 

economy, and align conservation initiatives with sustainable funding (Based on findings numbers 19 and 20). 

 

Table 2: Evaluation rating 
Component Rating 

M&E design at entry  Satisfactory 

M&E plan implementation  Moderately satisfactory 

Overall quality of M&E  Moderately satisfactory 

Quality of UNDP 
Implementation/Oversight  

Satisfactory 

Quality of IP Execution  Satisfactory 

Overall quality of 

Implementation/Execution  

Satisfactory 

Relevance   Satisfactory 

Effectiveness  Moderately satisfactory 

Efficiency  Moderately satisfactory 

Overall Outcome Rating  Moderately satisfactory 

Financial  Moderately likely 

Socio-political  Moderately likely 

Institutional framework 
and governance  

Moderately likely 

Environmental  Likely 

Overall likelihood of 
sustainability  

Moderately likely 

Overall rating  Moderately satisfactory 
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Conclusion 2 (Coherence): The project enhanced coherence by aligning with UNDP’s multi-country program 

and project, building strategic partnerships, and integrating climate adaptation and biodiversity protection, 

ensuring strong governance, and promoting community resilience and long-term sustainability. However, 

frequent policy changes made it challenging to maintain effective coordination and governance, affecting the 

continuity of technical support and implementation. The EE, IP and UNDP faced difficulties securing long-term 

sustainability and maximizing the project's regional and global impact, as external partnerships required ongoing 

engagement and resource commitments. To strengthen coordination, ensure sustainability, and boost impact, 

the project could focus on mobilizing partnerships, securing resource commitments, and embracing adaptive 

management to promote continuous learning and flexibility (Based on findings numbers 21 and 22). 

 

Conclusion 3 (Effectiveness): The project advanced Palau’s environmental and biodiversity goals; aligned with 

national priorities, SDGs, and UNDP’s objectives; and strengthened institutional frameworks and securing vital 

support. However, stakeholders faced financial instability and rising pressures on fishers, both conditions 

impacting marine resources and the long-term sustainability of the PNMS. The EE, IP and UNDP struggled to 

secure the necessary resources to fully implement strategic plans and ensure knowledge management was 

effective enough to support adaptive ecosystem management. Overcoming these challenges to ensure the 

successful execution of strategic plans will entail fostering collaboration with key agencies, securing resources 

through strengthened partnerships, and forming an inclusive project board for program oversight. In addition, 

organizing strategic meetings, conducting joint research, and promoting capacity-building initiatives could further 

strengthen adaptive management (Based on findings numbers 23 and 24). 

 

Conclusion 4 (Efficiency): The project achieved an impressive 86.1% expenditure rate by January 2025 through 

efficient financial management and strategic collaborations. However, the PICRC faced delays in accessing timely 

funds, impacting the execution of key activities. The IP and UNDP struggled to balance financial efficiency with 

equitable progress across all components, as some outcomes were under-expenditure while others exceeded 

their budget. To overcome these challenges, the project could streamline fund flows and ensure timely financial 

management by implementing a robust tracking system, ensuring strategic resource allocation, providing on-the-

job training for PICRC staff, and creating a clear, step-by-step checklist to ensure value for money (Based on 

findings numbers 25 and 26). 

 

Conclusion 5 (Sustainability): The Palau government took bold steps to ensure the PNMS’s long-term financial 

sustainability by creating the Palau Pristine Environment Fund and using adaptive management and collaboration 

to overcome legal and policy challenges, paving the way for future success. However, stakeholders faced 

uncertainties regarding the project's financial sustainability, as delays in finalizing the 10-year sustainable funding 

roadmap and shifting policies in conservation areas raised some concerns about the future of fisheries, tourism, 

and livelihoods. UNDP and the IP struggled to define a clear exit strategy and a structured sustainability plan, 

with gaps in data management and financing mechanisms potentially jeopardizing the long-term impact of marine 

conservation efforts. To address these uncertainties, the project could develop a plan to leverage resources for 

executing the PNMS Strategic Plan and Science and Monitoring Strategy, while establishing a clear exit strategy 

and sustainability plan supported by robust GEDSI data management (Based on findings numbers 27, 28, 29 and 

30). 

 

Conclusion 6 (Progress toward having an impact): The project reduced environmental stress by integrating 

scientific research, community engagement, and traditional knowledge, thereby enhancing institutional capacity 

and ensuring long-term marine biodiversity protection through local empowerment and policy integration. 

However, stakeholders faced challenges in sustaining conservation efforts due to limited enforcement capabilities 

and the need for ongoing ecological monitoring, and EE, UNDP and the IP struggled to effectively integrate 

scientific and traditional knowledge into policy frameworks, affecting long-term impact. To sustain efforts, the 

project should focus on continuous collaboration, robust financial mechanisms, effective governance, and ongoing 

community engagement, alongside capacity-building and joint research initiatives for better policy integration 

(Based on findings numbers 37 and 38). 

 

Conclusion 7 (Cross-cutting issues): The project enhanced gender equity and environmental resilience by 

empowering women in governance and fisheries management and reducing poverty and promoting sustainable 

livelihoods through eco-tourism. However, women's participation at the decision-making level is limited despite 

efforts to enhance gender inclusion. UNDP, PICRC and the IP faced challenges in ensuring sustainable economic 

diversification and regional security, as reliance on tourism and complex transnational threats called for long-

term, multi-stakeholder solutions. To overcome these challenges, strengthening gender integration and social 

safeguards, implementing the GAP, and ensuring disability inclusion at every phase of the project is key, as is 
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fostering sustainable economic diversification through strategic partnerships and policies that promote inclusive 

growth (Based on findings numbers 32, 33 and 34). 

 

1.4 Synthesis of the key lessons learned  
Through careful execution over nearly four years (June 2021 – February 2025), the project gained valuable 

lessons for future initiatives. One lesson learned from the MTR was that providing additional equipment and 

training to Division of Maritime Security and Fish and Wildlife Protection (DMSFWP) greatly benefited its 

‘operations center’ activities. 

• The PNMS Advisory Committee, community events, and social media outreach boosted knowledge dissemination, 

while collaborations with international organizations enhanced knowledge management. Integrating traditional 

knowledge with modern practices and conducting baseline assessments, data collection based on gender and 

disability, and capacity-building ensured long-term impact and guided future initiatives. 

• Adaptive management helped navigate jurisdictional and legal uncertainties, reducing programmatic gaps despite 

policy delays. It also helped to minimize potential disruptions and mitigate challenges in a timely manner. Strategic 

flexibility, thorough analysis, and alternative approaches enabled continuous learning and adjustments, ensuring 

alignment with project goals. 

• Inclusive consultations strengthened social capital, and enhanced project ownership. Engaging diverse stakeholders 

increased relevance, trust, and effectiveness, and the PICRC’s credibility as a research agency fostered long-term 

impact. 

• Short hands-on training sessions improved comprehension and application of knowledge. Ongoing capacity-

building, including community involvement in documenting traditional knowledge and sector-specific training, 

enhanced collaboration, institutional capacity, and long-term sustainability. 

• Including diverse stakeholders on the project board improved programmatic oversight, cross-learning, and 

alignment with national regulations. This inclusiveness strengthened collaboration, expanded expertise, and 

enhanced project effectiveness. 

• Strategic resource allocation achieved cost effectiveness, but delays in fund disbursement negatively impacted 

implementation. On-the-job training for IP and PICRC staff on financial documentation streamlined processes, 

ensuring timely disbursement, avoiding resource gaps, and enhancing project efficiency. 

• Clear procedures, effective tracking, and regular communication ensure transparency and accountability in co-

financing initiatives. Stakeholder engagement, knowledge products, and acknowledgment of contributions are key 

to generating co-financing and ensuring continued project success. 
 

1.5 Recommendations summary table 
The following two sets of recommendations have been proposed to guide project designers and implementers 

by specifying (i) the entity responsible, (ii) the timeframe, and (iii) priority. 

 

S.n. TE Recommendations  Entity 

responsible  
Timefr

ame 
Priority  

A. For the remaining project period (until June 2025) 

1 Improve knowledge management and dissemination: As the project concludes, 

consolidating results, finalizing tasks, and strengthening partnerships will 

ensure lasting impact. Enhancing knowledge products and fostering 

collaboration among UNDP Fiji MCO, PICRC, and PNMS agencies will 

support replication, sustainability, and the integration of gender 

perspectives. To achieve this: 
• Establish a digital knowledge hub to document and share PNMS insights, 

ensuring accessibility for policymakers, practitioners, and communities. 

Enhance stakeholder engagement through policy briefs, webinars, and 

multilingual resources to maximize impact. Strengthen partnerships with 

academic and research institutions to co-generate knowledge, assess impact, 

and integrate PNMS findings into curricula for long-term learning and 

evidence-based decision-making. 

 (Based on the conclusions # 3, 4. 5. 7 and 8). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

June 

2025 
High 

2 Develop a plan to leverage resources to execute the PNMS Strategic Plan and 

Science and Monitoring Strategy: With this plan and strategy in place, it is 

crucial to continue investment and action to sustain marine conservation 

progress. To support this: 
• Engage key agencies in marine sanctuaries by showcasing achievements 

through targeted presentations and site visits, identifying collaboration 

opportunities aligned with national and regional priorities, and organizing 

strategic meetings to mobilize resources and strengthen multi-stakeholder 

commitment to marine conservation. 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

June 

2025 
High 
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 (Based on conclusions # 1, 3, 4, and 5). 

B. For designing a similar project in the future 

3 Systematize fund flow and timely financial management: To address challenges 

in budget management and ensure better financial alignment with the 'value 

for money' principle, strengthening financial processes is essential. To 

support this: 
• Develop a clear, step-by-step checklist with UNDP Fiji MCO to guide IP and 

executing entity regarding budget allowances and restrictions and thereby 

prevent financial bottlenecks. 

• Conduct on-the-job orientations for the finance staff of the PICRC, IP and 

executing entity immediately after the inception workshop and then 

periodically to clarify payment documentation, ensure timely fund 
disbursement, and enhance financial efficiency. 

 (Based on the conclusions #1, 3, 4, and 5). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

Dec 

2025 
Medium 

4 Develop a comprehensive exit strategy and sustainability plan through robust 

data management: To ensure the institutionalization and consolidation of 

policy support, well-defined exit strategy and sustainability plan are crucial 

for long-term project success. To achieve this: 
• Organize learning workshops with key agencies to share project’s learning and 

experiences, define ownership structures, and align strategies with national 

policies for enhanced collaboration, effective implementation, and long-term 

impact. 

• Collect and manage GEDSI data by developing appropriate templates and 

guidelines for monitoring project targets, while also drafting sustainability and 

exit plans with clear mechanisms to ensure long-term continuity. 

 (Based on the conclusions # 2, 5 and 6). 

PICRC, 

MAFE and 

MoJ 

Dec 

2025 
Medium 

5 Strengthen gender integration and social safeguards through robust oversight: 

Periodic assessments and updates of socio-economic, environmental, and 

gender factors are critical for improving project outcomes. To ensure 

effective implementation, consider the following: 
• Implement the GAP, conduct quarterly assessments, and mainstream gender, 

including PwDs, while integrating the ‘leave no one behind’ principle across 

different phases of the project. Actively collaborate with relevant stakeholders 

to implement and monitor gender and social safeguards, ensuring they are 

effectively operationalized throughout the project lifecycle. 

Ensure disability inclusion from the design phase by integrating GEDSI 

considerations into training, data collection, project design, and monitoring, 

while promoting cross-learning and resource mobilization through an inclusive 
project board for enhanced project impact and sustainability.  

(Based on the conclusions # 3 and 7). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

Dec 

2025 
Medium 
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Palau National Marine Sanctuary (PNMS) 

2. Introduction  
2.1 Purpose and objective of the terminal evaluation 
The objective of the project was to strengthen the institutional and governance structure and implement a 

strategic plan for the sustainable management of the Palau National Marine Sanctuary (PNMS) and domestic 
fishing zone (DFZ) and provide a healthy and productive ecosystem for the benefit of all people of Palau. 

Its five outcome included (1.1) PNMS Institutional, Management and Regulatory Framework and 
mechanisms strengthened and under Implementation through enhanced national, regional and global 

support; (1.2) PNMS Institutional, Management and Regulatory Framework and mechanisms strengthened 
and under Implementation through enhanced national, regional and global support national, regional level 
as well as NGOs); (2.1) All regulations and laws pertaining to PNMS and DFZ enforced effectively and 

sustainably In further close collaboration with Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 
(WCPFC), Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) and Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA); (3.1) Long-term 

mechanisms to support financial sustainability and security PNMS and its associated administrative and 
management arrangements are negotiated and identified; (4.1) Strong stakeholder support for the PNMS 

and DFZ and associated benefits and fees at the broad stakeholder level including the state, national, and 
international; and (4.1) Effective Project Management, Monitoring and Evaluation.   

 
This terminal evaluation (TE) aimed to assess the project's achievements vis-à-vis its initial objectives, 

evaluate how it ensured accountability and transparency, and identify lessons to enhance sustainability. The 
TE Consultant evaluated the relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, impact, and cross 

cutting issues of UNDP’s interventions, highlighting areas for improvement with a view toward 
strengthening contributions to sustainable development. The TE synthesized lessons for use in refining the 

selection, design, and implementation of future Global Environment Facility (GEF)-funded and UNDP-
supported initiatives, thereby ensuring their long-term impact. The TE also documented the project’s 

contributions to GEF’s strategic objectives, particularly those related to delivering global environmental 
benefits. In addition, the TE examined the project’s alignment with UNDP’s Fiji Multi-country Office (MCO) 
priorities and analyzed challenges affecting indicator targets, including external factors beyond the project’s 

control. 
 

2.2 Scope of the evaluation 
The scope of the evaluation encompassed data management optimization, comprehensive performance and 

design assessment, project implementation review, and evaluation of results and long-term impact to ensure 
alignment with objectives, sustainability, and stakeholder engagement. 

• Enhancing data management for accuracy and efficiency: Initial delays in compiling updated project data posed 

a challenge; however, this was effectively resolved by developing structured tables and templates to 

systematize scattered information. This streamlined approach enhanced data organization, ensuring 

accuracy, and consistency, and improved accessibility for analysis and decision-making. 

• Comprehensive assessment of project performance and design: The project’s performance was assessed 

based on OECD-DAC evaluation criteria viz. relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, 

impact, and cross-cutting issues (Annex 5, section 5.4), including human rights, gender equality, Leaving No 

One Behind (LNOB)and climate change considerations. The evaluation measured progress against targets 

in the project results framework (PRF) and alignment with national priorities, sustainable development goals-

SDGs (Annex 5, section 5.12), and stakeholder engagement (Annex 5, section 5.1). The project design 

review followed a structured approach: (i) analyzing project logic, strategy, and indicators, (ii) assessing 

stakeholder roles and institutional arrangements, (iii) evaluating risk mitigation strategies and assumptions, 

(iv) reviewing resource allocation and financial planning, (v) examining M&E and learning mechanisms, and 

(vi) ensuring gender responsiveness and social and environmental safeguards. Performance from June 2021 

to June 2025 was assessed using verifiable indicator data, reports, evaluations, technical papers, and 

stakeholder interviews, triangulating evidence to evaluate results, implementation quality, and alignment with 

the theory of change. 

• Evaluation of project implementation and management practices: The project implementation review 

focused on adaptive management, stakeholder engagement, financial management, risk management, and 

compliance with social and environmental standards (SES). It assessed changes made to project design and 

outputs, actual stakeholder participation and partnership effectiveness, and the management of project 

financing and co-financing. TE also examined M&E from design to implementation, UNDP oversight, 

implementing partner execution, coordination, and operational efficiency. In addition, it analyzed risk 
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management strategies and adherence to Social and environmental standards (SES), ensuring the project 

remained responsive, inclusive, and well-governed throughout its implementation. 

• Assessment of project results and long-term impact: The project results were assessed by evaluating 

progress against objectives, indicators, and expected outcomes, using quantitative and qualitative data from 

reports, field visits, stakeholder consultations, and performance evaluations. The assessment also examined 

unintended impacts, sustainability prospects, and contributions to national priorities and SDGs, ensuring a 

comprehensive evaluation of effectiveness and long-term viability. The TE also gathered credible, evidence-

based information, conducted stakeholder interviews for triangulation, and identified key areas for capacity 

strengthening and stakeholder engagement. 

 

2.3 Methodology 
2.3.1 Approach: The TE adopted a summative approach to assess the project's achievement of expected 

outputs and high-level outcomes. It critically analyzed both progress and impact. A formative element was 
integrated to document lessons learned so that they can inform the design and implementation of future 
projects. The evaluation adopted a participatory approach, engaging project teams, government officials, 

civil society organizations (CSOs), academia, and private-sector stakeholders through interviews and 
consultations. This inclusive approach ensured that diverse perspectives were captured and fostering open 

dialogue and knowledge-sharing. By examining challenges and the root causes of not meeting targets, the 
TE identified potential corrective actions and provided insights into how to strengthen future project 

designs and adaptive management measures. Blending summative and participatory approaches created a 
powerful evaluation strategy that assessed overall impact while engaging stakeholders to capture diverse 

insights and real-world experiences. This dynamic combination not only strengthened the credibility of the 
findings but also fostered stakeholder ownership, ensuring the results informed meaningful learning and 

future improvements. This integrated approach proved highly effective and was perfectly aligned with the 
unique requirements of this GEF evaluation. 

 
2.3.2 Evaluation process: The TE Consultant performed the following tasks (in 7 steps approach under 

three phases) to ensure that the data collected would be high-quality and that the findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations would be credible. 
 
Phase 1: Desk review 
Step 1-Understanding the ToR: The terms of reference, ToR (see Annex 1) from UNDP Fiji MCO were 

thoroughly reviewed to ensure they were clear and aligned with the evaluation's purpose, objectives, and 

methodology. A detailed examination of its components, including the project’s resource framework, provided 

essential context. The feasibility of the proposed methods and approach was assessed, alongside a review of the 

evaluation timeline to confirm its practicality. Overall, the ToR was well-structured and comprehensive. It offered 

clear guidance for conducting the evaluation effectively 

 

Step 2-Review of secondary data: Secondary data were sourced through three key approaches: (i) an empirical 

desk review, (ii) an analysis of capacity-building and knowledge management efforts, and (iii) an examination of 

project monitoring data. A thorough review of secondary data not only built a strong evidence base for the 

evaluation but also identified critical gaps, guiding the collection of primary data. 

• Document review: The TE Consultant conducted an in-depth analysis of key project documents, including 

project implementation reports (PIRs), Back-to-Office Reports, the mid-term review (MTR), Result oriented 

annual reporting (ROAR), quality assurance reports, budget revisions, lessons learned, and relevant policies 

(see Annex 2, and Annex 4). This extensive review provided a strong evidence base for evaluation. Baseline, 

midterm, and terminal GEF core indicators were assessed (Annex 5, section 5.17) to measure progress and 

impact. To enhance analytical rigor, structured tables were developed to evaluate project results and gender 

responsiveness, ensuring a well-informed and comprehensive evaluation. 

• Data on capacity building & knowledge management: The TE Consultant analyzed project data on capacity 

building and outreach to address key evaluation questions. Gender-disaggregated data from training events 

offered insights into participation and inclusivity, though with some limitations in depth. 

• Project monitoring data: The TE Consultant conducted a detailed analysis of the project’s management 

information system and monitoring data to ensure a comprehensive performance assessment. Data were 

systematically categorized for deeper insights. The TE consultant meticulously verified project monitoring 

data during primary information collection, ensuring its accuracy and reliability. By cross-checking data 

through key informant’s interviews (KIIs), focus group discussions (FGDs), and multiple other sources, the 

consultant validated their credibility before incorporating it into the evaluation report, thereby enhancing 
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the robustness and reliability of the project as a whole. Overall, the monitoring data demonstrated strong 

quality and reliability. 

 

Step 3-Inception report development: The inception report was meticulously structured to provide a 

comprehensive framework for the TE.  It covered the country context, project details, and evaluation objectives; 

outlined key criteria, questions, and cross-cutting issues; and incorporated 

a robust methodology, sampling design (see Box 1) and sampling method, 

and evaluation matrix.  

 

The evaluation employed a stratified sampling method to ensure a 

representative and inclusive analysis of project outcomes. Stakeholders 

were categorized into distinct strata based on their project roles, including 

(i) government agencies, (ii) NGOs/CSOs, (iii) private entities, (iv) research 

agencies/think tanks, and (v) project/programs, with further sex-

disaggregated selection to capture diverse perspectives. This method 

ensured a balanced representation of men’s and women’s voices, uncovering 

differential impacts and challenges across stakeholder groups. By structuring 

the sample this way, the evaluation delivered a more comprehensive, 

evidence-driven assessment of the project’s effectiveness. 

 

A detailed schedule and a field-mission itinerary were included to ensure a 

systematic approach (Annex 2). They were submitted to UNDP Fiji MCO 

and finalized based on their feedback. 

 

Step 4-Mission preparation: The field mission to Palau was planned to 

ensure a structured and efficient evaluation process. Logistics, including 

travel and accommodation, were arranged in advance, and a list of 

interviewees (see Annex 4) and potential site visits (Annex 5, section 5.3) 

was prepared and finalized to allow the project team sufficient time for 

necessary preparations. These efforts aimed to optimize stakeholder 

engagement and site assessments. A 10-day mission, scheduled from January 

30, 2025 (see Annex 2) to February 8, 2025, was designed to facilitate in-depth consultations and on-site 

evaluations of the sampled project locations. 

 

Phase 2: Data collection/analysis 
Step 5-Collection of primary data: The evaluation employed a multi-method approach to ensure a thorough 

and inclusive assessment. Primary data was gathered through focus group discussions (FGDs), key informant 

interviews (KIIs), direct observation, most significant change (MSC), and the gender result effectiveness scale 

(GRES)—each offering unique insights. FGDs captured collective stakeholder perspectives, while KIIs provided 

in-depth insights into implementation challenges and key progress. Direct observation validated project activities 

and outcomes firsthand, MSC highlighted both intended and unintended impacts, and Gender results 

effectiveness scale (GRES) assessed gender responsiveness across project outcomes. This diverse and strategic 

method enhanced the evaluation’s depth, accuracy, and impact, ensuring a robust evidence base for assessing 

project effectiveness. The consultant used an agreed-upon checklist and guide questions to capture the 

issues and concerns of various project stakeholders and beneficiaries. An evaluation matrix (see Annex 6) 
was used to collect data systematically. Following methods were adhered  

 
a. Introductory meeting with project staff: Following an initial online briefing with officials from the UNDP 

Fiji MCO, Regional Technical Advisor (RTA), Deputy Resident Representatives (DRR), the Program 
Analysts, the project team, the TE Consultant organized an in-person introductory meeting with the project 

team. This session provided an opportunity for the consultant to gain a deep understanding of the project’s 
strategy (Annex 5, section 5.22), its phased activities, key modifications, strengths, and areas needing 

improvement. The project team outlined the current implementation and partnership arrangements, shared 
key achievements, and identified ongoing challenges. This meeting set the foundation for a thorough 
evaluation and clarified roles and responsibilities for use in organizing stakeholder meetings in a structured 

and systematic manner. 

 

As outlined in the ToR, the key evaluation questions (also see Annex 6 and Annex 7) are as follows: 
• Relevance: How does the project relate to the main objectives of the GEF Focal area, and to the environment and development 

priorities at the local, regional, and national level? 

Box 1: Sampling design 

The TE Consultant selected at least 

80% of respondents from the total 

participant pool, ensuring 

representation from each category 

of respondent using a stratified 

sampling method. A total of 47% of 

respondents were female. The 

number of key informants was 

adjusted according to need. This 

approach divided participants into 

distinct strata based on shared 

characteristics and sampled them 

to reflect each group’s proportion 

within the overall pool, thereby 

ensuring accurate representation. 
Stratified sampling was especially 

useful for capturing diverse 

perspectives, particularly from 

small and varied categories of 

respondent. The method was 

followed based on practicality and 

feasibility.  Its primary goal was 

assessing a representative sample 

within the limited evaluation 

timeframe. 
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• Coherence:  What synergies and inter-linkages exist between this intervention and other initiatives undertaken by UNDP? 

Additionally, how consistent is the intervention with the efforts of other actors operating in the same context? 

• Effectiveness: To what extent have the project’s expected outcomes and objectives been achieved?   

• Efficiency: Was the project implemented efficiently, adhering to both international and national norms and standards?   

• Sustainability: What are the financial, institutional, socio-political, and/or environmental risks to the long-term sustainability of 

the project results?  

• Impact: Is there evidence that the project has contributed to, or facilitated progress toward, reduced environmental stress 

and/or improved ecological status? 

• Gender equality and women’s empowerment: How has the project contributed to gender equality and women’s 

empowerment?   

 

b. Focus group discussions (FGDs): The TE Consultant conducted one FGD with employees (See Annex 
4, b) of a private fish company. This FGD aimed to assess the perspectives of employees in the overall 

fisheries sector in Palau, as well as their understanding of the project's activities. Structured checklists 
aligned with evaluative questions guided the discussions, which were in addition tailored to local contexts 

and project activities (see Annex 7). This FGD followed the conduction of KIIs with Chairperson and Vice 
Chairperson and member, thereby ensuring a targeted approach and validating concerns raised by 

informants. In addition, the "most significant change (MSC)" technique was applied to analyze outcomes, 
uncover unintended impacts, and provide a comprehensive understanding of the project's overall impact. 

 
c. Key informant interviews: KIIs involved representatives from government ministries (Ministry of 

Agriculture, Fisheries & Environment-MAFE, Ministry of Justice-MoJ, Ministry of Education-MoE, and 
Ministry of Finance-MoF), the private sector, academia, NGOs, CSOs, and UNDP and project teams. 

Informants were selected collaboratively by the TE Consultant, project team, and UNDP to ensure that 
diverse perspectives would be included, and a gender balance maintained. Gender-responsive tools were 

used, and data were disaggregated by gender where feasible. At least 47% of key informants were female. 
The selection process was collaborative to ensure diversity and capture critical insights on project 
priorities, challenges, and best practices. KIIs started with open-ended questions to gather broad 

perspectives on achievements and challenges. These questions were followed by targeted questions 
designed to ferret out deeper insights. The MSC technique assessed achievements, identified unintended 

outcomes, and evaluated the project’s impact. Gender-disaggregated data was collected, analyzed, and 
presented to ensure an inclusive approach.  Qualitative responses from KIIs were summarized and 

quantified in the final report. The evaluation included 34 interviewees, 16 of whom were female. Among 
the key informants, 14 respondents from stakeholders (government/non-government agencies), 12 from 

implementing partner (IP, i.e. PICRC), and 8 were from UNDP officials (Annex 3). None of the key 
informants were persons with disabilities; however, a total of five people participated in one of the FGDs, 

including one individual with a slight speech disability.1 In addition, more than 35 different types of 
documents were reviewed (Annex 4). Each data collection method was strategically analyzed to ensure 

that the findings were well-rounded, and evidence based. Efforts were made to ensure a gender balance 
among interviewees, using gender-responsive methods and tools that prioritized gender equality, and cross-

cutting themes. A Gender equality, disability and social inclusion (GEDSI) and human rights lens was applied 
throughout the data collection process although segregated data was not systematically maintained for 

“persons with disability” in the project's MIS. During KIIs, gender-responsive language and behavior were 
employed, and the checklist was adapted accordingly (see Annex 7). In facilitating FGDs, the consultant 
ensured respect for participants' culture, traditions, and rights, creating a comfortable environment and 

using gender-sensitive language and approaches. While conducting direct observations, gender-sensitive 
and appreciative-inquiry approaches were applied.  These approaches fostered respectful interactions and 

ensuring inclusivity throughout the evaluation. 
 

d. Direct observation: During the field mission, the TE Consultant through direct observation of project’s 
sites (Annex 5, section 5.3) assessed the project context and the changes brought about by its interventions. 

This method involved observing the project's impact without being directly involved. This approach helped 
the TE Consultant gain a thorough understanding of the project. 

 
e. Use of the gender result effectiveness scale: The TE Consultant evaluated the project's contribution to 

GESI-responsive outcomes using the Gender Results Effectiveness Scale (GRES). The assessment focused 
on the project's progress in achieving its outputs, with particular emphasis on women. The evaluation 

 
1 A "slight speech disability" refers to a mild impairment in a person's ability to speak clearly or effectively. This could include challenges such as a slight stutter, 

difficulty pronouncing certain words, or a slight slurring of speech. However, the person can still communicate and be understood by others with minimal 

difficulty. 
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examined whether the interventions were gender-mainstreamed and -responsive as well as transformative 
for women. It applied a gender lens, especially to GEN22 outputs, and integrated findings from the data 

collection phase. This approach helped the TE Consultant gain a thorough understanding of the project. In 
addition, the Consultant developed tables to evaluate project results and gender responsiveness (Box 2; 

Annex 5, section 5.24).  
 

Box 2: Addressing cross-cutting themes during data collection and analysis  
The TE Consultant considered gender and human rights throughout the process of data collection, analysis, and reporting 

by using the following methods.   

• Conducting FDGs both with men and women thoroughly explore women’s specific issues and concerns.  

• Ensuring that ethical considerations and tailored methods of data collection were integrated.  

• Employing gender-inclusive language and being aware of potential gender bias in evaluation questions and checklists.  

• Securing informed consent from all FGD participants, clearly explaining the evaluation's purpose, data usage, and 

procedures before collecting any data.  

• Formulating questions and checklists in a manner that enabled participants to openly share their experiences and 

perspectives regarding gender and human rights.  

• Avoiding framing questions in a way that assumes the absence of gender or human rights issues.  

• Creating a supportive environment in which participants could comfortably share their experiences, especially when 

collecting sensitive data on topics like gender-based violence and discrimination.  

• Ensuring that the data collection approach was culturally sensitive and respected human rights principles.  

• Integrating Gender Equality and Empowerment of Women (GEEW) into the evaluation scope by incorporating gender 

considerations at every stage of the assessment. 

• Using the Gender Results Effectiveness Scale (GRES) to evaluate the project’s outcomes, assessing whether they meet 

the criteria of (i) negative, (ii) blind, (iii) targeted, (iv) responsive, or (v) transformative, and their rationale. 
 

Step 6-Triangulation: The TE Consultant conducted triangulation by cross-referencing primary data from 
KIIs, FGDs, and the MSC technique with documented project results. This approach ensured the reliability, 

validity, and credibility of the data and contributed to evidence-based and generalizable findings. Outlier 
findings were further investigated through ‘outcome harvesting’ which involved following up with key 

informants to validate results. The Consultant meticulously synthesized and analyzed the validated data, 
ensuring its accuracy and inclusivity before drawing conclusions. This thorough methodology reinforced 

and substantiated the credibility of the evaluation's findings. 
 

Phase 3: Drafting evaluation report 
Step 7-Data analysis: The TE Consultant used qualitative data to triangulate findings. Qualitative data was 

analyzed using tools for thematic and content analysis, categorizing responses to identify key issues and 
concerns. The evaluator employed content analysis systematically to scrutinize qualitative data to uncover 

patterns, themes, and underlying meanings within the texts. This technique involved meticulously 
categorizing and interpreting responses collected from interviews, FGDs, and reports to extract valuable 
insights that were, in turn, used to shape the evaluation findings. Descriptive analysis was applied to 

synthesize and interpret qualitative data by organizing responses into coherent categories and spotlighting 
emerging trends. This process entailed conducting a detailed review of KIIs transcripts, FGDs, and reports 

and producing clear and structured narratives that enriched the overall evaluation. Thematic analysis was 
used to uncover and examine recurring themes and patterns within the qualitative data. By systematically 

categorizing material from KIIs, FGDs, and various textual sources, this analysis facilitated the identification 
of key themes that provided a deep, nuanced understanding. Qualitative findings were also captured 

through descriptive analysis and calculations of the percentage of various answers to interview responses. 
Excel tools, such as basic budget spreadsheets and SUM and SUMIF functions were leveraged to analyze 

the project’s financial data.  These tools efficiently summarized datasets and uncovered key trends. 
Furthermore, the strategic use of formulae and dynamic charts enabled in-depth financial analysis and 

provided compelling visualizations of the results. 

 

2.4 Ethics 
This evaluation was guided by the principles outlined in the ‘Ethical Guidelines for Evaluations’ published by 

the United Nations Evaluation Group. The TE Consultant upheld high ethical standards, signed a code of 
conduct, and ensured that stakeholders' rights and confidentiality were protected. Data was handled 

 
2 GEN2 in UNDP’s Gender Marker System signifies that gender equality is a significant objective of a project, with clear efforts to reduce disparities and empower 

women. It falls between GEN1 (limited gender integration) and GEN3 (principal focus on gender equality). 
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securely and used solely for this evaluation. Explicit consent will be required if the data is used for any 
other purpose. Through ethical rigor and trust-building, the TE provided a fair and objective assessment to 

guide future improvements.  
 

2.5 Limitations to the evaluation 
The Consultant identified several challenges that he faced while collecting data. The following Table 1 

presents each of these challenges, its impacts, and the approach taken to mitigate them. Consequently, 
these efforts ensured that the evaluation was not affected by data gaps. All data and information were 

collected as planned, meeting the necessary standards of comprehensiveness, timeliness, and depth. 
 

Table 1: Risks and limitations and their mitigation approaches 

Sn Potential risks and limitations Mitigation measures to fill the gaps in data 

1 Inadequate outcome level reporting: Sufficient 

outcome-level reporting was not available. The fact 

that there was insufficient outcome-level reporting in data 
collection hindered the consultant’s ability to comprehensively 
assess the project's overall impact. 

The TE Consultant thoroughly reviewed all secondary 

information and explored the second level of output (i.e., 

outcomes). Identified gaps were addressed through KIIs and 

surveys. 

 

2 Unequal involvement of stakeholders: Some 

stakeholders were involved only briefly, leading to 

limited institutional memory of the project’s 

overall goals and objectives. Limited stakeholder 

involvement risks weakening institutional memory, potentially 
undermining the project's long-term goals and continuity. 

To bridge this gap, the TE Consultant provided a 

comprehensive project overview, highlighting how each 

stakeholder's activities contributed to the overarching 

project goals before collecting specific data and 

information. 

3 Limited interest and availability for interviews: 

Scheduling interviews posed challenges due to the 

limited availability of stakeholders, many of whom 

were engaged in multiple tasks. This flaw may lead to 

gaps in capturing diverse perspectives and insights. 

The TE Consultant addressed this shortcoming by 

adopting flexible interview schedules, including during off-

hours. Sharing final schedules in advance ensured effective 

stakeholder mobilization and enabled engagement with all 

planned participants, thereby facilitating meaningful and 

high-quality interactions. 

4 Data gaps: The project has an inadequate 

management information system to maintain data 

at both the output and outcome levels. This limits 

the project's ability to track progress and assess impacts, 

hindering informed decision-making. 

The TE Consultant conducted a thorough review of 

secondary information to identify outcome-level results 

and addressed data gaps through KIIs. However, collecting 

disaggregated data proved challenging as data is scattered. 

Only partially disaggregated data was collected. 

The four mitigation measures outlined in the above table played a crucial role in reducing potential risks 
and limitations associated with data collection, ensuring the acquisition of high-quality data that significantly 
contributed to the integrity of the evaluation. Overall, however, these data limitations did not have much 

impact on the interpretation of the findings, or the conclusions drawn.  
 

2.6 Structure of the TE Report 
This report is organized into five main chapters, along with an executive summary and 14 annexes. The 

first chapter sets the stage with an overview of the project’s background, while the second chapter provides 
a detailed description of the evaluation, and third chapter gives the project description. The fourth chapter, 
which serves as the heart of the report, presents the evaluation findings. It covers three key areas: project 

design and formulation, implementation, and 
impacts. The fifth chapter offers a concise 

summary of key findings, conclusions, 
recommendations, and lessons learned.  It is 

followed by the annexes, which offer additional 
supporting details. 
  

3. Project description   
3.1 Project start, duration, and milestones 
The project commenced on June 10, 2021, and will come to a close on June 10, 2025. Its key milestones 

are outlined in Table 2.  

3.2 Development context  
The overall development context can be summarized across four key headings: environmental, socio-
economic, institutional, and policy: 

• Environmental context: Palau’s environmental strategy centers on its rich marine biodiversity and the PNMS, 

which safeguards 80% of its exclusive economic zone (EEZ) to combat over- and illegal fishing and climate 

Table 2: Project’s key milestone  
Sn Key milestone Date and year 

1 Project approval from GEF CEO 18 March 2021 

2 Signed by IP and UNDP 10 June 2021 

3 Inception workshop 10 June 2021 

4 Expected Operational Closing date 10 June 2025 

5 Disbursement of first instalment  26 Aug 2021 

Source: project’s data, 2024 
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change. By banning commercial fishing and promoting sustainable domestic fisheries, Palau seeks to balance 

conservation with economic priorities like ecotourism. However, key environmental challenges in Palau 

include combating overfishing and illegal fishing, addressing climate change, and balancing conservation with 

economic priorities like ecotourism. 

• Socio-economic context: Palau’s socio-economic stability is deeply tied to its marine resources. The PNMS 

balances biodiversity conservation, food security, and sustainable economic growth. By designating 80% of 

its waters as a no-take zone and reserving the rest for domestic fisheries, Palau aims to protect marine 

ecosystems while at the same time supporting ecotourism and local livelihoods. The key socio-economic 

challenges in Palau include ensuring food security, supporting sustainable economic growth, and balancing 

marine conservation with local livelihoods and ecotourism.  

• Institutional context: PNMS relies on the government’s leadership, supported by local and international 

partnerships (Annex 5, section 5.19), but faces challenges in staffing, technical capacity, and enforcement. 

Despite external support, illegal fishing persists due to the nation’s limited resources and its proximity to 

the high seas. Strengthening institutional frameworks, securing sustainable funding, and enhancing community 

engagement are essential to ensure the sanctuary’s long-term effectiveness. 

• Policy context: Palau’s policy framework underscores its commitment to marine conservation through the 

PNMS, which protects 80% of its EEZ, balancing biodiversity preservation with sustainable economic 

activities. Now, policies focus on safeguarding marine species and ecosystems, but enforcement gaps, 

financial constraints, and institutional weaknesses hinder effective implementation. Strengthening 

enforcement, securing sustainable funding, and enhancing governance are crucial for long-term success in 

marine protection (ProDoc, 2011, and KIIs, 2025). 

 

3.3 Threats and barriers the project sought to address 
The project contributed to addressing the following four problems: 

• Policy, regulatory, and planning barriers: The PNMS faces policy, regulatory, and planning challenges, 

including weak enforcement capacity, insufficient funding, and regulatory gaps in the management of 

domestic fisheries. Limited resources hinder the effective monitoring of illegal, unreported and unregulated 

(IUU) fishing across Palau’s vast ocean jurisdiction, undermining its conservation efforts. Strengthening 

governance, securing sustainable financing, and enhancing community engagement are essential for the 

sanctuary’s long-term success.  

• Institutional and financial barriers: The PNMS faces institutional and financial challenges, including unclear 

management roles, limited enforcement capacity, and heavy reliance on external funding. Competing 

pressures from foreign fishing interests and low community awareness further undermine the sustainability 

of the sanctuary. Strengthening governance, securing consistent financing, and aligning conservation with 

economic growth are essential for its long-term success. 

• Technical barriers: The PNMS faces technical challenges in surveillance, enforcement, and management due 

to the vastness of the EEZ, limited technical expertise, and insufficient funding. Weak connectivity between 

offshore and near-shore ecosystems further hampers community support. Strengthening institutional 

mandates and sustainable financing are crucial for long-term conservation success. 

• Awareness and information barriers: The PNMS faces awareness and information gaps, with limited 

understanding of offshore-coastal ecosystem connectivity weakening community support. Short-term 

economic priorities often overshadow long-term conservation benefits, reducing political and financial 

backing. Strengthening community engagement, clarifying institutional roles, and securing sustainable funding 

are key to the success of the PNMS (ProDoc, 2011; and KIIs, 2025).  

 

3.4 Immediate and development objectives of the project  
The immediate and development objectives3 of the project were to strengthen the institutional and 

governance structure of the PNMS and to negotiate, redraft, and formally endorse a five-year strategic plan 
for the sustainable management of the PNMS and DFZ and the provision of a healthy and productive 
ecosystem for the benefit of all the people of Palau.  

The immediate and development objectives4 of the project were to strengthen the institutional and 
governance structure of the PNMS and to negotiate, redraft, and formally endorse a five-year strategic plan 

for the sustainable management of the PNMS and DFZ and the provision of a healthy and productive 
ecosystem for the benefit of all the people of Palau.  

 
3 The PNMS Project was designed based on the PNMS Law signed by the President of Palau in October 2015. However, a 2019 Senate bill introduced amendments 

to key areas, regulations, and administrative and institutional arrangements, refining the project's framework.  
4 The PNMS Project was designed based on the PNMS Law signed by the President of Palau in October 2015. However, a 2019 Senate bill introduced amendments 

to key areas, regulations, and administrative and institutional arrangements, refining the project's framework.  
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3.5 Description of the project’s theory of change 
The project’s theory of change (ToC) was designed (see Annex 9) to achieve key development objectives 
by addressing governance, enforcement, financial sustainability, and knowledge management within the 

PNMS. Its four components, comprising six outcomes, 16 outputs and 43 activities, aimed to (i) realign 
institutional and governance structures for stronger enforcement and adaptive management, (ii) enhance 

monitoring and surveillance to combat illegal activities, (iii) integrate ecosystem assessments with financial 
planning to ensure long-term sustainability, and (iv) strengthen knowledge management for data-driven 

decision-making. 
 

The ToC diagram (see Annex 9) illustrates the immediate barriers that impede the Republic of Palau’s 
efforts to strengthen institutional and governance structures and implement a strategic plan for the 

sustainable management of the PNMS and DFZ. It also highlights the consequences of failing to address 
these challenges. The PNMS activities were designed to eliminate these barriers, thereby facilitating 
progress toward achieving the project's overall objective and intended outcomes. 

 
Palau’s limited technical expertise in managing the offshore PNMS ecosystem underscored the need for 

capacity-building, long-term mentoring, and external scientific support. Given the high costs of oceanic 
research, partnerships such as the Palau Ocean Conservation Alliance were critical in mobilizing expertise 

and resources. In addition, prioritizing sustainable tourism policies was essential to prevent a regression 
into unsustainable commercial fishing and ensure long-term environmental, cultural, and economic benefits. 

The ToC identified key governance and management barriers and outlined the risks of inaction. The project 
adopted a barrier-removal approach and addressed root, intermediate and immediate governance 

challenges to ensure the PNMS's long-term sustainability. 
While the project’s overall strategy remained largely 

consistent, policy shifts during its implementation required 
it to embrace adaptive management to align with evolving 

priorities. 
 

The project's ToC was designed to ensure that the careful 
implementation of 43 activities contributing to 16 outputs 
would lead to six key outcomes. Achieving these outcomes, 

in turn, contributed to the overall program objective. 
During discussions, the MAFE and the MoJ, along with 

PICRC officials, emphasized the interconnectedness of 
these components—activities, outputs, outcomes, and 

impact. They also highlighted how the project’s 
interventions, guided by its ToC, significantly contributed to 

the overall impact of the project's outcomes. The project 
carefully crafted its assumptions and identified potential 

barriers (Box 3 above), while also considering possible 
policy changes and their likely impacts. To address these 

challenges, the project adopted an "adaptive management" 
approach which allowed it to effectively minimize potential disruptions and mitigate challenges in a timely 

manner. Over 82% of key informants affirmed that the project’s ToC remains highly relevant and responsive 
to the current context, reinforcing its strategic alignment with evolving needs. The ToC followed the 

following systematic progression, which connects various elements: Outputs ➔ Outcomes ➔ Impact 
Drivers and Assumptions ➔ Intermediate States ➔ Impacts. Financial resources were allocated to execute 

planned activities aimed at overcoming barriers and achieving the anticipated 16 outputs.  
 

3.6 Expected results 
As discussed in sections 3.4 and 3.5, the project was designed to achieve a goal and objectives through four 
components, six outcomes, and 16 outputs through the careful implementation of 43 activities.5 To assess 

the project's components and outcomes, a total of 16 indicators were developed: five at the goal/objective 
level, and twelve at the outcome level. The expected results of the project include the achievement of one 

goal (impact), one objective, and six outcomes, each crafted under four distinct components. Details 

 
5 See Annex 5, section 5.21 for the status of the activities. 

Box 3: Project’s key assumptions  

• The PNMS operated effectively with a defined 

work plan and budget; it expanded marine 

protected area (MPA) coverage through 

partnerships. 

• Adaptive management was integrated into 

international commitments, and the EEZ was 

formally established. 

• IUU fishing was eliminated, the DFZ functioned 

efficiently, and fish stocks were protected. 

• Financial sustainability ensured that ecosystems 

were conserved and increased economic 

benefits and public awareness. 

• Best practices in MPA management and 

sustainable fisheries were documented, shared, 

and replicated. 

• The effective management of PNMS and DFZ, 

demonstrated through regular monitoring, 

strong stakeholder engagement, and 

partnerships, ensured sustainability. 

Source: Project’s ToC, 2021 
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regarding the objective, the goal, and their indicators as well as the four components, five outcomes, and 
their indicators are presented in Annex 5, section 5.1.  
 

3.7 Total resources  
The total resources for the project amounted to US$ 19,076,484, with US$ 1,826,484 from GEF, US$ 
10,150,000 from the government, US$ 200,000 from Palau International Coral Reef Center (PICRC), and 

US$ 5,100,000 from other agencies.  Indeed, only 38.61% of the total planned co-financing was generated 
(Annex 5, section 5.9 and 5.10). 
 

3.8 Main stakeholders 
The key stakeholders for project implementation were grouped into five categories: (i) government 

agencies, (ii) NGOs/CSOs, (iii) private entities, (iv) research agencies/think tanks, and (v) project/program. 
These stakeholders were selected based on their relevance, interests, expertise, capacity, and networks, 

all of which played a significant role in contributing to the success of the project. A total of 12 stakeholders 
(agencies) contributed to the project (Annex 5, section 5.2), each fulfilling predefined roles and 

responsibilities to achieve the overall goal. The national executing agency of the project was PICRC, which 
received support from key government bodies like the ministries of Justice; Natural Resources, 

Environment & Tourism; Finance; and Education, driving efforts in monitoring, fisheries management, 
revenue generation, and outreach to ensure the success of the PNMS and the DFZ. Palau's sixteen 

municipalities, empowered to govern locally, partnered with the Project and Palau Conservation Society 
(PCS) to oversee communications, research, and advanced technologies for long-term sustainability. Since 

June 2019, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEI) has worked with PICRC to boost Palau’s capacity 
to monitor ocean acidification impacts, strengthen research, guide management decisions, and offer 

educational opportunities while supporting the PNMS and the DFZ. However, stakeholder such as the 
Forum Fisheries Agency was not very active or relevant because the PNMS project is medium-sized, and 

its scope is limited. 
 

3.9 Key partners involved in the project 
The project’s key partners involved in the project included UNDP and PICRC; executing agencies; country 
counterparts, including the GEF Operational Focal Point (OPF); and other key stakeholders. They also 

included (i) the Ministry of Finance (MoF), (ii) the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Environment (MAFE), 
(iii) the Ministry of Justice (MoJ), (iv) Belau Offshore Fishers Inc. (v) Palau Commercial Fishing Company, 

(vi) Sam’s Tours (a tour Operator), Stanford Center for Ocean Solutions, (viii) Ebiil Society, and (ix) 
Conservation International.  

 

3.10 Context of other ongoing and previous evaluations  
In Palau, two projects within the biodiversity focal area have been implemented, including GEF-6's 
Integrating Biodiversity Safeguards and Conservation into Planning and Development Project and the 

ongoing GEF-7 initiatives, such as the Facilitating Biodiversity Conservation by Enhancing Aquaculture 
Practices. The GEF-6 project aimed to mitigate the impacts of unsustainable development on Palau’s 

biodiversity, while the GEF-7 included the PNMS and aquarium projects, both under the MAFE. In addition, 
GEF-8 supports a food security project under the MAFE, which is implemented by International Union for 

Conservation of Nature (IUCN). These projects, alongside the plans and programs of the MAFE, the MoJ, 
and other thematic ministries, have contributed to marine sanctuary and biodiversity conservation, creating 

a rich network of initiatives. These ongoing and previous efforts have provided valuable lessons and 
opportunities for the cross-fertilization of knowledge, which was considered in the design of these projects.  
 

4. Findings 
4.1 Project design/formulation 
4.1.1 Analysis of results framework: Project logic, strategy, and indicators 
Finding 1-The project was well-aligned with Palau’s national priorities. It drew strong policy support from the Palau Responsible 

Tourism Policy Framework (2021–2026) and the Palau National Marine Sanctuary Act (2015).  About 82% of key informants 

affirmed its clarity and feasibility confirmed that it was aligned with development plans (see Annex 8). However, despite a well-

structured design that addressed key barriers, including the COVID-19 pandemic, implementation was partially impacted over 

a period of 16 months due to the imposition of intermittent travel bans. 
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Finding 2-The ToC was clear, robust, and strategically comprehensive, with 82% of key informants (see Annex 8) praising its 

well-defined problem analysis, identification of barriers, and targeted strategies. Its structured framework remained valid despite 

evolving policy shifts, such as the proposed expansion of the DFZ. Although 76% of key informants (see Annex 8) expressed 

concerns that altering the PNMS framework could undermine Palau’s leadership in ocean conservation and threaten biodiversity, 

the project effectively mitigated risks by integrating institutional strengthening, governance improvement, regulatory enforcement, 

financial sustainability, and broad stakeholder engagement. 

 
a. Alignment of project objectives and design with country priorities and feasibility: The project was 

strategically aligned with national priorities. In particular, it drew strong policy support from the Palau 
Responsible Tourism Policy Framework (2021–2026) and the Palau National Marine Sanctuary Act (2015). 

These documents reinforce the government’s commitment to marine conservation, sustainable fisheries, 
and eco-tourism, ensuring a balance between environmental protection and economic resilience. The 

project also aimed to strengthen governance structures, implement a strategic management plan, and foster 
a healthy, productive marine ecosystem for Palau’s long-term benefit. Most (82%) key informants affirmed 

that the project’s objectives were clear and feasible and well-integrated with national policies (see Annex 
8). A thorough review of project reports, stakeholder perspectives, and national policy mandates confirmed 

that the project’s objectives and design are strongly aligned with the country’s priorities and feasibility, a 
correspondence reinforcing the project’s relevance and strategic fit. Although the project did have a well-
structured design which addressed key barriers and unforeseen challenges, particularly the different waves 

COVID-19 pandemic, many activities were partially impacted for 16 months.6 Until now, the IP has worked 
with more than four UNDP Program Analysts, each requiring significant onboarding and clarification, which 

impacted implementation. However, new Program Analysts have also introduced fresh ideas that helped 
resolve bottlenecks in implementation. Neither staff turnover at UNDP and the PICRC or the challenges 

posed by the pandemic had more than a minimal impact on the project's overall performance. 

 
b. Alignment of outcomes and outputs with the theory of change: The project’s design was firmly rooted 

in a ToC that aimed to strengthen institutional and governance structures and implement a strategic 
management plan for the PNMS and the DFZ, thereby ensuring a healthy and productive marine ecosystem 

for all Palauans. Structured around four components, six outcomes, 16 outputs, and 43 activities, the 
project employed a barrier-removal approach, systematically addressing governance weaknesses through 
enhanced monitoring, surveillance, financial planning, and knowledge management (ProDoc, 2021; Inception 

Report, 2023). The ToC effectively linked immediate barriers to long-term sustainability, ensuring that 
governance reforms and adaptive management strategies would safeguard Palau’s pelagic fisheries for future 

generations. A strong alignment between outputs and outcomes was evident, with 94% of key informants 
confirming that the project’s objectives and activities were well-integrated through the ToC, a fact 

reinforcing the relevance and strategic clarity of this document within Palau’s national development 
framework (see Annex 8). 

c. Theory of change is clearly defined and strategically comprehensive: The ToC was clear, robust, and 
strategically comprehensive, with 82% of key informants affirming that it included well-defined problem 

analysis, barrier identification,7 and targeted strategies for achieving the desired outcomes (see Annex 8). 

 
6 The exact duration of the travel restrictions is unclear, as this was a highly dynamic issue influenced by various factors in the decision-making process. However, 

according to data from the Palau Visitors Authority, travel restrictions were in place for approximately 16 months. Stakeholders noted that this has partially 

impacted the project's activities during implementation. Preparations for the PNMS Project took place in 2020, during the COVID-19 pandemic. During virtual 

workshops in late 2020, Palauan stakeholders identified and discussed barriers to achieving the PNMS in a project results framework (PRF) workshop. The 

preparation phase was led by an international consultant working remotely. This virtual format made it challenging to gather empirical data and fully understand 

the on-the-ground situation. 
7 A barrier removal approach was chosen for its sustainability, as addressing the root, intermediate, and immediate causes of weak PNMS governance would 

strengthen the GRoP’s capacity to protect pelagic fisheries for future generations.  
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The ToC remained valid and provided a structured framework for risk assessment and adaptive 
management. While government efforts aimed to balance food security, economic needs, and conservation, 

76% of key informants expressed concerns that altering the PNMS framework could undermine Palau’s 
leadership in ocean conservation and threaten biodiversity (see Annex 8). Nonetheless, the project adhered 

to a comprehensive risk management approach, integrating five key strategies—institutional strengthening, 
governance improvement, regulatory enforcement, financial sustainability, and broad stakeholder 

engagement—ensuring alignment 
with national priorities while 

mitigating potential risks. 
 

d. Project’s results framework clearly 
defined and contextually adapted: The 

project’s results framework was 
clearly defined, contextually adapted, 

and structured around SMART 
criteria, with 17 indicators measuring 

progress across four components and 
six outcomes. The inception report 
(2023) and MTR (2024) 

recommended modifications to those 
indicators that it deemed to be 

“subjective8” in order to reflect 
evolving project dynamics (Table 3, 

Annex 5, section 5.7). In fact, the 
Board mandated a review of some 

project outcome indicators while 
keeping core indicators unchanged 

(Board meeting, 4 March 2022). 
These changes were never 

implemented though the framework 
largely remained effective for monitoring progress. The proposed amendments to PNMS legislation, which 

were driven by the marine spatial planning (MSP) exercise (Annex 5, section 5.16), introduced uncertainties 
that could potentially weaken the project's position and impact GEF Core Indicators (see Annex 5, section 

5.17). Establishing a fixed basis for modifying indicators proved challenging as the proposed policy provisions 
had yet to be enacted by the parliament. Despite policy shifts, PICRC’s mandate remained largely 
unchanged, allowing the annual targets to set during the project design phase to continue guiding structured 

planning and assessment effectively. 
 

e. The project’s integration of broad development impacts with gender-responsive indicators: The project 
aimed to protect 80% of Palau’s EEZ, promoting marine biodiversity conservation and boosting eco-tourism 

while at the same time supporting alternative livelihoods for local communities. It also enhanced Palau’s 
global standing in climate and ocean governance, attracting international partnerships. However, 76% of 

key informants noted that some results had not fully matured due to early policy shifts and confusion (see 
Annex 8). Despite the project’s having gender-responsive, sex-disaggregated indicators, challenges in data 

collection limited its ability to fully measure gender inclusiveness. That said, it did contribute to 
mainstreaming gender equality in governance and program planning. While the national implementation 

model (NIM) of governance was largely seen as appropriate by 82% of informants, 71% argued that the 
absence of key stakeholders, such as the Ministry of Finance (MoF), GEF OPF, Palau Chamber of 

Commerce, and the academics in the Project Board hindered resource mobilization and future planning 
(see Annex 8). In addition, strategic oversight and project direction would have been stronger if the Project 

Board had met more frequently, as it was it held only four of the planned eight Project Board meetings. In 
the evaluator’s perspective, while the project espoused adaptive management, the policy shift introduced 

 
8 Due to the virtual nature of the project preparation grant (PPG) preparations, many indicators and targets do not accurately reflect ground realities. For 

instance, Indicator 7 inaccurately states that there is no management or enforcement in the DFZ, despite the fact that nearly 10 years of enforcement are now 

complete. In additional, Indicator 7 on pelagic fishery harvest strategies overlooks the regional decision-making process through the WCPFC, which itself doesn’t 

closely align with MAFE’s national actions. Indicators 9 and 10 overestimate the resources needed to transform the PICRC into a research and surveillance 

entity, an achievement beyond the PNMS Project’s capacity. Indicators 1-5 confused stakeholders, as the potential reduction in the size of the PNMS and the 

expansion of the DFZ area were not fully clarified. 

Table 3: Indicators and baseline value impacted by major policy shift 

Number Indicators 

3-5 • Based on stakeholder’s perspectives, the MAFE is 

considering reducing the size of the PNMS and 

expanding the DFZ area as an option. 

7 • No management and enforcement were being 

conducted in the DFZ when in fact, they have been 

enforcing DFZ restrictions for close to 10 years 

• Pelagic fishery harvest strategies for the EEZ are 

determined regionally by WCPFC, with limited impact 

on national-level MAFE actions. 

9-10 • Transforming PICRC into an entity for pelagic fisheries 

research, monitoring, and surveillance will require 

more resources than the PNMS Project can provide. 

Number  Baseline value  

5 • Questionable and not very specific 

7 • Enforcement and monitoring for DFZ compliance has 

ranged from 50% to 100% since 2015. Initially, 50% was 

due to limited tools at the DMSFW Operations 

Center, but this improved to 70-80% by 2020 with 

additional equipment from donors. The measurability 

of the indicator is subjective, with few alternatives to 

enhance its accuracy. 

13 • As a regional activity, there is doubt that the PNMS 

Project can address this target, raising concerns about 

its measurability. 

Source: MTR (2024), Project’s records (2025) and KIIs (2025) 
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some confusion among stakeholders and thereby caused some minor disruptions to implementation. A 
more inclusive project board could have fostered a more holistic and cohesive approach. 
 

4.1.2 Assumptions and risks 
Finding 3-The project’s design effectively articulated assumptions as well as nine risks. These risks were identified during the 

project preparation grant (PPG) phase and integrated into the project document. The project excelled in establishing a robust 

risk management framework, effectively addressing fraud, corruption, and UNDP compliance. About 85% of key informants 

confirming that the assumption that the government would continue to provide support remained valid (see Annex 8). Although 

the COVID-19 pandemic introduced unforeseen challenges such as restrictions on shipments and travel, the core risk framework 

remained relevant. However, more frequent updates to the risk register, better monitoring of operational risks like COVID, and 

greater attention to political risks related to the PNMS legal framework were needed. 

 
a. Articulation of assumptions and risks in the project design: The project’s design effectively articulated 

assumptions and nine risks.9 These were identified during the PPG phase and incorporated into the project 
document. It was clear that the ToC and the project’s results framework addressed the underlying drivers 

and assumptions for each activity, ensuring the project’s alignment with its intended outcomes. About 85% 
of key informants confirmed that the project’s assumption about continued support from national and state 

governments was a core factor that remained valid throughout the project (see Annex 8). However, the 
COVID-19 pandemic, which emerged as an unforeseen external factor, posed some challenges, including 
restrictions on shipments, consultant travel, and internal travel, all restrictions affecting project progress. 

Despite these setbacks, the core assumptions and risk framework remained largely relevant. The evaluator 
noted that disaster impacts were not given significant emphasis as risks during the design phase and that 

doing so is an important lesson to enhance the resilience 
and adaptability of future projects. 

 
b. Logical and robust assumptions and risks guided 
activities and outputs: According to 80% of key informants, 

the project effectively developed and implemented 
countermeasures, ensuring the smooth execution and 

minimizing risk impacts (see Annex 8). Comprehensive 
mitigation measures were put in place, including 
measurement parameters, monitoring methods, and 

reporting procedures. Incorporating elements such as 
capacity development, stakeholder engagement, and an 

action plan with a US$65,000 budget contributed 
effectively to these areas. It was found that these capacity 

development initiatives played a strategic role in effectively 
mitigating potential risks. 

 
c. Relevant externalities integrated into project design: 

During the project’s implementation, several externalities 
significantly influenced its progress. About 91% of key 

informants identified both internal and external challenges, 
including limited government capacity for monitoring, 

enforcement, and compliance, and insufficient resources 
for managing the PNMS effectively (see Annex 8). 

Externally, economic pressures, particularly those 
concerning food security and livelihood alternatives, 
sparked debate over balancing conservation with domestic fishing needs, and IUU fishing remained a 

persistent challenge. In addition, the impacts of climate change on marine ecosystems and coastal fisheries 
complicated the project, influencing both biodiversity conservation and community resilience and requiring 

ongoing adjustments and mitigation strategies. Despite these external challenges, disaster risks were not 
fully accounted for, nor were comprehensive mitigation strategies implemented to reduce their impact. 

 

 
9 One key challenge was the absence of clear assumptions for each baseline activity and its link to the overall project outcomes.  These matters were not 

addressed in the PRF. In addition, the ProDoc listed nine project risks.  Managing all of them overwhelmed the PMU. Ideally the UNDP risk log includes fewer 

than six risks to ensure monitoring and management is effective. 

 

 

Box 4: Steps of risk identification and management  

• Initial risk screening: a preliminary assessment 

identified potential social, environmental, 

financial, and operational risks. 

• Risk categorization: Risks were categorized by 

severity and potential impact, helping prioritize 

those requiring closer attention. 

• Stakeholder analysis: Stakeholders were 

identified, with their concerns assessed to 

uncover less obvious risks. 

• Risk assessment: A detailed risk assessment, 

using tools like risk matrices and evaluating their 

likelihood and impact. 

• Mitigation strategies: Based on the assessment, 

mitigation strategies, and action plans were 

developed to address and reduce identified risks. 

• Incorporation of safeguards: Relevant SESs were 

integrated into the project design to address 

potential adverse impacts. 

• Risk management plan: A formal plan outlines 

identified risks, mitigation measures, and 

responsibilities for managing risks. 

• Monitoring and review framework: A system was 

developed to monitor risks during 

implementation, allowing for ongoing 

adjustments to risk management strategies. 
Source: project’s records (2025), KIIs (2025) 
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d. Risk management process and its effectiveness: Through a thorough review of secondary information 
and stakeholder interviews, it was evident that the project followed the eight key steps (Box 4) for “risk 

identification and management” during the design stage. The project's risk identification process during the 
design stage was effective, with risks managed through tailored adaptation and mitigation measures. 

Adaptation strategies adjusted the project’s scope, activities, and approach to reduce vulnerabilities and 
enhance resilience, while mitigation efforts minimized risks through safeguards and contingency plans. 

However, there was room for improvement, as these measures were not consistently monitored and 
refined, which could have further enhanced their effectiveness throughout the project period. 

 
4.1.3 Incorporation of lessons from other relevant projects into the project’s design  
Finding 4-The project’s design effectively incorporated lessons learned from previous government-funded and donor-supported 

biodiversity conservation initiatives, with 88% of key informants affirming that it was aligned with best practices (see Annex 8).  

This fact ensured that it took an informed approach to marine conservation and sustainable fisheries management. 

The project’s design effectively incorporated lessons learned from both government-funded and donor-

supported biodiversity conservation initiatives. The MAFE was instrumental in managing Palau's marine 
sanctuary, enhancing fisheries management, and promoting eco-friendly practices, while also ensuring food 

security through sustainable fisheries. The MoJ supported the project by enforcing legal frameworks to 
combat illegal fishing and promoting policies for marine resource protection. The PICRC brings years of 
empirical research and innovative expertise in marine science and environmental management to the table. 

According to 88% of key informants, by drawing on the past experiences and evaluations of similar 
initiatives, the project aligned itself with best practices, ensuring that it adopted an informed and effective 

approach to marine conservation and sustainable fisheries management (see Annex 8). It was commendable 
that the project’s design was not developed in isolation, but that, instead, was thoughtfully tailored to 

strengthen both backward and forward linkages, thereby ensuring efficient management and long-term 
sustainability. 

 
4.1.4 Planned stakeholder-participation 
Finding 5-The project conducted thorough stakeholder mapping during its design phase, with 88% of key informants confirming 

that roles were clearly defined to avoid duplication (see Annex 8). That said, the involvement of certain stakeholders was limited 

due to insufficient coordination, and evolving priorities. 

The project conducted thorough stakeholder mapping during its design phase, identifying key agencies 

based on their potential impact, capacity, and influence. Four main categories—government agencies, the 
private sector, research institutions/think tanks, and NGOs/CSOs—were mobilized; each contributed 

strategically to the project’s success. Government ministries led policy formulation and long-term funding, 
the private sector drove innovation and investment, research agencies advanced knowledge and solutions, 
and NGOs/CSOs advocated for inclusivity and equitable access. Despite the inclusivity of the project’s 

selection process, a fact confirmed by the 88% of key informants who confirmed that the project had 
defined roles clearly to avoid duplication, the involvement of certain stake-holding agencies, such as the 

Forum Fisheries Agency, Stanford Center for Ocean Solutions, and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, was limited during implementation (see Annex 8). This limited engagement was attributable to 

factors such as insufficient coordination, and evolving priorities, all of which hindered the potential for 
synergy and policy advocacy. The actual role of each stakeholder is summarized in Annex 5, section 5.2.  

 
4.1.5 Linkages between the project and other interventions within the sector 
Finding 6-The project established strong linkages with other initiatives in Palau, such as the Facilitating Biodiversity Conservation 

by Enhancing Aquaculture Practices and the Strengthening and Enabling the Micronesia Challenge 2030 projects. About 85% 

of key informants confirmed that these connections helped create synergies and expand partnership opportunities, thereby 

enhancing the overall impact in the sector (see Annex 8).  

Palau has been involved in several initiatives to enhance marine conservation, biodiversity, and sustainable 
fisheries, including the Facilitating Biodiversity Conservation by Enhancing Aquaculture Practices and the 

Strengthening and Enabling the Micronesia Challenge 2030 Projects, which focuses on trans-boundary 
marine resource management. The Scaling-up Biodiversity-Positive and Culturally Inclusive Agri-food and 

Agri-tourism Systems in Palau Project works to sustain biodiversity and agro-ecosystem integrity. About 
85% of key informants confirmed that there were strong linkages between the PNMS project and these 

related initiatives, which helped create synergies and expand opportunities for partnerships, ultimately 
enhancing the overall impact within the sector (see Annex 5, section 5.11, 5.14, 5.15 and 5.23). Inter-

project discussions of thematic issues and shared learning were not sufficiently integrated into the project’s 
design with budget. 
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4.1.6 Gender-responsive project design 
Finding 7- The project successfully integrated gender considerations into its design.  It was guided by a comprehensive gender 

assessment and the Gender Action Plan (GAP), an approach which prioritized gender equality and ensured the equitable 

participation of both genders. About 88% of key informants recognized the GAP’s context-specific gender analysis, and 91% 

confirmed that the project was aligned with national gender policies like the Palau National Gender Policy (2014) and the 

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (see Annex 8). However, gender integration within the project management unit 

(PMU) could be strengthened through periodic orientations and discussions about the rationale of GEDSI to ensure the 

inclusiveness of project benefits. 

 
a. Integration of gender considerations into the project’s design: Guided by a comprehensive gender 

assessment and the robust GAP outlined in the ProDoc (2021), the project’s design categorically integrated 
gender considerations. The goal was to ensure the equitable participation of and benefits for across genders, 
with a focus on strengthening institutional capacity, analyzing gender-related impacts, and promoting equal 

involvement in decision-making involvement. About 90% of key informants recognized the GAP’s context-
specific analysis, prioritizing gender equality (see Annex 8). Although allocating a gender-specific budget 

was challenging due to the project's offshore nature, the GAP provided a detailed framework for monitoring 
progress and fostering gender-responsive planning, with multi-stakeholder engagement ensuring gender 

integration throughout the design and delivery phrases. In conclusion, gender-related issues were effectively 
integrated into the project design. 

 
b. Alignment of the project with national gender policies and strategies: The project aligned with Palau's 

national policies, including the Palau National Gender Policy (2014) and the National Biodiversity Strategy 
and Action Plan (NBSAP, 2015-2025), both emphasizing gender equality across sectors such as 

environmental conservation and sustainable fisheries. About 91% of key informants confirmed that the 
project’s design and implementation effectively integrated gender considerations, ensuring both the equal 

participation of men, women, youth, and Indigenous people in decision-making and equitable benefit 
distribution (see Annex 8). The project also contributed to Palau's broad goals outlined in its SDGs 

Roadmap, which advocates for gender-responsive actions in environmental governance. The evidence 
shows that project’s designers largely benefited from Palau's existing gender provisions. 
 

c. Utilization of gender expertise in project design: The project design, as outlined in the ProDoc (2021), 
effectively incorporated gender-sensitive considerations, thereby addressing the needs of women, youths, 

and Indigenous people. In the opinion of 88% of key informants, the project was able to demonstrate gender 
expertise through robust project documentation and its comprehensive GAP (see Annex 8). However, 

strengthening gender integration within the PMU could be further enhanced by establishing a dedicated 
GEDSI focal point. With GEDSI roles relegated to secondary responsibilities and technical assistance 

limited, the project highlighted the need for having targeted capacity-building and dedicated resources to 
effectively mainstream gender. 
 

d. Assign and inform the UNDP gender-marker rating and gender analysis: The project prioritized gender 

equality throughout its implementation, ensuring equal benefits for men, women, youth, and Indigenous 
people in capacity-building, decision-making, and resource management. A gender assessment conducted 
during the design phase earned a GEN2 rating, which reflects the project's attention to gender-sensitive 

considerations and the specific needs of vulnerable groups. The GAP sets out key monitoring areas, such 
as strengthening institutional capacities, promoting gender equality, and evaluating the project's impact on 

gender-related benefits, while also aiming to ensure equal participation in decision-making processes.  
 

4.1.7 Social and environmental safeguards 
Finding 8-The PNMS integrated social and environmental standards to ensure the sustainable management of marine resources 

and to align with national and international environmental standards.  It allocated US$ 17,500 in co-financing for monitoring 

environmental and social risks as part of the project’s M&E plan. 

 

a. SES process and its effectiveness: The project followed seven key steps (Box 5) in assessing SES. 
Interviewed stakeholders highlighted that the SES assessment played a crucial role in minimizing negative 

impacts on communities and ecosystems while promoting sustainability, equity, and human rights. It 
effectively identified, managed, and mitigated risks, ensuring alignment with UNDP standards and driving 

long-term positive outcomes. Based on the SES, the project adopted adaptive and mitigative approaches to 
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address potential risks and threats. The SES proved instrumental in establishing social and environmental 
safeguards; however, there was room for improvement, as 

assessments were not consistently updated to reflect 
emerging local challenges during implementation. 

 
b. Adherence to UNDP’s Social and Environmental 

Standards: The project upheld UNDP’s SES, particularly 
Standard 6 on Indigenous peoples, through a structured 

free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) review conducted 
by a specialist. The inception workshop assessed the need 

for a detailed FPIC process and an Indigenous people’s plan 
(IPP), initiating stakeholder consultations where necessary. 

Social and environmental risks, including COVID-19-
related concerns, were actively managed and regularly 

updated. The implementing partner ensured compliance, 
implemented mitigation measures, and constructively 

addressed concerns. UNDP facilitated access to its 
accountability mechanism, comprising the Social and 
Environmental Compliance Review Unit (SECRU) for 

monitoring compliance and resolving grievances through a 
stakeholder response mechanism (SRM), thereby 

reinforcing transparency and responsiveness to project impacts. The project’s inception report (2023) 
outlined monitoring of all risks, including environmental and social risks, with corresponding management 

plans, and allocated US$ 17,500 in co-financing for monitoring activities as part of the project’s M&E plan. 
These provisions demonstrate that SES issues were effectively integrated into the project design through 

resource allocation. 
 

c. Proactive risk management and stakeholder engagement: During the design stage, the project proactively 
identified key social and environmental risks, particularly those regarding the rights of Indigenous peoples, 

stakeholder engagement, and potential FPIC-related delays. Each risk was systematically evaluated, with 
targeted adaptation and mitigation strategies, including structured FPIC assessments, stakeholder 

consultations, continuous risk monitoring via a project risk log, and adherence to UNDP’s accountability 
mechanism. These measures ensured that the project had a responsive and transparent approach to 

managing emerging challenges. 
 
The TE found that while the results framework indicators made only subtle references to LNOB and human 

rights, these principles were thoughtfully woven into the project's design phase. 
 

4.2 Project implementation 
4.2.1 Adaptive management  
Finding 9-The PNMS project employed adaptive management to address operational challenges. More than 74% of key 

informants revealed that it refined its implementation approach based on policy shifts, stakeholder feedback, and emerging 

challenges, ensuring compliance with national frameworks while sustaining effectiveness (see Annex 8). 

The project adopted adaptive management during implementation when policies were changed.   Adaptive 

management was a flexible, iterative approach that allowed the project to adjust based on changing 
circumstances, such as policy shifts and unforeseen challenges. In situations in which policy changes 
restricted the implementation of certain activities, adaptive management enabled the project to realign 

strategies and find alternative solutions. When proposed activities required more regional collaboration 
and were not feasible, adaptive management allowed for adjustments in scope and focus. In addition, when 

activities required additional time or financial resources, this approach ensured that resources were 
allocated effectively, and timelines were revised to ensure the project’s success. The project also reassessed 

its activities and applied adaptive management (see Annex 5, Table 5.21) when certain proposed activities 
were not feasible to implement under a "business as usual" scenario. This approach facilitated progress 

while minimizing impacts. 
 

In this way the project employed adaptive management to address operational challenges. In particular, it 
continuously aligned its strategies with evolving policies in marine conservation and fisheries regulations. 

More than 74% of key informants revealed that it refined its implementation approach (i.e. use adaptive 

Box 5: Steps of SES  

• Screening: The project was assessed for potential 

social and environmental risks based on its activities, 

location, and context. 

• Categorization: Risks were classified into different 

categories: high, medium, and low. 

• Risk assessment: A detailed analysis identified 

potential impacts on biodiversity, tourism, and 

livelihood. 

• Stakeholder consultation: Local communities and 

key stakeholders were engaged to integrate their 

concerns into the project design. 

• Mitigation measures: Strategies were developed to 

minimize risks and ensure safeguards were in place. 

• Monitoring and reporting: Continuous monitoring 

ensured safeguards were effectively implemented, 

with adjustments made as needed. 

• Final assessment: At project completion, a review 

assessed the effectiveness of safeguards and 

compliance with SES standards. 

Source: project’s records (2025), KIIs (2025) 
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management) based on policy shifts, stakeholder feedback, and emerging challenges, ensuring compliance 
with national frameworks while sustaining effectiveness (see Annex 8). Regular M&E facilitate responsive 

decision-making, enabling adjustments in stakeholder engagement, scientific monitoring, and coordination 
mechanisms. The project’s strategic plan focused on effective management rather than size, leveraging 

additional funding for research and monitoring. In addition, modifications to the PNMS designation and the 
development of a Science and Monitoring Strategy (Annex 5, section 5.18) ensured research adaptability in 

offshore environments. Adopting adaptive management was a good approach, one made possible by the 
positive attitude of the project board, which fostered an enabling environment, ensuring continued progress 

toward the project's anticipated outcomes with the minimal changes in project’s outputs. 
 

4.2.2 Actual stakeholder participation and partnership arrangements 
Finding 10-The project established strategic partnerships with various stakeholders.  All of these partnerships helped it align its 

efforts with its goals. While the project made significant efforts, 53% of key informants identified areas for improvement in its 

execution that could have enhanced its effectiveness, and 82% highlighted the need for more consistent engagement across 

various political indifferences (see Annex 8). Strengthening coordination, addressing resource constraints, and expanding 

partnerships with influential institutions could have amplified the project's impact on policy reforms.  

 
a. Project management: The project established strategic partnerships with multiple agencies fostering 

collaboration and alignment with its goals. While it employed a participatory approach through workshops 
and consultations, over 53% of key informants noted gaps in execution that limited the project’s 

effectiveness (see Annex 8). Despite efforts to build trust and tailor strategies to stakeholders’ capacities, 
sustaining consistent engagement in PNMS initiatives remained challenging due to varying political 

indifferences. Naturally, policy shifts changed the perspectives of many stakeholders, impacting the project 
to some extent. The absence of a dedicated partnership strategy hindered the effective mobilization of 
agencies. Strengthening the implementation of the partnership strategy could further enhance the project's 

ability to address challenges and drive lasting impact. 
 

b. Participation and country-driven processes: The project adopted a country-driven approach by engaging 
key national agencies in policy implementation, enforcement, and resource management, while also 

involving the private sector, academia, and civil society to ensure that decision-making would be inclusive. 
However, enhancing coordination, inter-agency collaboration, and resource availability could further 

strengthen stakeholder mobilization. Aligning institutional priorities and fostering greater commitment 
would also help sustain engagement and maximize the project's long-term impact. In addition, 82% of key 

informants noted gaps in documenting best practices for influencing regulatory reforms and positioning the 
project as a key enabler of sustainable marine sanctuary initiatives (see Annex 8). It was also evident that 

fostering strong relationships among agencies requires periodic review- and-reflection sessions to share 
learning and acknowledge each other's contributions. 

 
c. Participation and public awareness: The project effectively mobilized stakeholders for public awareness 

programs designed to advance its objectives. However, 38% of key informants highlighted opportunities to 
engage more institutions that could influence policy and regulatory frameworks for sustainable marine 
sanctuaries (see Annex 8). Expanding collaboration with key entities could further strengthen the project's 

impact on regulatory reforms, while regular updates to the stakeholder engagement plan would enhance 
sustained participation and public awareness efforts. 

 
d. Extent of stakeholder interaction: The project initially mobilized stakeholders effectively, laying a strong 

foundation for engagement. Strengthening communication and adapting to policy changes and MSP outcome 
timelines could further sustain stakeholder interaction throughout implementation. According to 82% of 

key informants, enhancing the visibility of stakeholder contributions, aligning institutional priorities, and 
clarifying accountability mechanisms would have further strengthened sustained participation (see Annex 

8). The project could have further benefited from learning opportunities offered by similar initiatives, 
particularly outside of American Samoa, which would have enhanced its ability to leverage best practices 

and strengthen partnerships. Advance mapping of potential internal and external stakeholders and their 
areas of expertise would enhance collaboration. 

 
e. Gender: The GAP was well-designed and adaptable and provided clear guidance for mainstreaming 

gender throughout the project. According to 71% of key informants, the project ensured that consultations 
were inclusive by engaging individuals regardless of sex, age, or background, incorporating their inputs into 
decision-making (see Annex 8). Gender-responsive activities fostered inclusivity in planning and benefit-
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sharing, effectively promoting gender equality within the project. Periodic orientations and meetings to 
project staff and other relevant stakeholders provide the avenues for better gender integration by ‘defining 

the common approach.’ Periodic orientations and meetings with project staff and stakeholders create 
opportunities for good gender integration by defining a common approach. 

 
4.2.3 Project financing and co-finance 
a. Project financing 
Finding 11-The project faced variances between its planned and actual expenditures due to delays in budget releases and shifts 

in implementation timelines, but it maintained an overall financial delivery at 86.097%, with expenditure varied across 

components. Despite challenges to leverage co-financing and delayed disbursement, the project effectively managed funds 

through robust financial controls, audits, and budget reallocations, ensuring that fund utilization was appropriate. However, the 

delay in disbursement was due to insufficient financial clearance and missing supporting documents required for project delivery. 

 
i. Variances between planned and actual expenditures and the reasons for those variances: The project 

experienced notable variances between its 
planned and actual expenditures due to shifts 

in its budget release schedule and 
implementation timeline. The first installment, 
originally planned for November 2021, was 

expedited by three months, with the project 
document (ProDoc) signed and 

implementation commencing in August 2021. 
The second installment, planned for January 2025, was, as of mid-February, still in process, with the annual 

work plan (AWP) already signed and authorized spending limits (ASL) expected to release funds by the end 
of February 2025. Delays in the disbursement of funds temporarily strained the project's budget, forcing 

the team to utilize PICRC’s own funds to maintain the momentum of its activities. While this created short-
term financial pressure, the timely transfer of funds ultimately resolved cash flow constraints and restored 

budget stability. This adaptive approach ensured 
continuity in implementation despite initial 

financial bottlenecks. Delays in the release of 
funds were due to the slow preparation of the 

required financial documentation by the PICRC 
and the absence of regular financial orientations 

for PICRC staff from the UNDP side. 
 

Despite these shifts, the project's total financial 
delivery stands at 86.17%, with no discrepancies 
between planned budgets and actual 

disbursements. Expenditure on outcomes 1, 2, 3, and 4 was 93.15%, 79.77%, 22.01%, and 145.41%, 
respectively, indicating varied progress across components. Progress on the project's components varied 

over the years (Table 4). Component 1 steadily improved from 15.83% in 2021 to 51.62% in 2024. 
Component 2 started strong at 90.51% in 2021 but declined to 45.57% by 2024, reflecting challenges in 

sustaining progress. Component 3 began with no progress in 2021 but gradually increased to 17.78% by 
2024, indicating slow but steady advancement. Component 4 demonstrated exceptional 326.24% progress 

in 2021 and stabilized at 114.41% in 2024, surpassing its target. Overall, while significant strides were made, 
targeted efforts are needed to address underperforming areas (Table 4). 

 
The cost of project management amounted to 81.51% of the planned funds. Financial delivery for GEF and 

UNDP budgets stood at 88.74% and 35.01%, respectively. The results highlight a key observation: Outcome 
4 incurred the highest expenditure at 145.41%, while Outcome 2 had the lowest at 22.01%, suggesting 

areas for improvement in financial management to better align with the ‘value for money’ principle in future 
projects (Table 5; Annex 5, section 5.8). While some discrepancies were noted and there is room for 

improvement, financial risks were minimal. Annex 5, section 5.6, 5.25 and 5.26 also provided details on the 
project budget and expenditure.  
 

ii. Identification of potential sources of co-financing as well as leveraged and associated financing: Efforts to 
identify potential sources of co-financing for the project primarily focused on educating stakeholders about 

the financial needs for replicating initiatives in new regions. Key partners such as the MAFE, MoJ, PICRC, 

Table 5 Component wise budget and delivery status 
Outcome  ProDoc budget  Cumulative 

Expenditure  
Delivery 
(Percent)  

Component 1 724,350.00 674,736.63 93.15% 

Component 2 398,750.00 318,071.83 79.77% 

Component 3 271,500.00 59,764.07 22.01% 

Component 4 266,750.00 387,882.04 145.41% 

PMU Costs 165,134.00  132,132.3  80.01 

GEF  1,826,484  1,572,586.87  86.1% 

UNDP  0.00 0.00  0.00 

Total 1,826,484.00 1,572,586.87 86.1% 
Source, Project’s records, (as of February 18, 2025) based on ProDoc 

. 

 

Source: project’s data, 2024 

 

Table 4: Component wise progress in expenditure  
Component  Percentage of progress 

2021 2022 2023 2024 Total as of 

2024 

Component 
1 

15.83 32.65 45.37 95.45 51.62 

Component 
2 

90.51 44.48 35.06 55.58 45.57 

Component 
3 

0.00 5.07 13.05 56.69 17.78 

Component 
4 

326.24 44.62 214.87 69.49 114.41 

Source: Project’s financial data, as of 2024 
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and Palau Conservation Society (PCS) contributed to co-financing, ensuring that there would be sustained 
support for the project. However, despite these efforts, committed grants totaling US$ 5,000,000 from the 

Global Oceans/Global Seamount Project, as well as a promised in-kind contribution from the MoJ, had yet 
to materialize. The MoJ’s in-kind contribution was intended to support the operational costs of the Marine 

Law Enforcement Office, including the Operations Room, vehicles, and patrol vessels, while the proposed 
grants from the Global Oceans/Global Seamount Project were designated for scientific research to enhance 

monitoring within the PNMS. More than 85% of key informants confirmed that co-financing had not been 
leveraged as planned due to financial disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, including exchange 

rate fluctuations and economic downturns that affected national economies and funding commitments, and 
policy shifts (see Annex 8). These gaps highlight opportunities for further engagement and the need to 

strengthen financial commitments to enhance the project's scalability and long-term impact. The time gap 
between the design and implementation of the project, along with changes in the perspectives of co-funding 

agencies posed challenges. The high turnover of government officials and shifts in program focuses were 
other reasons. 

 
iii. Budget management and fund allocation: The project demonstrated effective budget management and 

fund allocation through robust financial controls that facilitated informed budget decisions and ensured the 
satisfactory achievement of deliverables. It employed key measures such as the delivery and budget balance 
report, initially managed through ATLAS and later in Quantum, while also manually monitoring 

expenditures against budget categories. A prudent approach was adopted in fund disbursement, with each 
quarterly GEF fund tranche released only after 80% of the previous tranche had been spent. Despite delays 

in payment approvals and sluggish budget utilization due to various factors, there were no reports of funds 
being mishandled. In addition, the project adhered to procurement policies and showcased flexibility by 

reallocating funds to other well-justified areas (staying within 10% of the limits of those areas), maintaining 
a sound financial footing throughout its implementation. None of the project stakeholders raised concerns 

about either fund allocation or management. 
 

iv. Due diligence in fund management with regular audits and audit observations: The project demonstrated 
strong due diligence in fund management by conducting yearly audits and comprehensive financial 

assessments, measures that ensured it was in full compliance with UNDP’s Financial Regulations and Rules. 
Financial and results-based outcomes were closely monitored using tools like Quantum and PIRs, both of 

which enhanced transparency and accountability. The fiscal year (FY) 2023 audit, which was conducted in 
Jan-March 2024, identified a low-risk issue concerning duplicate payments totaling US$ 17,164.95 (Audit 

report, 2023). This error was promptly addressed in line with the audit firm's recommendations. The audit 
adhered to international standards with a 10% materiality threshold, and its findings led to improvements 
in financial management. The audit for FY 2024 is set to begin in mid-February 2025.  

 
v. Budget revisions and appropriateness and relevance: The project underwent budget revisions several 

times to address funding shortfalls. These revisions reallocated funds to ensure that all the activities under 
certain component were completed. These adjustments were appropriate and relevant and that they 

contributed positively to the project's overall performance (see Box 6). For instance, in 2024, the project 
underwent at least three budget revisions, reflecting both the need for adaptive financial management and 

the challenges of frequent adjustments. The first revision was to align the budget with the approved AWP. 
The second revision was a downward adjustment to match actual expenses for the first three quarters and 

anticipated expenses for the fourth quarter. The final revision involved securing approval from the Bangkok 
Regional Hub for the 2024 budget. 

 
Box 6: Impact of budget revision on project planning and performance 

The budget revision reflects actual year-end utilization, is based on both expenditures and obligations, and provides accurate 

picture for future planning. This approach exemplifies adaptive management, which ensures that allocated funds align with 

actual needs and helps to prevent overspending. However, the downside is that adaptive management may distort the 

comparison of planned versus actual performance as the adjusted budget may create the appearance that the project is 

meeting its original targets, when, in fact, it is aligning with the more realistic expectations adopted only toward the end of 

the year. 

 
vi. Fund utilization: Despite implementation delays in the earliest stage, under a new PMU the project 

utilized US$ 173,603.83 in Q3 and Q4 of 2021 (PIR, 2022). It made notable contributions to the 
endorsement of a five-year strategic plan, the development of an ecosystem monitoring program, and the 

successful organization of a PNMS anniversary event, which engaged the community and stakeholders. 
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However, COVID-19 limited UNDP’s in-person participation, hindering capacity-building, particularly in 
reporting and understanding the project’s results framework (PRF). Issues raised by the government (MAFE 

and MoJ for improving the quality of project’s work) from time to time also caused delays, however 
instrumental for the improvement. For instance, in early 2022, strained partnerships and concerns over 

fund utilization led to discussions about transferring project management to the MAFE, though the PICRC 
ultimately remained in charge. By June 2023, the project had delivered US$ 526,357 (28.82%) of the 

expected second-year output, with delays largely attributed to COVID-19 (PIR, 2023). As of June 2024, 
however, cumulative disbursements had reached US$ 1,229,451 (67.31%) of the total project budget. Again, 

in the first half of 2024, however, expenditures amounted to just US$ 252,944, reflecting a delivery rate of 
only 32.75% and posing a significant risk to the portfolio (PIR, 2024). The rates of financial utilization show 

that the project was highly proactive in its later years and that the pandemic had no impact. The 
implementing partner was also well-established and capable of executing activities seamlessly. 
 

For fund utilization, clear and consistent communication with the Program Analysts plays a critical role, 
with improved early communication helping to prevent delays and financial bottlenecks. Weekly 

coordination between UNDP and the PICRC proved essential in streamlining processes, aligning 
expectations, and preventing further inefficiencies. In addition, thoroughly documenting meetings and 

providing well-justified, itemized budget requests significantly improved accountability and expedited 
approvals, offering valuable lessons for future projects. 

 

vii. Challenges in the issuance of authorized spending limits: In 2024, delays in issuing ASLs and disbursing 

funds to the implementing partner (IP) became a significant challenge, one which hindered the PMU's ability 
to effectively implement project activities. Project staff attributed these delays to factors such as legacy 

accounting issues, and discrepancies between the AWP and supporting documents like the procurement 
plan. As a result, the IP had to rely on a limited amount of its total funds for staff salaries, a fact which 
impacted the timely execution of project tasks (PIR, 2024). According to UNDP’s financial protocol, ASLs 

can be authorized only with proper justifications for overspending or budget modifications. The need for 
expedited clearance of ASLs and fund advancement was recognized as crucial to overcoming timing and 

coordination challenges in the final project year and thereby ensuring continued support from the MAFE 
and the MoJ in advancing key collaborative outcomes. 

 
b. Project co-financing 
Finding 12-As of January 2025, the project had secured only 38.61% of the anticipated co-financing, falling short due to policy 

shifts, pandemic and limited government budgets. While co-financing opportunities were successfully identified, enhancing 

planning and tracking in-kind contributions could strengthen the realization of financial commitments. Challenges in making 

timely decisions and engaging partners highlighted the need to improve stakeholder engagement and streamline monitoring 

systems to improve future co-financing efforts.  

i. Reported co-financing from all sources: As of Jan 2025, the project had secured only US$ 6,661,000 of 
the anticipated US$ 17,250,000 (38.61%) in co-financing (Table 6), falling short of expectations and 

indicating that project partners had not met their commitments. This shortfall prompted the project team 
to investigate potential bottlenecks that were hindering the full realization of co-financing during the 

remaining implementation period (PIR, 2024). In 2022, only two co-financiers reported that their 
contributions had materialized: the Ministry of Natural Resources, Environment, and Fisheries (US$40K of 

the US$150K grant) and the Palau Conservation Society (US$54K in kind of the US$100K promised). While 
82% of key informants noted that co-financing opportunities were identified and contributions secured, 

they also highlighted that inadequate tracking mechanisms for co-financing hindered execution (see Annex 
8). Cash contributions were tracked, but in-kind contributions were documented only inconsistently, thus 
limiting the overall impact of co-financing. Despite solid planning, the absence of defined tracking 

procedures prevented the full realization of in-kind co-financing. Details on the sources of co-financing, 
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including the names of co-financiers, the types and amounts of contributions promised and actually provided 
are presented in Annex 5, sections 5.9 and 5.10. 
 

ii. Reasons for the 
differences between 

the levels of 
expected and actual 

co-financing: 
Challenges such as 

limited government 
budgets, high staff 

turnover, policy 
changes, and shifting 

priorities—all 
exacerbated by the 

focus on COVID 
recovery—complicated the mobilization of co-financing. These factors resulted in project’s receiving less 

financial commitment from the government than initially expected. Strengthening the tracking system would 
further improve reporting and help capture key opportunities. The PMU struggled to obtain up-to-date co-
financing data, and partners did not provide timely decisions. More than 65% of key informants believed 

that the low level of co-finance leveraging was a result of policy shifts and the attendant confusion (see 
Annex 8). The evaluator's overall assessment supports the validity of these reasons. Despite its 

responsibility for monitoring co-financing grants, the project faced difficulties acquiring the information it 
needed. As a result, no new co-financing evidence was added to the 2024 PIR (PIR, 2024). According to 

79% of key informants, these issues, as well as challenges in engaging committed agencies, underscored the 
need for more effort in maintaining stakeholder visibility and sustaining engagement in the future (see Annex 

8). 
 

iii. Integration of external funds into the overall project and their effects on project outcomes: The project 
integrated external funds, particularly in-kind contributions, into its overall activities. The only exception 
was contributions from the MoJ. According to 82% of key informants, these external funds were 

successfully incorporated enhancing project outcomes and bolstering the sustainability of the initiative (see 
Annex 8). This integration played a crucial role in advancing project goals, despite the fact that MoJ’s in-

kind contributions were not well integrated. The positive feedback from informants underscored the value 
of external contributions in strengthening the project's impact. Without clear guidelines for converting in-

kind contributions into monetary value and periodic assessments of co-financing, the project was unable to 
achieve the desired mobilization of co-financing funds could not be achieved. 

 
4.2.4 Monitoring & evaluation: Design at entry (*), implementation (*), and overall quality of 

implementation/execution (*) 
a. M&E: design  
Finding 13-The project’s M&E system was well-structured and aligned with the results framework, ensuring effective 

implementation and accountability. The system included robust tools like the GEF-7 Biodiversity Protected Areas Tracking Tool, 

which supported tracking progress effectively, and opportunities were identified to further refine target-setting practices for even 

greater consistency in monitoring progress. Despite minor challenges, the M&E plan’s clear framework and proactive involvement 

of GEF OFP facilitated the assessment of project outcomes and offered opportunities for strengthening future M&E efforts. 

 
In general, the project’s M&E design was good: its M&E system ensured effective implementation, 

accountability, and the learning needed for scaling up and aligned with the results framework and Outcome 
4, knowledge management. It was good that the UNDP Fiji MCO ensured compliance with UNDP and GEF 

policies and tracked progress through annual GEF PIRs and the GEF-7 Biodiversity Protected Areas 
Tracking Tool. In the views of 91% of project and UNDP staff, the project's robust M&E plan was supported 

by inception workshop, project board meetings, audits, a mid-term review, a TE, and a final report—each 
of which played a key role in assessing the project's performance (see Annex 8). 

 

i. Mainstreaming of the M&E plan using a baseline, SMART indicators, and evaluation mechanisms: The 
project’s M&E plan was mainstreamed on a strong foundation, which incorporated a baseline, SMART 

indicators (see Annex 5, section 5.5), and structured data systems to track progress and inform decision-
making. While the framework aligned well with project’s objectives, a few challenges emerged. In particular, 

Table 6: Co-financing data 

Classification Agencies  Type Financing 

committed 

Actual 

leveraged 

Actual 
leveraged 

(%)  
Partner agency UNDP In-kind 0  0% 

Partner agency UNDP Cash 0  0% 

Government MAFE Grant 150,000 115,000 77% 

Government MoJ Grant 9,200,000 5,000,000 54% 

Government MoJ In-kind 800,000 - 0% 

CSO PICRC In-kind 2,000,000 1,500,000 75% 

CSO PCS In-kind 100,000 46,000 46% 

CSO Global Oceans 

Seamount 

Project 

Grant 5,000,000  

 

0% 

  Total 17,250,000 6,661,000  38.6%1 

Source: Project’s record, 2025 
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the project tried to modify certain ‘subjective indicators and targets,’ frequent policy shifts on the part of 
the Palau government made amendment largely impossible. More precisely, it is the responsibility of PICRC 

as IP to create a modified plan in the Inception report (with changes in targets and indicators, along with 
clear justifications and approval from the Project Board) and formally submit it to UNDP. However, this 

did not occur. As UNDP has only an oversight role, it is not permitted to be involved in execution, as this 
would conflict with the national implementation modality (NIM) and GEF protocol. There were a few gaps 

from GEF’s end too. For example, the GEF’s practice of setting targets only for the project’s end, without 
annual milestones, limited the ability to track interim progress and address gaps early.  

 
ii. Articulation of baseline and implementation framework and assurance of M&E Plan in GEF OFP: The 

project’s implementation framework established a structured approach with clear baselines, 
methodologies, timelines, and stakeholder roles, ensuring systematic execution. The M&E plan reinforced 

the need for systematization by defining the role of the GEF OFP as an active role which sustained 
stakeholder engagement and ensured transparent communication. This proactive involvement facilitated a 

thorough assessment of project outcomes and strengthened the foundation for long-term impact. Although 
the GEF OFP was not included in the Project Board, her role in M&E was highly appreciated by more than 

79% of key informants (see Annex 8). The project's M&E efforts made valuable progress, providing an 
opportunity to explore new avenues for strengthening these efforts in the future. SMART indicators should 
be based on ground reality and baseline data and aligned to the duration of the project and the resources 

available to it. 
 
Rating the M&E design at entry- The project’s well-structured M&E system was comprehensive at the design stage, aligned 

with the results framework, ensured effective implementation and accountability, and incorporated baseline data and SMART 

indicators (except few indicators). Robust tools like the GEF-7 Biodiversity Protected Areas Tracking Tool supported 

progress tracking, while proactive GEF OFP involvement helped assess outcomes and refine future M&E efforts. The "M&E 

design" was rated as "satisfactory."  

 
b. M&E implementation 
Finding 14-The project allocated sufficient money to M&E, $147,000, and effectively monitored its expenditure, making timely 

adjustments to ensure alignment with project goals. While the participatory M&E approach and coordination meetings 

strengthened accountability, a few gaps emerged in collecting GEDSI-disaggregated data due to gaps in the M&E training to 

PMU staff from IP. Despite delays and external factors, the project successfully tracked specified indicators, monitored 

environmental and social risks, and ensured its ToC held throughout.  

i. Provision of a GEF monitoring requirement and implementation status: The project adopted a 
comprehensive approach to M&E, ensuring that results 

were tracked annually and evaluated periodically as 
outlined in the project’s results framework. It adhered 

to UNDP’s M&E requirements and GEF-specific 
guidelines and made regular updates to its risk register 

and progress reports. An inception workshop was 
held to orient stakeholders to the project’s strategy, 

finalize indicators, and define roles for M&E activities. 
The project implemented mandatory GEF M&E tools, 
including tracking tools, and continuously monitored 

risks, especially political risks and COVID-19 impacts. 
The MTR provided opportunities for adaptive 

management, and the TE assessed the project's overall 
impact, sustainability, and lessons learned.  

 
The TE consultant noted that the project’s M&E 

framework was good, and that project staff 
demonstrated moderate competencies, and the 

capabilities needed to effectively utilize the framework’s provisions (Table 7). While some documents did 
not meet the highest of standards and there were delays, such as in the development of the inception 

report and conduction of the MTR, overall, implementation of M&E was commendable. Monitoring, 
progress, and field visit reports were all of good quality, reflecting the project’s commitment to 

transparency and effective monitoring. 
 

Table 7: GEF M&E requirements and status 
GEF M&E requirements 

 

Status 

1. Inception Workshop Conducted 

2. Inception Report Developed  

3. UNDP M&R requirements (POPP) Developed  

4. Monitoring of indicators in PRF Provisioned 

5. GEF PIR Developed  

6. Lessons learned and knowledge 

generation 

Developed  

7. Monitoring all risks (UNDP risk 

register) 

Monitored  

8. Environmental and social risks Monitored 

9. Monitoring of stakeholder 

engagement plan 

Monitored 

10. Monitoring of gender action 

plan 

Monitored 

11. Project Steering Committee meetings Conducted  

12. Supervision missions Organized  

13. Oversight missions Organized  

14. Knowledge management (Outcome 4) Developed  

15. GEF Secretariat learning missions Conducted  

16. Update Terminal GEF Tracking Tool Updated  

17. Mid-Term Review Conducted  

18. Independent TE  Completed 

19. Final report Yet to develop 

Source: Project’s data, 2025 
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ii. M&E budget in the project document and M&E Plan and its implementation: The project allocated 
US$147,000 (including US$85,000 from GEF grants and US$62,500 in co-financing) for M&E activities. The 

budget was generally sufficient for the planned actions, but the absence of detailed records of expenditures 
made it difficult to assess the actual utilization of resources. The project team and UNDP Programs Team, 

in consultation with the RTA, closely monitored expenditures to optimize resource use. This supervision 
made timely adjustments, particularly for off-track indicators thereby ensuring that M&E efforts remained 

aligned with project goals and responsive to emerging challenges.  
 

iii. Assurance of systematic data collection for specified indicators and tracking tools: Despite delays by 
almost 10-12 months, the MTR provided critical insights into improving outcomes. The TE, which was held 

five months before closure, is being assessed sustainability and impact. The TE and management response 
formed the final report package.  It was reviewed by the Project Board to extract lessons and explore 

scale-up opportunities. Regular coordination meetings as per the need by the PMU (no pre-planned 
schedule) and UNDP Fiji MCO facilitated collaboration, information exchange, and adaptive management. 

Adopting a participatory M&E approach aligned with UNDP and GEF results-based management helped the 
project to strengthen its accountability and knowledge-sharing. According to 53% of key informants, while 

stakeholder engagement was integral (it supported the validation of the PRF, progress tracking, and field 
assessments), gaps in the M&E training provided to PMU staff from IP limited the collection of GEDSI-

disaggregated data (see Annex 8). The Inception Report, which was approved in August 2023, after 23 
months the Inception Workshop, was unable to fully accommodate necessary revisions to indicators and 

targets (see Section 4.2.4, a, i). Despite these challenges, monitoring of environmental and social risks was 
good, the ToC held throughout, and the project collected data on specified indicators. However, the 

insufficiency of GEDSI-disaggregated data in some indicators highlighted the need for improvements for the 
future. The push to repeal the PNMS and the subsequent MSP process also created challenges in 
implementing the project’s M&E framework at the fullest scale. 

 
M&E implementation rating- The implementation of M&E was solid overall, but a few gaps impacted its effectiveness. The 

project allocated $147,000 for M&E, effectively monitored expenditures, and made timely adjustments to stay aligned with 

its goals. While participatory M&E and coordination meetings enhanced accountability, gaps in the collection of GEDSI-

disaggregated data for indicators and tracking tools persisted as the PMU staff from the IP had only limited training in M&E. 

M&E implementation was rated “moderately satisfactory.” 

 
Overall quality of M&E rating- Based on the assessment of both 'M&E design at entry' and 'M&E plan implementation,' the 

overall quality of M&E was rated 'moderately satisfactory.' This rating reflects moderate-level shortcomings and the fact that 

the M&E design and implementation did not fully meet the desired expectations. 

 

4.2.5 UNDP oversight (*) and implementing partner execution (*), overall project 
implementation/execution (*), coordination, and operational issues 
 

a. Quality of UNDP’s oversight  
Finding 15-UNDP’s oversight was instrumental in ensuring accountability, adaptive management, and continuous learning 

through a rigorous M&E framework and the regular tracking of progress. The UNDP Fiji MCO provided effective technical 

assistance and risk management, facilitating smooth implementation and the early mitigation of issues. Despite some 

externalities such as pandemic and policy shifts, the overall oversight process, including annual PIRs and systematic evaluations, 

supported the project’s alignment with global best practices and contributed to its success. 

 

i. Effective UNDP oversight and monitoring for project success and accountability: In general, the UNDP 
oversight was timely, instrumental and learning-oriented. Despite turnover of Program Analysts, the UNDP 

employed a rigorous, multi-layered M&E framework that ensured accountability, adaptive management, and 
continuous learning. Ongoing monitoring of stakeholder engagement and GAP promoted inclusivity, while 

strategic workshops such as the inception workshop and Project Board meetings provided guidance and 
oversight. Progress and challenges were nicely documented in the Inception Report and GEF PIRs. The use 

of standardized UNDP tools, including the MTR and TE GEF Tracking Tools, ensured that the project 
would align with global best practices. UNDP staff said that indicator tracking within the results framework 

supported evidence-based decisions, and field missions validated on-site implementation. Systematic risk 
assessments further addressed SES, while knowledge management captured lessons learned and insights. 

Evaluations, including the MTR and TE, offered critical insights into the project’s effectiveness, sustainability, 
and impact, driving ongoing improvement and accountability.  

 
ii. Comprehensive risk management and stakeholder engagement through robust UNDP oversight: Regular 
risk assessments, based on UNDP’s risk register and SES, ensured that monitoring was comprehensive. 
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Stakeholder engagement and GAP were actively tracked to ensure inclusivity. The Project Board held four 
meetings. No additional troubleshooting oversight from the UNDP was required. A comprehensive review 

of secondary data and key informant interviews highlighted the crucial role the UNDP played in providing 
technical assistance for quality assurance throughout the project’s phases. In line with NIM principles, the 

UNDP Fiji MCO ensured the project’s alignment with approved AWPs by providing valuable input on 
quality assurance and budget oversight. Annual PIRs, which were technically sound, played a vital role in 

identifying issues and communicating them to the Project Board and GEF. While the UNDP excelled in 
project initiation and proposal development, it faced some challenges in timely oversight due to turnover 

of the UNDP Program Analysts. However, the quality of oversight was never compromised. About 91% of 
key informants acknowledged the effectiveness of UNDP Fiji MCO’s supports in facilitating annual reporting 

and practicing risk management that ensured the robust oversight of social and environmental risks (see 
Annex 8). No major issues were attributed to poor UNDP oversight, as the project consistently received 

strong guidance and supervision from the UNDP team. Developing an action plan based on oversight visits 
and assessed by fellow staff member ensures that progress will be tracked and strengthens the rationale 

for oversight and monitoring. 
 
Rating of UNDP’s implementation and oversight- UNDP’s implementation and oversight were highly effective in that they 
provided strong support and guidance. UNDP’ rigorous M&E, adaptive management, and continuous learning ensured the 

accountability of the project and the tracking of its results. Despite external challenges, UNDP’s technical expertise, risk 

management measures, and systematic assessments kept the project aligned with global best practices. Consequently, its 

implementation and oversight performance were rated “satisfactory.” 

 

b. Quality of execution by implementing partners 
Finding 16-The PICRC successfully executed project activities within its budget, managing daily operations effectively and ensuring 

the timely delivery of results, despite challenges such as delays associated with COVID-19 and policy confusion. The IP’s 

transparent procurement process and strong risk management, both of which were supported by UNDP, contributed to the 

efficient use of funds and financial transparency. 

 
The PICRC, as the IP, successfully executed project activities within the planned budget. It operated 

activities under the close guidance of the MAFE and MoJ and oversight of the UNDP. For example, while 
two activities10 did exceed the 10% budget threshold, the UNDP provided technical and administrative 
support to address challenges affecting project quality. Key informants did not raise any concerns regarding 

PICRC's overall implementation. According to 85% of key informants, the PICRC effectively managed daily 
operations, thereby ensuring the timely delivery of results (see Annex 8). By January 2025, 82% of the 

project’s total expenditure had been utilized, with 85% of key informants praising the IP’s efficient use of 
funds, transparency of procurement, and contracting of services (see Annex 8). Notably, 88% commended 

how transparent the procurement process was, a fact which enhanced credibility and efficiency (see Annex 
8). Despite delays associated with COVID-19 and policy confusion, there were no reports of financial 

mismanagement. Risk management was strong, supported as it was by robust annual reporting and 
adherence to UNDP’s Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP). IP also periodically reviewed 

the ‘management effectiveness tracking tool’ score, as part of self-assessment (see Annex 5, section 5.20). 
While some activities were delayed due to confusion about policies rather than the PICRC, the overall 

quality with which the implementing partner implemented the project was strong. 
 

Rating of the IP’s execution- The IP effectively managed project activities and budgets, delivering timely results despite the 

challenges posed by COVID-19 and policy uncertainties. While some delays in activity implementation occurred due to fund 

disbursement issues and documentation gaps, transparent procurement, strong risk management, and UNDP oversight 

enhanced financial efficiency and accountability. As a result, the quality of IP execution was rated “satisfactory.” 
 

c. Overall quality of implementation/execution (*) 

In brief, the IP successfully executed project activities within the planned budget, with oversight from the 
MAFE, MoJ, UNDP and PICRC. While minor budget exceeds occurred, the UNDP provided timely support 

to maintain project quality, and the PICRC effectively managed daily operations, ensuring the efficient use 
of funds, transparent procurement, and risk management, despite delays caused by COVID-19 and policy 

confusion. 
 

Rating of the overall quality of implementation and execution- Based on the assessments of UNDP’s implementation and 

oversight and the IP’s execution, the overall quality of implementation and execution was rated “satisfactory.”   

 
10 Over expenditure of Outcomes 4.1 and 4.2 as overspent by US$32,886, that requires justification to GEF as it is more than 10% of the budget for Component 

4 and over US$5,000 in terms of over expenditure. 
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4.2.6 Risk management  
Finding 17: The project effectively addressed new and existing risks through comprehensive tracking and mitigation strategies, 

using tools like the Risk Dashboard in PIMS+ to prioritize and manage risks. Regular updates to the project board enabled 

informed decision-making which made ensuring timely responses to emerging challenges possible. 

 

a. Risk management framework and its robustness: The project’s risk management framework, which is 
outlined in the ProDoc, incorporated 16 specific provisions to address potential risks comprehensively. 

According to these provisions, the implementing partner bears full responsibility for the security of its 
personnel and UNDP property, meaning the project has a robust security plan subject to UNDP 

verification. Non-compliance was deemed a breach of obligations. To safeguard project integrity, the 
implementing partner was required to prevent fraud, corruption, and fund misuse while fully cooperating 

with UNDP investigations. Strict adherence to UNDP’s policies on sexual misconduct, environmental 
protection, and social standards was mandatory, with violations potentially leading to the suspension or 

termination of the project. 
 

The Atlas/Quantum Risk Register was updated from the start, with only two risks valid until December 
2023. No operational risk related to COVID was included but should have been actively monitored, and 
enhanced risk management, especially regarding political risks tied to the PNMS legal framework, was 

suggested. The project’s risk category was marked as moderate (PIR, 2023). The register in Quantum listed 
only two risks, compared to nine identified during the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) ER, and was not 

frequently updated. Furthermore, discrepancies were found between the offline risk register submitted for 
the PIR and the version in Quantum (PIR, 2024). The MTR process highlighted additional sustainability risks, 

but, positively, the project team updated the risk register and addressed MTR recommendations. The key 
risks identified were potential revisions to the PNMS and the impact of the November 2024 elections (PIR, 

2024). The project excelled in setting up a strong risk management framework, effectively addressing fraud 
and corruption, and complying with UNDP standards. However, improvements were needed; they included 

updating the risk register more regularly, monitoring operational risks like COVID, and paying closer 
attention to political risks tied to the PNMS legal framework. 

 
b. Risks that need attention: The project encountered financial risks related to the potential challenges in 

securing co-financing commitments from the government, partners, or stakeholders. However, efforts to 
address these risks provided valuable insights for strengthening future implementation and ensuring the 

successful completion of key activities. Operational and safety risks were reportedly low. However, 
moderate social and environmental risks persisted, including the potential impacts of climate change—such 
as those due to heavy rainfall, sea-level rise, and flooding—that could disrupt activities. Overall, the project 

was assigned a "moderate" risk rating in PIMS+. 
 

c. Address the new and existing risks in PIRs and the MTR: The project effectively addressed both new and 
existing risks through comprehensive tracking and mitigation strategies. Risks were reviewed around twice 

a year and updated in UNDP’s Quantum risk log, and PIRs and the MTR assessed challenges and outlined 
management responses. Following the guidelines of the SESP, social and environmental risks were 

monitored (however, not at the periodic basis). For instance, the SES was reviewed in January 2025 by the 
SES TA to approve the undertaking of PICRC renovations. The UNDP Fiji MCO developed a targeted 

assessment to address the SES TA's concerns, and based on this, received SES Technical Advisor approval 
to proceed with the work. The project did not utilize advanced tools like the Risk Dashboard in PIMS+ to 

prioritize and manage risks systematically. Instead, risks were revisited during project quality assurance, 
PIR, Project Board meetings, etc., and action plans were developed and diligently implemented to address 

emerging threats. 
 

d. Project board kept informed of updates and escalations of risks: The project proactively kept the Project 
Board informed about new and evolving risks, enabling the board to assess their likelihood, identify potential 
impacts, and propose mitigation measures. This regular communication facilitated timely, informed 

decision-making, ensuring that the Project Board would be able to effectively address emerging challenges. 
In the views of 56% of key informants, instead of engaging in strategic discussions, addressing technical 

inputs and making decisions designed to move the project further, the Project Board simply engaged in 
approval of AWP (see Annex 8). The evaluator's overall assessment suggests that these reasons are indeed 

valid.  
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4.2.7 Social and environmental standards  
Finding 18-The project successfully operationalized a mechanism to redress grievances, thereby ensuring transparency and 

fostering trust by promptly resolving both social and environmental issues. About 79% of key informants praised the project’s 

responsiveness (see Annex 8). 

 

a. Developed a grievances redress mechanism to contribute to SES: The project developed a grievances 
redress mechanism (GRM) (Box 7) so that people would be able to lodge their grievances and thereby 

maintain transparency. The project established a grievance redress mechanism by developing a guideline 
aligned with UNDP requirements and national structures, incorporating input from key stakeholders, 

including GEF OFP (PIR, 2024). According to 85% of key informants, the project’s grievance mechanism 
was effectively operationalized, providing stakeholders with a 

transparent and accessible platform for raising concerns (see 
Annex 8). Regular monitoring ensured the prompt resolution of 

grievances and thereby fostering trust. The mechanism addressed 
both social and environmental issues, aligning with UNDP’s SES. 

 
b. Challenges to SES implementation: The updates on the SES 
implementation status were infrequent and limited in robustness, 

though the SES TA provided valuable feedback on risk 
management. The fact that the project developed a GRM only 

much later in its implementation (PIR, 2024) its effectiveness was 
limited. In July 2021, a bill proposed opening the PNMS to fishing 

for five years, a proposal which would have significant implications 
for project management. The PNMS had only been fully 

implemented for six months, limiting monitoring and research, and 
the bill faced strong community opposition, slowing its progress 

(PIR, 2022). In May 2022, the president of Palau introduced a 
supplemental budget bill that included policy changes to the 

PNMS, further delaying implementation. These changes, including the potential restructuring of the 
mandates of the MAFE and the PICRC, caused some initial confusion, particularly in drafting the PNMS’s 

five-year strategic management plan and activities aimed at improving coordination and collaboration (PIR, 
2022). The confusion was, however, dealt with through adaptive management.  

 
c. Project strengths and areas for improvement in SES: The project demonstrated strengths in upholding 
UNDP’s SES, particularly in ensuring the rights of Indigenous peoples through structured FPIC reviews and 

effective risk management strategies. However, there were areas for improvement, including infrequent 
updates on SES implementation, delays in developing the GRM, and challenges in managing external policy 

risks impacting project coordination and sustainability. A total of 79% of key informants expressed 
confidence in the system, praising its responsiveness and timely grievance resolution, saying it contributed 

to maintaining project integrity and stakeholder satisfaction (see Annex 8). Although the GRM was 
developed later than was ideal, it helped systematize the process of raising objections. While forming a 

three-member team was a positive step, excluding project officials would better ensure impartiality and 
balance. 

 

4.3 Project Results and Impacts 
4.3.1 Progress towards objective and expected outcomes (*) 
The project’s overall progress was presented using color codes: ‘green’ for completed, ‘yellow’ for ongoing 

and ‘red’ for activities likely not completed by the project’s tenure (June 2025). A review of secondary 
information and interviews with stakeholders revealed that the project strategically allocated its time, 

technical inputs, and resources to achieve the anticipated targets. Many proposed activities were impacted 
by the ongoing MSP and policy shifts, which were largely beyond the project’s control. The repeal of the 

PNMS size has impacted the project's ability to meet several of its targets. As of January 2025, 7 indicators 
have been fully achieved, 8 are partially achieved and may be completed by the end of the project, while 2 
will not be achieved within the project's tenure as they require additional time and resources (see Table 

8). The slower progress was not due to weaknesses in project design or monitoring but rather the result 
of policy modifications and delays in their enactment. This uncertainty created significant confusion about 

which activities to implement and when, ultimately disrupting the project's momentum, especially in the 

Box 7: Grievance mechanism 

In July 2024, the project developed a 

guideline to its grievance mechanism to 

ensure that implementation-related 

complaints would be addressed 

transparently. The guideline outlines 

eligibility criteria, submission procedures, 

and steps to resolution; guarantees timely 

and fair handling; and fosters accountability 

and trust among stakeholders. Individuals can 

request information, express concerns, or 

file anonymous complaints, which are treated 

confidentially. Complaints can be submitted 

through designated contacts, including the 

project manager, the Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO) of the PICRC, or a member of the 

project board (the vice-president or a 

representative of the Office of the Vice 

President/Minister of Justice).  

Source: Project’s data, 2024 
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initial years. As noted in Section 4.2.4, two indicators could not be completed as they were overly ambitious 
given the uncertainty about policy and constraints on time and resources.  

Table 8: Summary of indicator-wise progress 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025)11 

Objective-level indicators   

1. Mandatory Indicator 1: Direct Project 

beneficiaries 

Approx. 2,000 persons (600 women) from 

tourism sector, fisheries sector, 

Survey ongoing, completion 

expected by April 2025. 

2. Mandatory Indicator 2: Indirect Project 

beneficiaries 

100% -Confirmation of overall beneficiaries 

from GEF investment in this Project = 

20,135 (overall population) with 45% 

women (9,014) 

Survey ongoing, completion 

expected by April 2025. 

3. Core Indicator 2: Marine protected areas 

created or under improved management for 

conservation and sustainable use 

47.5 million hectares (80% of the EEZ) under 

improved management. 

Affected by policy shift; 

applied adaptive management. 

A decision on the MSP has 

not been made yet. 

4. Core Indicator 5: Area of marine habitat 

under improved practices to benefit 

biodiversity 

20% (11.8 Million Hectares) of EEZ and 

territorial waters under strict management 

as a domestic fishery with limited and 

controlled commercial fishing and 

exportation 

Affected by policy shift; 

applied adaptive management. 

A decision on the MSP has 

not been made yet. 

5. Core Indicator 8: Globally over- exploited 

marine fisheries moved to sustainable levels 

21,250 metric tonnes per annum of fishery 

moved to more sustainable levels 

Beyond the project's direct 

influence. 

Outcome 1.1 level indicators   

6. Extent of effectiveness of PNMS institutional, 

management and regulatory framework 

Fully functional and effective PNMS 

institutional, management and regulatory 

framework 

Impacted by policy shift, used 

adaptive management  

7. Scale of effectiveness in fisheries management 

and enforcement within the Commercial Fishing 

Zone and the Artisanal Fishing Zone (11.8 Million 

Ha) 

Full enforcement and monitoring for 

compliance 

Fully achieved 

Outcome 1.2 level indicators   

8. Number of staff (disaggregated by males and 

females) that have undergone training and built 

capacity on PNMS governance a n d  management 

Target: 14 Male; Female Targets exceeded: 15 males, 

13 females. 

 

9. Extent of capacity building program established 

in country on PNMS management & monitoring 

Capacity building program under full 

implementation in country on PNMS 

management and monitoring 

Draft agreements developed; 

linkage building ongoing. 

Outcome 2.1 level indicators   

10. Extent at which Palau’s Operations 

Centre for Monitoring, Control and 

Surveillance is manned, equipped and 

coordinating active Monitoring, Control and 

Surveillance (MCS) patrols, interdiction and 

prosecution 

Partial functional Palau operational center 

 

Strengthened center's 

operational capacity. 

 

11. Extent of effective human electronic 

monitoring, reporting within the DFZ. 

50% of vessels have human and electronic 

monitoring and are reporting on findings 

At the regional level, beyond 

project scope. 

Outcome 3.1 level indicators   

12. Extent of 10 years sustainable 

funding roadmap for PNMS and DFZ 

formally adopted integrating 

ecotourism and livelihoods 

Finalized and adopted 10 years sustainable 

funding roadmap for PNMS 

Financing pathways identified; 

MSP impact delays finalization. 

 

13. Extent of PNA vessel day scheme and 

sustainable funding program established 

Specific revenue allocations from benefits of 

PNMS and DFZ (including VDS) at the state 

and community level & maintenance of at 

least 75% of the previous VDS income  

Requires high-level regional 

negotiations; not finalized 

within project timeframe. 

Outcome 4.1 level indicators   

14. Appropriate Lessons and Best Practices 

(L&BP) (from other similar GEF projects and 

other relevant initiatives captured and 

incorporated into this project as appropriate 

L&BP captured in ‘Operational Guidelines’ 

for PNMS and for DFZ (two documents).  

Knowledge exchanged with 

National Marine Sanctuary of 

American Samoa and Ocean 

Exploration Trust. 

15. Lessons and Best Practices from the project 

identified and documented and distributed to 

support  

Final best lessons and practices captured in 

Experience Notes an d  for distribution 

within the South Pacific region/ Small Island 

Developing States (SIDS) and one global 

twinning exercise  

Efforts ongoing to exchange 

knowledge and capture 

insights by project end. 

Outcome 4.2 level indicators   

 
11 Please refer to Annex 5, section 5.5.  
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16. Project Management Unit ( P M U ) and Project 

Management supported by the host o rganization 

with appropriate staffing levels and Monitoring 

and Evaluation  

Overall Project Management receives 

minimum ‘Satisfactory’ at PMU physical 

structure and staff rolled over into 

permanent PNMS establishment by end of 

project 

PMU support integrated with 

existing staff for continuity 

beyond the project. 

17. Stakeholder and Partner Engagement Plan 

functional within the project 

Stakeholder Engagement receives minimum 

‘Satisfactory’ at TE Partnership Platform 

includes linkage to Stakeholders as a long-

term formal agreement 

Ongoing MSP and agency 

restructuring hindered 

engagement plan 

development. 

Source: Project’s records (2025) and KIIs (2025)  
 

Project records and stakeholder insights indicate strong progress from July 2024 to February 2025, driven 
by enhanced clarity and confidence within PICRC and the implementing agency (MAFE), thanks to targeted 

capacity-building initiatives. 
 
The three PIRs (2022–2024) were found to be well-crafted, with comprehensive content, detailed insights, 

and strong evidence. However, after a thorough review with PICRC staff, it was discovered that the 
progress made in collaboration with other recently completed, ongoing, and internal PICRC projects was 

not fully reported by the PICRC. In-depth interviews with multiple stakeholders further uncovered key 
issues that had been overlooked in the reporting process. The project's collaboration with internal and 

external agencies to foster synergies is also explored in the Coherence section (4.3.3, a). 
 

4.3.2 Relevance (*) 
Finding 19-The project was highly relevant as it aligned with Palau’s National Development Strategy (2009) by reinforcing 

regulatory frameworks, introducing financing mechanisms, and building capacity for marine conservation. However, jurisdictional 

and legal uncertainties created some challenges for enforcement and governance. Despite these complexities, the project 

contributed to national priorities by integrating marine conservation with sustainable resource management, supporting economic 

resilience, and reinforcing Palau’s leadership in global ocean governance. 

 

Finding 20- The project aligned with UNDP’s Multi-Country Program Document (2023-2027), UN Pacific Strategy (2018-2022), 

and UNSDCF (2023-2027) and GEF’s strategic priorities by addressing critical environmental challenges such as climate change, 

biodiversity loss, and sustainable marine management in the Pacific region. It contributed to the global agenda by enhancing 

biodiversity protection, supporting ecosystem-based conservation, and reinforcing sustainable resource management through 

improved policy integration at the national and sub-national levels. By addressing key GEF priorities such as the effectiveness 

and financial sustainability of protected areas, the project strengthened Palau’s conservation framework and supported the 

achievement of global SDGs, particularly in marine ecosystem resilience and biodiversity protection. 

 
The relevance of the project was evaluated based on ideas below.  
 

a. Alignment of project’s objectives with Palau’s national priorities: The project aligned with Palau’s National 
Development Plan (2023-2026)12 by reinforcing regulatory frameworks, financing mechanisms, and 

capacity-building for overall biodiversity conservation. Despite progress in surveillance and enforcement of 
the PNMS, jurisdictional and legal uncertainties persisted, particularly concerning the contested status of 

Helen Reef and the implications of climate change for Palau’s EEZ. The vast scale of the sanctuary required 
continuous monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) partnerships, while ambiguities in the fishing 
activities permitted within the DFZ highlighted challenges in balancing economic and environmental 

priorities. Legislative amendments improved regulatory oversight and relocated the DFZ to improve 
enforcement. Even so, jurisdictional clarity remained a challenge. The project contributed to Palau’s broad 

development goals by integrating conservation efforts with national priorities in ocean governance, climate 
resilience, and sustainable resource management; thus, it was highly relevant. 

 
The project was further relevant because it was closely aligned with Palau’s national priorities. For instance, 

it supported CITES implementation, particularly within the PNMS, ensuring that banned bycatch, such as 
sharks’ fins and turtles’ shells, was no longer exported. Enforcing this ban required targeted monitoring 

within the 20% DFZ. The project also advanced global environmental goals, contributing, in particular, to 
the Convention on Biological Diversity’s Aichi Target 11 by strengthening marine conservation efforts and 

emphasizing ecological connectivity between coastal and offshore ecosystems. In addition, it supported UN 
SDG 14 regarding marine resource sustainability, while also impacting SDG 2, food security, and SDG 8.7, 

 
12 The long-term vision of the Palau Development Plan, 2023 to 2026 is to substantially enhance the quality of life of current and future generations of alauans. 

The medium-term outcome in support of that vision is that well-established processes and programs will have been put in place by 2026 to (i) progress the 

quality of social support, (ii) nourish Palauan culture and identity, (iii) maintain the environment and counter climate change, (iv) restore economic growth, and 

(v) strengthen governance in support of growth. These are the country’s five development pillars: social, cultural, environmental, economic, and governance.  
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promoting sustainable tourism that integrates community participation and local culture.  Its support for 
these global goals justified its relevance. In sum, the project was designed to align with national and 

international policy mandates, reinforcing its relevance. The project also strengthened transparency and 
accountability (SDG 16) and enhanced regional and global cooperation for effective marine governance 

(SDG 17). 
 

i. Responsiveness of the project to political, legal, economic, and institutional changes in Palau:  

• Political and legal aspects: The project was strongly aligned with Palau’s political and legal frameworks, 

particularly through its reinforcement of traditional conservation practices like the “bul”13 and the 

establishment of the PNMS. The phased implementation of the PNMS, with a gradual transition to a no-take 

zone, reflected sensitive responsiveness to governance structures and socio-political realities. However, 

persistent institutional constraints, including gaps in enforcement mechanisms and administrative capacity, 

posed some challenges to its full realization. The PICRC’s ability to navigate legislative amendments, such as 

the 2019 Senate bill, illustrated its adaptability to evolving legal landscapes, though further institutional 

strengthening is needed. 

• Economic aspect: Economically, the project acknowledged Palau’s reliance on tourism, which accounts for 

over half of gross domestic product (GDP) and positioned marine conservation as a strategic economic 

investment. By prioritizing ecotourism and sustainable fisheries within the DFZ, the project sought to 

maximize long-term economic benefits while reducing dependency on foreign fishing licenses. However, 

financial constraints, including limited government revenue from fisheries and potential trade-offs between 

conservation and economic interests, highlighted the need for having diversified revenue streams and 

sustainable financing mechanisms to support marine protection efforts. 

• Institutional aspect: Institutionally, the project’s difficulties in establishing a stable management structure for 

the PNMS lead to concerns that it would become a “paper park” without effective governance (ProDoC, 

2021). An external scoping exercise conducted in 2019 identified key barriers, including fragmented 

responsibilities, insufficient enforcement capacity, and vulnerability to political and private-sector pressures. 

Despite efforts to address these issues, the inadequate and comprehensive institutional framework limited 

the project’s ability to fully operationalize marine protection measures and ensure long-term sustainability. 

The project effectively responded to political, legal, economic, and institutional changes in Palau by mobilizing 

human, technical, and financial resources, thereby ensuring its relevance. 

 

ii. Alignment with national and local strategies to advance gender equality: Palau’s commitment to gender 
equality is deeply rooted in both tradition and policy. Women play a significant role in decision-making at 
all levels. Their participation promoted an inclusive approach and ensured that vulnerability, rather than 

gender alone, guided interventions. While historically Palauan society assigned gendered roles in marine 
resource management—men fished, and women engaged in reef gleaning and farming—modern shifts in 

governance and economic structures altered these dynamics (ProDoc, 2021). The establishment of the 
PNMS was not expected to negatively impact gender equality as the fisheries most affected were foreign 

operated. More than 85% of key informants expressed that the project created new opportunities for 
women in sustainable fisheries, and ecotourism (see Annex 8), the evaluator's overall assessment supports 

these observations as valid. By integrating traditional knowledge, strengthening legal frameworks, and 
enhancing gender’s roles in marine industries, the project actively supported gender-responsive economic 

empowerment and reinforced the importance of equitable participation in conservation and resource 
management. 

 
iii. Regional and global implications of inaction: Palau’s strategic position in the Pacific and its being home 

to exceptional marine biodiversity made it a critical hub for ocean conservation. Its EEZ serves as a vital 
migratory and spawning ground for tuna, linking Palau to regional fisheries across the Western and Central 

Pacific. That said, Palau’s inadequate enforcement capabilities heightened its vulnerability to IUU fishing. 
Palau’s proximity to high seas pockets exacerbated that vulnerability. As a leader in ocean conservation, 
Palau set aside 81% of its marine jurisdiction as a MPA, yet struggled with its effective management, 

especially within the PNMS. The DFZ has potential as a regional model for balancing food security and 
fisheries revenue, but there need to be clear access rights for local and foreign-licensed fishers. 

Strengthening management strategies would also support small-scale fishers and climate adaptation and 
generate sustainable economic benefits. Globally, the PNMS aligns with SDG 14 and broader commitments 

 
13 The "bul" is a traditional conservation practice in some Pacific Island communities, where certain areas are designated as sacred or protected, and the 

harvesting of natural resources is prohibited to allow for regeneration and sustainable management. 
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to marine conservation, and thus reinforces Palau’s role in advancing the blue economy14 and international 
ocean governance. 

 
b. Alignment with UNDP’s and GEF’s focal areas and strategic priorities: The project is relevant in that it 

is in line with UNDP’s MCDM (2023-2027). The Pacific region is facing mounting threats from rising sea 
levels, climate change, pollution, and biodiversity loss,15 as is highlighted in the 2018 Boe Declaration16 and 

the Pacific leaders’ 2022 Climate Emergency Declaration.17 With global temperatures projected to raise by 
2°C, up to 90% of coral reefs risk severe degradation, a state that will endanger marine species and 

ecosystems. Over the past decade, disasters in the Pacific displaced 832,000 people,18 and annual economic 
losses averaged 14% of the total GDP.19 The region’s heavy dependence on fossil fuels, particularly for 

maritime transport, further compounded its vulnerabilities. Addressing these challenges, UNDP, in 
partnership with UNEP and UNCDF worked to advance sustainable fisheries, aquaculture, renewable 

energy, marine protection, and waste management. South-South cooperation with Belize, Cape Verde, 
Indonesia, and Seychelles fostered the sharing of knowledge about blue economy initiatives.20 Through this 

program, UNDP aimed to strengthen institutional and community capacities to manage ocean and land 
ecosystems. In particular, it aimed to see over 30 million hectares under improved practices by 2027 and 

PNMS would be the part of it.  
 
The project aligned closely with the UNDP’s Strategic Plan and Country Program Document, UN Pacific 

Strategy (2018-2022), and UNSDCF (2023-2027) by advancing environmental sustainability through 
ecosystem-based conservation and biodiversity protection. It contributed to the theory of change by 

mainstreaming biodiversity into policy- and decision-making, reinforcing sustainable natural resource 
management at the national and sub-national levels. The project advanced outcome 1 of the UNSDCF by 

enhancing community resilience to climate shocks and improving ecosystem protection. It promoted 
innovative “ridge to reef” approaches, fostering both the blue and the green economies while expanding 

access to finance for biodiversity management. By strengthening coastal biodiversity management, climate-
resilient fisheries and livelihoods empowered women and youths. Palau, a global leader in marine 

conservation, faced challenges such as pollution, unsustainable development, and threats to biodiversity. 
The severe 2015–2016 El Niño drought highlighted these risks: it severely impacted Jellyfish Lake and 

prompted the issuance of a state of emergency. Supporting UNDP’s Strategic Plan Output 1.3, the project 
developed solutions for ecosystem services and biodiversity integration across landscapes and seascapes. 

It also directly addressed GEF strategic programming by enhancing the effectiveness and financial 
sustainability of protected areas, safeguarding critical habitats, and ensuring the long-term resilience of 

marine ecosystems (Biodiversity 1-1, Biodiversity 2-7). Through these efforts, the project strengthened 
Palau’s conservation framework in alignment with global and regional development goals. 
 

i. Stakeholder engagement and coordination: The project was relevant as it engaged a diverse range of 
stakeholders in supporting marine conservation efforts. The PNMS Advisory Committee21 and the Palau 

Conservation Consortium served as key coordination platforms charged with fostering collaboration and 
strategic planning. However, efforts to repeal the PNMS Law decreased engagement, weakened stakeholder 

coordination, and limited partnership outcomes (MTR, 2024). The project relied on consultation and key 
documentation, such as the PNMS Communication Strategy and Action Plan, to guide implementation. 

Despite challenges to the maintenance of momentum, national agencies like the MoJ, MAFE, and PICRC 
were crucial in project execution, while international partners provided technical expertise (see Annex 5, 

section 5.18). Coordination among executing partners, including UNDP Fiji MCO and UNDP NCE Asia-
Pacific, ensured that resources were well managed and that implementation challenges were addressed. 

That said, achieving stakeholder alignment remained an ongoing opportunity for improvement. 

 
14 The Pacific Blue Economy promotes sustainable use of ocean resources to drive economic growth, improve livelihoods, and protect marine ecosystems 

across Pacific Island nations. It emphasizes climate resilience, sustainable fisheries, marine conservation, and innovative ocean-based industries while integrating 

traditional knowledge with modern sustainability practices.  
15 Sustainable Development Solutions Network, 2021   
16 It reaffirmed the Pacific Islands Forum’s commitment to regional security, expanding the definition beyond traditional threats to include climate change, human 

security, transnational crime, and cyber threats as key security challenges. 
17 This declaration called for urgent global action to address the climate crisis, emphasizing the existential threat to Pacific nations and urging stronger 

commitments to limit global warming to 1.5°C. 
18 International Organization for Migration, Pacific displacement data, 2021   
19 International Monetary Fund, 2021. Unlocking Access to Climate Finance for Pacific Island Countries   
20 Multi-Country Program Document (2023-2027) 
21 A new PNMS Advisory Committee has been established as a subcommittee of the National Environmental Protection Council (NEPC) to facilitate 

stakeholder input on managing the Palau National Marine Sanctuary. Comprising voluntary representatives from government, NGOs, and private partners, the 

committee is co-chaired by Ebiil Society and Bureau of Budget and Planning, with PICRC serving as its secretariat. 
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The project is strongly aligned with Palau’s national priorities, effectively responding to political, legal, 

economic, and institutional changes. It also supports national and local gender strategies, as well as UNDP 
and GEF priorities, without any contradictions that could undermine the project’s relevance. 

 
Rating relevance- The project demonstrated strong strategic relevance by aligning itself with Palau’s National Development 

Strategy (2009), reinforcing regulatory frameworks and innovative financing mechanisms, and promoting marine conservation 

capacity all while navigating jurisdictional and legal complexities. Its adaptive approach ensured that the project could be 

responsive to evolving political, legal, economic, and institutional dynamics and thereby maintain policy coherence and 

implementation effectiveness. By integrating marine conservation with sustainable resource management and economic 

resilience, the project not only advanced national priorities but also positioned Palau as a global leader in ocean governance.  

It aligned itself UNDP, UN Pacific, and GEF strategies to enhance biodiversity protection, ecosystem-based conservation, 

and the long-term financial sustainability of protected areas, thereby contributing to global SDGs on marine resilience and 

sustainability. Based on this comprehensive alignment, the project’s relevance was rated “satisfactory.” 

 

4.3.3 Coherence  
Finding 21-The project successfully enhanced internal coherence by aligning with UNDP’s Multi-Country Program Document 

(2023-2027) and complementing initiatives like the Integrating Biodiversity Safeguards and Conservation into Development in 

Palau Project. About 94% of key informants 

recognizing its synergies across programs (see 

Annex 8). The UNDP Fiji MCO ensured strong 

coordination and effective governance. The 

project’s integration of climate change 

adaptation and biodiversity protection 

contributed to sustainable community resilience 

and institutional preparedness. 

 

Finding 22-The project ensured external 

coherence by fostering coordination and 

collaboration with over 68% of stakeholders. Its 

impact on marine conservation was fostered 

through partnerships with organizations such as 

the National Marine Sanctuary of American 

Samoa and the Ocean Exploration Trust (see 

Annex 8). Innovations in outreach, such as 

school programs and radio initiatives, were 

adopted by other initiatives, expanding the 

project’s sustainability and influence. In addition, 

the project contributed to international 

conservation efforts, with 79% of informants 

recognizing its role in advancing regional and 

global biodiversity goals. 

 

a. Strengthening synergies and enhancing the internal coherence of UNDP initiatives: Under the guidance 
of UNDP Fiji MCO, the Integrating Biodiversity Safeguards and Conservation into Development Project 
(also GEF funded) was implemented from July 16, 2018, to July 16, 2024, to achieve four key outcomes.22 

Because the MAFE served as the implementing partner for both this project and the PNMS, which also 
worked in the same focal area—biodiversity conservation—the two projects naturally aligned, fostering 

internal coherence and strengthening synergies through coordination, collaboration, and strategic linkages. 
More than 94% of key informants agreed that these two projects complement each other, maximizing 

impact and efficiency.  
 

 
22 Outcome 1 aimed at strengthening the national institutional framework for integrated land and seascape management, while Outcome 2 focused on 

implementing “ridge to reef” planning in Babeldaob states to mitigate biodiversity threats and enhance ecosystem services. Outcome 3 targeted the 

operationalization of integrated planning across 264,686 ha of seascapes and coastal areas in the Southern Lagoon. Outcome 4 highlighted the importance of 

knowledge management, monitoring, equitable gender benefits, and biodiversity conservation in Palau. 

Table 9: Policy initiative complementarities with PNMS project 
Policy Initiatives Complementarities with PNMS project 

The National 
Biodiversity 

Strategy and 
Action Plan 
(NBSAP, 2015–

2025)  

The project advanced Palau’s conservation agenda by 
integrating biodiversity into sustainable development 

(Goal 4), promoting livelihoods (Goal 5), and 
strengthening governance through conservation-
focused policy and community planning (Goal 7) of 

NBSAP. 

The National 
Invasive Species 

Strategy (2014)  

This strategy aimed to prevent new infestations, 
mitigate existing threats, and strengthen regional and 

global cooperation on the management of invasive 
species.  

The Responsible 
Tourism Policy 
Framework 

(2017–2021)  
 

The project set sustainable tourism carrying-capacity 
limits, balancing growth with environmental, cultural, 
and community wellbeing. It ensured transparency in 

green fee revenues to support Palau’s “conservation 
nation” vision and fostered public-private 
partnerships to expand cultural and nature-based 

tourism. 

Conventions on 

Biological 
Diversity-CBD 
Aichi Biodiversity 
Targets  

 

Palau’s conservation efforts aligned with the CBD 

Aichi Biodiversity Targets by reducing habitat loss 
(Target 5), preventing species extinction (Target 12), 
and enhancing ecosystem resilience and carbon 
storage (Target 15). These initiatives boosted 

biodiversity protection and contributed to the 
mitigation of climate change effects, though long-term 
impact required sustained investment and policy 

enforcement. 
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In addition, several policies have complementary provisions that align with the PNMS project.  First, the 
UNDP Multi-Country Program Document (2023-2027) aims to enhance community resilience and 

empower people to withstand climate-driven shocks. By 2027, the document aims to improve biodiversity 
protection and ecosystem management, ensuring that communities and institutions are better prepared for 

diverse environmental challenges than they were before the project was initiated. Second, the "Integrating 
Biodiversity Safeguards and Conservation into Development in Palau Project” focused on mitigating the 

impacts of unsustainable development on Palau’s biodiversity-rich landscapes. Third, policy initiatives 
complement PNMS initiatives (see Table 9). It integrated biodiversity protection, climate change adaptation, 

inclusive economic growth, and strengthening institutions, and supporting marine conservation alongside 
the PNMS project. The project achieved strong internal coherence; with 94% of key informants recognizing 

its success in enhancing synergies within UNDP initiatives (see Annex 8). Project Board members affirmed 
the project’s effectiveness in aligning and coordinating efforts across related programs. In the views of 68% 

of PMU and PICRC staff, the UNDP Fiji MCO provided oversight by periodically facilitating board meetings, 
engaging with technical working groups, and arranging missions to Palau (see Annex 8). The project did 

receive technical backstopping, and input which fostered effective governance and maximized the impact 
of the project. In sum, it strengthened synergies and enhanced UNDP initiatives through knowledge-sharing 

and technical collaboration. 
 
b. Ensuring complementarity, coordination, and added value in multi-actor efforts (external coherence): In 

general, the project assured complementarity, coordination, and added value in multi-actor efforts, all 
measures which helped to foster external coherence. In Palau and within the PICRC, there were a couple 

of other relevant projects with which this project collaborated for synergetic impacts (Annex 5, section 
5.11). The ongoing PNMS’s projects, the mapping project supported by Ocean Exploration Trust, the 

research project backed by Blue Nature Alliance, and the education and outreach project funded by the 
Marine Conservation Institute are seamlessly driving synergy across research, education, outreach 

management, and capacity-building, fostering a collaborative approach to sustainable marine conservation 
(see Table 11). The Ocean 

Exploration Trust project 
supports sustainability 

through training in 
communicating about 

science, an activity book, 
awareness-raising media, 

and the integration of 
Science, technology, 
engineering, and 

mathematics (STEM). The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Ocean Exploration 
project enhances sustainability by offering internships for student research and professional development 

for teachers. The Office of the National Sanctuaries mini-grant raises awareness about the sister sanctuary 
partnership through resource-sharing. The Blue Sparks Award project supports outreach sustainability by 

providing transportation and logistics for PNMS-related community visits and consultations (Table 10, see 
Annex 5, Section 5.14).  

 
More than 79% of stakeholders confirmed that the project advanced biodiversity and marine conservation 

goals through strong coordination and resource-sharing among key stakeholders, including the National 
Marine Sanctuary of 

American Samoa, the Ocean 
Exploration Trust, and Big 

Ocean (see Annex 8). 
Collaborative efforts helped 

to improve maritime 
surveillance, build local 
expertise in fisheries 

management, and conserve 
biodiversity. The project also 

collaborated with other 
PICRC projects in 

disseminating knowledge 

Table 10: Other projects in marine areas in Palau and synergies with PNMS 
S
n 

Earlier or ongoing 
program/projects  

Year  Donors Thematic area/synergies 

1 PNMS Mapping 
Project  

2024 Ocean Exploration 
Trust 

Ocean exploration/ 
Research /Outreach 

2 PNMS Research 

Project 

2021-

2023 

Blue Nature Alliance Management, Capacity 

Building 

3 Education and 
outreach 

2024-
2025 

Marine Conservation 
Institute 

Education/Outreach 

Source: Project’s records, 2025; KIIs, 2025 

 

Table 11: Events/programs and visitors/listeners 
Events/programs People/visitor/listeners  

1. Number of people listened to the Berius el Chais 
radio program 

400-700+ listeners per show, 
twice per month 

2. Number of visitors of PICRC website (including 
PNMS materials- research reports and news) 

35,000+ from Jan 2024-Jan 2025 

3. Number of visitors on PICRC Facebook page 

(including PNMS content) 

414,000+ views from Jan 2024-

Jan 2025 

4. Number of children involved in school 
intersession programs 

About 60 students in 2024 

5. Number of children involved in art contests About 1,700 

6. Number of children/ people involved in film 

challenge 

Over 40 students but reached 

over 200 people 

7. Number of children in education carnival 700+ 

Source: PICRC/Project’s records, 2025 
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through an annual calendar of contest engaging students, with the top 12 schools receiving $300 each for 
educational resources and extracurricular activities. In addition, a weekly radio program and public 

presentations expanded outreach, reinforcing marine conservation awareness and community engagement. 
In 2022, designated as the Year of Safety and Security in Palau, the Vice President recommended a PNMS 

booth at the event, emphasizing public outreach and coordination with MAFE and MoJ. Stakeholders also 
emphasized that strategic partnerships with initiatives like the PICRC, the National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and the Blue Sparks Award helped expand the project’s outreach 
and sustainability efforts. More than 85% of stakeholders appreciated the project’s efforts to improve 

science communication through visual materials, training, and interactive tools (see Annex 8). Moreover, 
the integration of technology into education provided students with hands-on experience while building 

the capacity of educators. It was good that educators received capacity-building support, and transportation 
for PNMS community meetings ensured broad participation, strengthening long-term marine conservation 

efforts through knowledge-sharing and public engagement. These are only a few examples. It seems that 
the level of awareness was fostered through coordination and collaboration as it is difficult to segregate 

which project contributes what percentage of the total share in these collective efforts. 
 

Taking matters one step further, the project collaborated with other projects within PICRC to develop 
pioneered innovative tools and approaches that influenced other initiatives, leading to the replication and 
refinement of PNMS outreach strategies. Key innovations—such as school intersession programs, art 

contests, film challenges, and the Berius el Chais radio program—were adopted by different initiatives like 
the Ocean Science Education Program, Lebuu’s Voyage Art Contest, Ocean Stories Film Festival, and 

Environmental Hour. The impact of these innovations extended to developing new marine science curricula 
for educators, engaging students in designing promotional stickers for Lebuu’s Voyage, and launching a film 

challenge to highlight the importance of sanctuary protection (see Table 8). In addition, the project 
leveraged radio as a powerful medium for information-sharing, reaching diverse audiences and amplifying 

conservation messaging. 
 

Scientific research at the sanctuary benefited from international partnerships with Japan, Taiwan, and the 
USA advancing deep-sea exploration and integrating local knowledge with global perspectives. While 

meetings between fishery agencies and governments were productive, it was said that inter-agency 
communication was insufficient. The PICRC expanded its collaboration with organizations like the Pacific 

community (SPC) and the Belau Offshore Fishers Inc. (BOFI), enhancing science and economic research. 
Stakeholder engagement, including through the National Environment Protection Council (NEPC) and the 

PICRC’s memorandum of agreement, facilitated the integration of conservation and socio-economic 
priorities. The impact was further supported by international partners, including Australia, Japan, and 
Morocco, especially during the impacts of COVID-19, reinforcing the sanctuary’s role in both social and 

conservation outcomes. While inter-agency communication required strengthening, the project’s ability to 
integrate with other marine conservation efforts, such as those of the Friends of PNMS and the PCS, which 

is supported by the Australian and Taiwanese embassies, and regional stakeholders, ensured a cohesive and 
impactful approach to conservation in Palau. In sum, strengthening synergies and internal coherence within 

UNDP initiatives maximized impact, streamlined resources, and fostered integrated solutions. In addition, 
ensuring complementarity and coordination in multi-actor efforts enhanced external coherence, driving 

more effective and sustainable outcomes. 
 

4.3.4 Effectiveness (*)  
Finding 23-The project demonstrated strong effectiveness in advancing Palau’s environmental and biodiversity goals and aligning 

itself with national priorities, SDGs, and UNDP’s strategic objectives. Despite challenges such as policy shifts and the pandemic, 

the project successfully developed and implemented the PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2024-2034) and the PNMS 

Strategic Plan (2025-2030)23, laying a foundation for sustainable marine conservation. However, a plan is still needed to leverage 

the resources required to execute these strategies and plans effectively. Stakeholder mobilization, adaptive implementation, and 

targeted capacity-building efforts enabled progress, with 94% of key informants recognizing the project’s contributions to 

governance, biodiversity management, and sustainable resource utilization (see Annex 8). 

 

Finding 24-The project successfully strengthened the PNMS’s institutional, regulatory, and management framework, thus securing 

national and international support while enforcing key policies in collaboration with regional organizations. Despite these 

achievements, the project fell short of fully realizing its intended outcomes due to internal and external challenges, including 

policy shifts, delays in amendments of laws, and uncertainties regarding the boundaries of the PNMS and the DFZ. However, 

 
23 The Board directed the development of a PNMS Strategic Plan, engaging DMSFWP, MAFE, and PICRC, with input from the PNMS Advisory Committee. A 

thorough situation analysis and theory of change exercise helped identify barriers and define a pathway for success (Board meeting, 4 March 2022).  
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through adaptive management, risk mitigation, and flexible strategies, the project maintained its momentum and continued to 

ensure stakeholder engagement, institutional coordination, and gender-responsive implementation, all of which were measures 

which contributed to sustainable biodiversity conservation. That said, consolidating the remaining unfinished activities and 

improving the management and dissemination of knowledge are urgent priorities. 
 

The project’s effectiveness was assessed across all four outcomes. This solid foundation, which required a 
substantial investment of time and resources, has positioned the project for accelerating its progress. A 

summary of outcomes is provided in the last part of this section, and details on the project’s advancement 
in the following sections. 

 
a. Contributing to national development priorities: The project contributed to Palau national development 

goals, with a particular focus on environmental protection, climate change, and disaster resilience, as 
outlined in the United Nations Development Pacific Strategy (2018-2022) and The UN Sustainable 
Development Cooperation Framework for the Pacific (2023-2027). It aligned closely with Palau’s national 

development priorities, which emphasized safeguarding Palau’s biodiversity through governance, sustainable 
financing, and knowledge management to strengthen resilient ecosystems. The project also made notable 

contributions to SDG 14 (see Annex 5, section 5.22). Key success factors included strong alignment with 
national biodiversity goals, committed support from UNDP Fiji MCO and its partners, timely decision-

making, effective planning, and capacity-building efforts. Frequent policy changes, however, impacted the 
achievement of some outcomes. Nevertheless, 94% of key informants recognized the project’s positive 

contributions to the country's program outcomes, SDGs, and national priorities (see Annex 8). The project 
is effective as it aligns with national development priorities. 

 
b. Aligning the planned and achieved outcomes and outputs of the project: The project achieved all four 

planned outcomes through 16 outputs and their corresponding 43 activities implemented at various 
scales.24 Designed with six outcomes across four components, the project tracked progress using 17 

indicators—five at the goal/objective level and 12 at the outcome level. The ToC focused on strengthening 
institutional and governance frameworks while at the same time implementing a strategic plan for the 

sustainable management of the PNMS and the DFZ, aiming to ensure a healthy ecosystem for all Palauans. 
The project’s components, which were designed to enhance governance, improve monitoring, develop a 
sustainability strategy, and advance knowledge management,25 collectively supported this overarching goal. 

The ToC addressed immediate governance barriers and their consequences by employing a barrier-removal 
approach to ensure long-term sustainability, particularly in protecting pelagic fisheries. However, external 

factors, notably the pandemic, inadequate inter-agency coordination caused delays in conducting training, 
mobilizing resources, and shifting policy, which hindered some outcomes. Despite these setbacks, 91% of 

key informants noted that the project’s strategic adaptations helped it navigate these challenges, leading to 
minimal deviation from the expected results (see Annex 8). The evaluator's overall assessment found that 

these reasons were indeed valid. There is a strong correlation between activities, outputs, outcomes, and 
overall impacts. A summary of the progress made in each indicator is provided in Annex 5, section 5.5. 

 
c. Identifying key achievements and areas for improvement in the project 

i. Key achievements  

• Development of strategies and plan: The project made significant strides in developing key strategies and plans, 

notably the PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2024-2034), which established a baseline for 

biodiversity, carbon sequestration, food security, and socio-economic impacts using innovative methods like 

e-DNA analysis and baited remote underwater videos. A successful PNMS song contest, which garnered 

widespread attention through a live broadcast on local TV and social media, helped to increase awareness 

about PNMS. The PNMS Strategic Plan (2025-2030) also outlined critical strategies for strengthening marine 

conservation, managing the national marine sanctuary and the DFZ, and positioning Palau as a global leader 

in marine protection through its no-take zone. Highlighting the sanctuary’s socio-economic value, the plan 

emphasized food security, economic growth, and environmental education. 

• Mobilization and capacity-building of stakeholders in biodiversity: The project mobilized and coordinated 

biodiversity-related stakeholders, fostering synergies across the biodiversity nexus and shifting the 

 
24 Out of the 43 activities planned, 12 (28%) have been completed, 20 (47%) are currently being implemented, 3 activities (7%) were partially implemented but 

have not been completed because of recent policy shifts, and 8 activities (18%) not carried out for various reasons, including insufficient project funds, inadequate 

data, the ongoing MSP exercise, and policy shifts.  
25 The project lacked a formal knowledge management (KM) strategy, and, despite the fact that Outcome 4 emphasized communication, awareness outreach, 

and knowledge management, progress in these areas was limited (PIR, 2024). 
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government’s perspectives on biodiversity conservation. The PMU collaborated closely with the MoJ and 

the MAFE to address capacity-building needs and strengthen collaborative efforts. By operationalizing key 

biodiversity initiatives, the project played a pivotal role in transforming Palau’s biodiversity sector, enhancing 

the capacity of the MAFE, the MoJ, and other agencies, particularly in biodiversity and marine resource 

management. Notably, 85% of key informants acknowledged that the project had a transformative impact 

on the biodiversity sector in Palau (see Annex 8). The PMU team adopted an adaptive approach to 

implementation, recognizing that the outcomes of the MSP exercise could influence the project’s direction.  

• Successes in and challenges to socio-political, environmental, legislative, and technological areas: The project 

experienced both successes and challenges in socio-political, environmental, legislative, and technological 

areas. Socio-politically, frequent leadership changes created both opportunities and obstacles, as new 

personnel struggled to fully embrace the ideas of previous staff, complicating decision-making. Variations in 

political leadership added another layer of complexity. For example, despite there being limited resources, 

such as having only a few monitoring vessels, the project achieved significant environmental successes, 

including advancing research and recognizing Palau’s marine protection efforts. Partnerships, such as with 

the PIRIC, fostered strong government collaboration and enhanced the project’s data-recording capacity. 

The sanctuary provided crucial support to local fishermen but faced delays in securing legislative approval 

which impacted the tuna industry. Scientific contributions, particularly from the PICRC, highlighted the global 

importance of tuna migration. Legislation related to the PNMS was a success but posed challenges, 

particularly as its implementation in 2020 coincided with the COVID-19 pandemic, which caused delays and 

sparked debates on the sanctuary’s size. Strong support from Palau government and international 

partnerships, including the Ocean Exploration Trust, brought cutting-edge technology to marine monitoring, 

though coordinating diverse stakeholders and adapting technology to local contexts remained a challenge. 

The development of strategies/plans, mobilization of stakeholders, and capacity-building in biodiversity, 

along with its ability to address socio-political, environmental, legislative, and technological challenges, 
demonstrated the project’s effectiveness despite there being some confusion about policy. 

 
Areas of improvement:  

• Resource mobilization for both the PNMS strategic plan and the science and monitoring strategy into action: The 

project highlighted the need for continued investment to implement both the PNMS strategic plan and the 

science and monitoring strategy, ensuring sustained progress in marine conservation. It is suggested that 

future efforts adopt a more holistic approach to ocean conservation, one which can address interconnected 

challenges across ecosystems. While policy enforcement was effective and the project was aligned closely 

with biodiversity conservation goals, having a broad ecosystem sanctuary framework could strengthen its 

impact. Enhancing these areas was seen as crucial for improving the coherence and long-term success of 

marine conservation initiatives. In addition, there was a clear need to improve sustainable financing for the 

agencies involved in the PNMS, with a focus on securing long-term funding sources, including the potential 

of blue ocean carbon credits. 

 

• Physical improvements within the PICRC to systematize research: The project planned to facilitate physical 

improvements within the PICRC to systematize research activities. These involve converting two adjoining 

storage rooms and an office into a wet lab for offshore research and assigning a separate room to house an 

oven for drying samples. This renovation also required the creation of additional storage and office space. 

To address these needs, the project planned to construct walls and a roof on an existing atrium-like 

structure between two buildings at the PICRC (observation, 2025; KIIs, 2025). These upgrades are crucial 

for supporting offshore research under the ecosystem monitoring program, as the existing wet lab, designed 

for near-shore research, had different requirements for equipment and layout. The PICRC is gathering 

information from the Capital Improvement Project, which will provide designs to inform the RFPs for 

selecting contractors. The Pacific team conducted a social and environmental impact assessment from 

December 2024 to January 2025 to evaluate the potential impacts of the PICRC’s proposed renovations, 

which were not part of the initial multi-year work plan. In collaboration with headquarter SES staff, the 

UNDP Fiji MCO SES TA identified some risks and directed the UNDP Fiji MCO/PMU to develop a targeted 

assessment with mitigation measures. It was said that the mitigation approaches proposed by the assessment 

were reviewed and agreed upon by both the UNDP Fiji MCO SES TA and the RTA. 

 

• Adoption of a more systematic internal review process and expansion of joint research efforts: The PICRC played a 

pivotal role in generating research that influenced government decisions, especially in advocating for strong 

scientific support within the sanctuary. However, there was a need for a more systematic internal review 

process, both before and after the GEF-7 phase, to better measure impact and track changes. Expanding 

joint research efforts, strengthening the capacity of research team, and organizing workshops to build 

knowledge were identified as key strategies to enhance collaboration and deepen the scientific foundation 
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of the project’s marine conservation efforts. These improvements were seen as crucial for solidifying the 

project’s effectiveness and ensuring its long-term sustainability. 

 

• Continuous refinement of a diverse range of communication and data management tools: The project employed a 

diverse range of communication tools—such as sketches, brochures, media broadcasts, exhibitions, 

stakeholder engagement formats, and policy briefs—to raise public awareness (see Annex 5, section 5.13). 

However, there was room for 

continuous refinement to enhance 

the effectiveness of these outreach 

efforts, expanding engagement and 

optimizing information 

dissemination. Collaboration with 

various partners played a key role, 

but strengthening these strategies 

and developing structured lesson 

plans and teaching materials could 

significantly improve capacity-

building and knowledge transfer at 

education sector. In terms of data 

management, establishing robust 

data collection and management 

systems was critical for monitoring 

project performance and ensuring 

alignment with targets. Gender and 

socio-economic data in these 

systems could enhance the 

visibility and impact assessment of 

the project. 

 

• Strategic meetings and capacity-

building: Efforts to inform 

stakeholders were generally 

positive, though some technical 

working group (TWG) meetings 

could have been better structured 

using a Project Board meeting 

format.  Board meetings should be 

limited to just two per year to 

alleviate pressure on board 

members, who find it difficult to 

make themselves available. Political discussions regarding the revision of the law that established the PNMS 

impacted project's core indicators. To ensure sustainability, future strategies should focus on providing 

technical training to committees and introducing resource mobilization schemes. 

 

• Financial and human resource management: Delays in securing approval for the AWP and cash advances 

hindered the timely execution of some activities. These challenges underscored the need for stronger 

alignment and more efficient processes from the outset to ensure smoother implementation. 

 

The project effectively identified key challenges and emerging needs, along with actionable solutions. These 
solutions include mobilizing resources for the PNMS strategic and science monitoring plans, improving 
research systems at the PICRC, adopting a structured internal review process, expanding joint research 

efforts, enhancing communication and data management tools, and strengthening capacity-building and 
resource management. Given that these efforts are crucial, their existence is testimony to the project’s 

overall effectiveness. 
 

d. Assessing the achievement of project results and expected outcomes: The project aimed to achieve its 
desired results through the careful execution of defined activities, all the while successfully strengthening 

the PNMS institutional, management, and regulatory framework with enhanced national, regional, and global 
support. Key regulations and laws related to the PNMS and the DFZ were enforced with close collaboration 

from organizations like Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC), and Parties to the 

Table 12: Changes in policy shifts and their impacts (in italic text) 

Date Description and impacts on the project 

2015 
This Act articulated Palau’s aspiration to domesticate offshore 
fisheries.   

2019 
Palau ratified the UN's Port State Measures Agreement to prevent 
IUU fishing. The agreement sets minimum standards for port access 
and enhances regional and international cooperation. 

In July 

2021 

House Bill No. 11-30-2S permits long-line and purse seine fishing in 

Palau's EEZ for 5 years. Since 2021, the government has aimed to 
reduce the PNMS to 30% of the EEZ and expand the DFZ to 70%. 

• Project inception was on June 10, 2021, but information pertaining 

to this bill was not much discussed about the likely impacts. 

• This provision delayed progress on key indicators and stalled the 
development of the PNMS Strategic Plan and sustainable funding 

roadmap 

In July 

2022, 

MAFE was tasked (RPPL 11-23) with coordinating an MSP process to 
recommend the ideal size and location of a no-take sanctuary and 

inform future PNMS law amendments. Executive Order 476 further 
directed this process. 

• PMU made active efforts to respond and align project deliverables 

through adaptive management approach. 

July 20, 

2022 

The President of Palau stated that expanding the DFZ beyond 20% 
requires a comprehensive MSP process informed by SPC's Oceanic 

Fisheries Program.  

• Delays occurred due to the on-going MSP exercise, the introduction 

of the PNMS bill, and amendments to the legal framework through 
a supplemental budget bill. 

July 2024 

House Bill No. 11-145-15 proposes expanding the DFZ to 50% of the 

EEZ, with the President defining boundaries via executive order. 
Three recommendations were made: (i) re-zone the EEZ to 50% 
DFZ and 50% PNMS, (ii) designate an official fishing port to attract 

investments in offshore fisheries, and (iii) create policies to increase 

local company participation in the domestic offshore fishery, based 
on 2 years of stakeholder consultations. 

• The mandates and responsibilities of Palau government bodies 

cannot be clearly defined ahead until an MSP exercise was carried 
out, and key project deliverables cannot supersede the outcomes of 
the MSP process. 

Source: Project’s record, 2025. See also Annex 5, section 5.16 
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Nauru Agreement (PNA). During the interviews with government officials, it was shared that long-term 
mechanisms for financial sustainability and the security of the PNMS, along with associated administrative 

arrangements, were negotiated and identified. Strong stakeholder support was garnered at the state, 
national, and international levels. Despite these strategic efforts, the project made significant progress but 

faced internal and external challenges that impacted the full achievement of its intended outputs and 
outcomes. For a more thorough analysis of the project's performance, please refer to Annex 5, section 5.5. 

 
e. Addressing constraining factors and mitigating risks to project implementation:  
o Identified risks and explored their mitigation measures: Risks were identified and managed throughout the 

project's cycle, with the risk register in the Quantum system regularly updated and risks monitored based 

on their severity. PICRC officials unanimously agreed that, except for confusion over recent policies, no 

significant risks remained to undermine the project's performance. Their estimation highlighted the success 

of the project’s risk management and mitigation strategies. According to 94% of key informants, the project 

adhered to mitigation measures, minimizing the impact of potential risks. The only exception was a policy 

shift, which was beyond the project's control (see Annex 9). 

o Delays in project’s implementation due to the proposed opening of the PNMS mitigated using adaptive management: 

The project faced delays in implementation due to the proposed opening of the PNMS and policy changes. 

On July 20, 2022, the president of Palau declared that any expansion of the DFZ beyond 20% would require 

a comprehensive MSP process informed by scientific data from the Oceanic Fisheries Program of the Pacific 

Community (SPC). As a result, the mandates of government bodies could not be clearly defined until the 

MSP exercise was completed. These delays were compounded by the introduction of the PNMS bill in the 

House of Delegates and significant amendments to the legal framework of a supplemental budget bill. Given 

these uncertainties, it was suggested that the project continue its activities until the extents of the PNMS 

and the DFZ were finalized. Once clarified, an ad hoc project steering committee was to convene to adjust 

the results framework. Despite challenges to project management, including strained partnerships and 

discussions about transferring management to the MAFE, the project successfully adapted by maintaining 

the PICRC’s leadership, thus ensuring smooth implementation through adaptive management (see Table 12). 

o Constraining factors: socio-economic, financial, political and capacity-building, geographical, environmental, and 

institutional: The project faced a range of constraining factors, including socio-economic, financial, political, 

capacity-building, geographical, environmental, and institutional challenges. Comprehensive baseline 

assessments and continuous data collection helped fill gaps in socio-economic data, while financial 

management was streamlined through an improved procurement process, early engagement with suppliers, 

and the timely disbursement of funds. Robust induction and capacity-building programs were introduced to 

enhance staff performance. They ensured that PMU staff were well-equipped to navigate the project's 

specific challenges. The project’s design was flexible, thus enabling it to adapt to unforeseen obstacles, such 

as shifts in the biodiversity landscape and pandemic-related disruptions. Institutional coordination was 

strengthened through consistent oversight by UNDP and the Project Board. Communication among 

stakeholders also ensured project alignment and continuity. 

 
The project proactively identified risks and implemented adaptive management to overcome delays from 

the PNMS opening.  In doing so, it effectively navigated socio-economic, financial, political, and institutional 
challenges to ensure successful implementation. In fact, the Project Board identified potential risks related 

to PNMS rezoning and called for mitigation measures. Regardless of PNMS size, adaptive strategies for 
effective management were mandated (Board Meeting, 4 March 2022). 

 
f. Exploring alternative strategies for enhancing project effectiveness: The project adopted several strategies 

to enhance its effectiveness. These included reviewing and strengthening policy, planning, and regulatory 
frameworks to expedite biodiversity initiatives as well as developing institutional and financial mechanisms 

to support integrated biodiversity activities. More than 88% of key informants said that information, 
communication, and education campaigns were launched to raise awareness about pressing biodiversity 

issues, while adaptive management ensured flexibility in addressing challenges (see Annex 8). Focused 
efforts on capacity-building, expanding reach, fostering innovation, and developing and disseminating 

knowledge products played a key role in maintaining the project's momentum and impact. 
 
g. Promoting gender equality and human rights in project design and implementation: The project made 

notable progress in advancing gender equality and human rights through targeted initiatives. It ensured 
equitable access to training and job opportunities for Indigenous people, and persons with disabilities 

(PwDs). Through inclusive policies, the project addressed socioeconomic disparities and fostered diversity. 
About 88% of key informants reported that the project empowered Indigenous people by enhancing skills, 
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promoting entrepreneurship, and advocating for inclusive policies, ultimately contributing to sustainable 
biodiversity conservation (see Annex 8). Furthermore, 85% of respondents acknowledged the project’s 

substantial contributions to gender equality, which were due in part to its integration of a human rights-
based approach into its design and implementation, an approach which ensured inclusivity, equity, and focus 

on marginalized groups (see Annex 8). Gender-responsive strategies, which included skill development and 
training for women, were deemed effective by 94% of key informants (see Annex 8). In sum, the project 

made significant strides in advancing gender equality and human rights by promoting inclusive policies, 
empowering Indigenous people and PwDs, and integrating gender-responsive strategies.  Ultimately, it 

contributed to sustainable biodiversity conservation. The project’s outcome wise effectiveness is 
summarized in Table 13.  

 

Table 13: Project outcome wise level of effectiveness 
Project outcome  Demonstrated effectiveness  

1.1 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced 

national, regional and global support 

The project contributed to the full enforcement and monitoring of compliance. However, 

due to a policy shift, establishing a fully functional and effective PNMS institutional, 

management, and regulatory framework was not entirely possible. Despite this challenge, 

the project applied ‘adaptive management’ approaches and contributed to this indicator to 

the extent possible. 

 

1.2 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced 

national, regional and global support 

National, regional level as well as 

NGOs) 

The project enhanced staff capacity and exceeded its target in strengthening PNMS 

governance and management. A total of 15 men and 13 women participated in various 

capacity-building activities. Draft agreements, including "Competency Modules & 

Partnership Agreements," have been developed to establish linkages for a nationwide 

capacity-building program on PNMS management and monitoring, which is now under full 

implementation. Efforts to further strengthen these initiatives are ongoing. 

 

2.1 All regulations and laws pertaining 

to PNMS and DFZ enforced 

effectively and sustainably In further 

close collaboration with WCPFC, 

Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) and 

PNA  

Discussions with the MAFE and the MoJ officials revealed that both this project and various 

development partners have taken significant strides toward ensuring that around 50% of 

fishing vessels are equipped with human and electronic monitoring systems and robust 

reporting mechanisms. However, assessing the full scope and impact of these efforts 

remains a challenge. The MAFE plays a pivotal role in managing fishing licenses, enforcing 

compliance, and overseeing critical conditions such as the implementation of human and 

electronic monitoring to strengthen oversight and sustainability in the sector. 
3.1 Long-term mechanisms to 

support financial sustainability and 

security PNMS and its associated 

administrative and management 

arrangements are negotiated and 

identified 

Financing pathways for the ‘10-Year Sustainable Funding Roadmap for PNMS’ have been 

identified, but its finalization has been delayed due to the impact of the MSP. ‘Specific 

revenue allocations from PNMS and DFZ benefits (including VDS) at the state and 

community levels, as well as maintaining at least 75% of the previous VDS income’, require 

high-level regional negotiations, which were not fully completed within the project 

timeframe. 

4.1 Strong stakeholder support for 

the PNMS and DFZ and associated 

benefits and fees at the broad 

stakeholder level including the state, 

national, and international 

The project successfully facilitated knowledge exchange with the National Marine 

Sanctuary of American Samoa and the Ocean Exploration Trust, among others, sharing 

best practices and lessons learned. Additionally, it planned to document and disseminates 

key lessons and best practices to broader networks beyond the Pacific region by the 

project’s end. The project's outreach efforts were widely appreciated by stakeholders. 

4.2 Effective Project Management, 

Monitoring and Evaluation  

 

The project developed a final draft of the PNMS communication strategy and action plan. 

To ensure continuity beyond the project, PMU support was integrated with existing staff. 

However, ongoing MSP processes and agency restructuring hindered the development of 

a functional stakeholder and partner engagement plan within the project timeframe. 

Despite these challenges, the project adhered to adaptive management principles to 

advance its objectives. 

 

Rating effectiveness-The project successfully advanced Palau’s environmental and biodiversity goals by aligning with national 

priorities, SDGs, and UNDP’s strategic objectives, while at the same time strengthening the PNMS’s institutional and 

regulatory framework. Despite institutional and policy challenges, it maintained momentum through adaptive management, 

risk mitigation, and stakeholder engagement, all measures that reinforced long-term sustainability. Areas for improvement 

include resource mobilization, internal review processes, joint research efforts, and the refinement of communication tools. 

Some actions were delayed as policy work is on-going and the MSP exercise, resulting in an effectiveness rating of ‘moderately 

satisfactory.’ 

 
4.3.5 Efficiency (*) 

Efficiency was evaluated across two key areas: (i) resource allocation and cost-effectiveness, and (ii) project 
management and timeliness. 

 
a. Resource allocation and cost-effectiveness  
Finding 25-The project demonstrated its cost-effectiveness through the strategic allocation of resources.  It achieved an 86.1% 

expenditure rate by January 2025 despite external challenges, including the COVID-19 pandemic. While variations in spending 

across outcomes were observed, the project's financial management was transparent throughout, with audits revealing that there 
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were no severe risks and stakeholders expressing confidence in the process. In addition, collaborations with the MoJ and Japan’s 

support for surveillance equipment helped reduce costs, an outcome reinforcing the importance of partnerships in sustaining 

project efficiency. Government and PICRC staff involvement helped reduce operational costs and enhance sustainability. 

 

The project demonstrated notable cost-effectiveness by optimizing resource allocation, with interventions 
like drone technology and training enhancing impacts despite challenges to scaling (see Table 14). While 

the PICRC allocated only a percentage of staff salaries to lead activities, maximizing efficiency, its 
collaboration with the MoJ reduced costs further by covering fuel and crew for research trips, leaving the 

PICRC to manage cost of food. Japan's additional support for surveillance equipment (e.g. radar systems 
and satellite technology) highlighted the importance of strategic partnerships. MoJ-led surveillance and 

enforcement introduced new drone systems, improving search efforts. Equipment maintenance strategies 
were implemented, and U.S. Coast Guard support strengthened patrols. However, the Division of Maritime 

Security and Fish and Wildlife Protection (DMSFWP) operations center remained fully functional (Project 
Board Meeting Minutes, 21 Nov 2024). 

 
Despite strong financial discipline and commendable cost-time efficiency compared to similar projects in 

Palau, sustaining project-funded staff positions was a challenge. Delays in fund disbursement due to technical 
issues, including the transition from Atlas to Quantum in 2023, disrupted the planned disbursement 
schedule and led to errors, further impacting the project’s implementation timeline. As per the accepted 

procedure, the FACE form and supporting documents must be reviewed by the UNDP Fiji MCO Program 
Team, Finance, and the MPO Team before being signed by the Deputy Resident Representative (DRR) or 

Resident Representative. In contrast, a key success was the focus on gender equality and human rights, 
ensuring long-term, inclusive growth. 

• Efficient and strategic use of resources to achieve outcomes: By January 2025, 86.1% of the total budget had been 

utilized, showing good expenditure rates across most outcomes, although two areas experienced 

comparatively low spending. The majority of funds was directed towards key areas like policy work, capacity-

building, and outreach. About 85% of key informants praised the cost-effectiveness of the PMU's 

implementation strategy, which accelerated activities within budget while ensuring transparent financial 

management and adherence to Palau’s procurement protocols (see Annex 8), the evaluator's overall 

assessment supports these reasons as valid. It was because governance issues were not raised in any Project 

Board meetings. The Project Board acknowledged the MoJ and the MAFE for their successful budget 

management, clean audits, and patience with occasional procurement delays. In addition, 79% of key 

informants emphasized the project's transparency and strict compliance with procurement protocols, both 

traits which were critical for optimizing resource use and aligning with project goals (see Annex 8). This is 

the outcome of strategically leveraging resources. 
o Timely and cost-effective achievement of planned outcomes: The project largely met key milestones, including 

PIF approval, CEO endorsement, ProDoc signing, and the inception workshop, although finalizing the 

inception workshop report took longer than expected. Some delays in achieving intended outcomes were 

encountered, but cost-effectiveness was maintained through clear objectives, robust management, and 
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effective risk mitigation. Board members noted that government and PICRC staff involvement helped reduce 

operational costs and enhance sustainability (see Annex 5, section 5.8). Despite significant efforts, the project 

was unable to mobilize co-financing from stakeholders. The financial audit conducted in 2023 identified one 

low-risk issue, which was 

promptly addressed, and the 

2024 audit was scheduled for 

February 2025. 

• Cost-time efficiency compared to 

similar projects: While direct 

comparisons with other 

projects were limited, except 

for the UNDP-implemented IAS 

Project in Palau,26 the project’s 

unit cost for training was lower 

than that of similar initiatives 

managed by other development 

agencies in Palau. This fact was 

validated by PICRC managers, 

who praised the project’s 

training programs for being 

highly cost-effective and more 

efficient than other projects 

within the PICRC, showcasing 

strongly efficient resource 

allocation. A total of 11 staff 

were involved in this project, 

receiving a portion of their 

salary from it. The project 

optimized cost efficiency by 

strategically utilizing the 

PICRC’s existing staff, ensuring 

both sustainability and 

knowledge transfer. Key 

personnel, including the project 

manager (100%), 

communications and outreach 

officer (90%), and various 

administrative staff (20-25%),27 

were partially funded through 

the project, allowing for 

resource-sharing across 

initiatives (see Annex 5, section 

5.8). This approach not only 

reduced overhead costs but also 

facilitated the integration of best 

practices from other PICRC 

projects, enhancing the long-

term sustainability of PNMS 

initiatives. 

• Value of investing in gender 

equality and human rights: The 

project strategically integrated gender equality and human rights by allocating resources to inclusive 

practices and targeted interventions, such as policy development, capacity-building, and institutionalizing 

activities. About 88% of key informants believed that these efforts had enhanced gender roles in decision-

making (see Annex 8). Efficiency was further demonstrated by the agreement of 74% of project staff and 

 
26 Integrating biodiversity safeguards and conservation into development in Palau (IAS Project) (UNDP PIMS ID: 5645, GEF Project ID: 9208) 
27 For instance, the project manager received 100% of his salary from this project; the communications and outreach officer of the Outreach Department 

received 90%, while the director of the same department received 20%; and the director, accounting officer, and assistant account, all of the Administration 

Department received 25% 

 

Table 14: List of challenges that undermined project's efficiency 
Issues Potential challenges to the efficient implementation  

Co-financing 

and its data 

UNDP faced challenges in obtaining reliable co-financing data from 

the PMU, which itself struggled to secure accurate information from 
committed agencies, a fact which hindered GEF PIR reporting. When 
it was provided, data often lacked clarity on grant vs. in-kind 

contributions and annual vs. cumulative values. 

Standard 

financial 
procedures 

Standard financial procedures, including the approval of FACE forms, 

AWPs, costed budgets, coding, and alignment with the 
ATLAS/Quantum budget system, and 80/20 rule, created challenges 
to receiving funds timely. 

Adaptive 
management 

Inadequate communications between the PMU (the PICRC), the 
MAFE and the MoJ in the beginning due to the proposed changes to 

the PNMS coming from the administration of the MAFE. The fact that 
the diminished role of the PICRC and harvest strategies within the 
EEZ are determined at the regional level through the Regional 

Fisheries Management Organizations (RFMOs) and not through the 

PICRC or the MAFE transformed the PICRC into a pelagic fishery 
monitoring entity which requires more resources than the PNMS can 
provide and means there is a shortage of Division of Maritime Security 

and Fish and Wildlife Protection DMSFW staff to staff the Operations 
Center. Since its declaration, a number of constraints and challenges 
have hindered the full implementation of the PNMS and the DFZ 

including institutional constraints, financial and economic challenges 
and some general governance and legal issues. 

Communicati
on 

Inadequate communication between the PMU (PICRC), MAFE, and 
MoJ at the outset, due to proposed PNMS changes from MAFE’s 
administration, led to challenges in implementation. The diminished 

role of PICRC in determining EEZ harvest strategies, resource 
shortages for transforming PICRC into a pelagic fishery monitoring 
entity, and a lack of staff for the Operations Center contributed to 
delays. Institutional, financial, economic, governance, and legal 

constraints further hindered the full implementation of the PNMS and 
DFZ. 

Institution-al 
capacity- 

building 

Inadequate institutional capacity of the MAFE and the DMSFW, the 
formal institutional base for the PNMS and the DFZ, and the absence 

of a formally agreed strategy and work plan for effective management 

of the PNMS. The MAFE and the DMSFWP face some capacity 
challenges, most of which are primarily due to human and financial 
constraints. The DMSFWP, in particular, is working to see its 

operations at its center be able to run 24/7, but the achievement of 
this effort hinges on securing additional staff and funding. 

National 
election of 
Nov 2024 

Shifts in leadership caused policy uncertainties and administrative 
delays, disrupting the implementation of the PNMS. Changes in 
government priorities and decision-making slowed coordination and 
affected the allocation of resources. 

Political 
dynamics 

Political dynamics and vested interests complicated transparency, 
limiting effective financial tracking and accountability. 

COVID The COVID-19 pandemic, with its travel restrictions and closures, 
significantly delayed project implementation in Palau, as was the case 

across all Pacific Islands in the past year. 

Disaster 

events 

Palau experienced significant water-induced disasters, notably 

Typhoon Surigae in April 2021, which caused extensive damage, 
including the destruction of 125 homes and impacting the entire 
population.  

Source: KIIs and FGD, 2025 
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UNDP officials praising the project’s effectiveness in advancing policy development, capacity-building, and 

knowledge management (see Annex 8). The evaluator's overall assessment supports these reasons as valid.  

• Investing in gender equality and human rights for sustainable benefits: Investing in gender equality and human 

rights within the project ensured both immediate and long-term benefits for the people of Palau. About 85% 

of key informants noted that addressing systemic inequalities and empowering marginalized groups 

promoted social inclusion, increased economic participation, and ensured equitable access to biodiversity 

resources (see Annex 8), which also supported by the desk review. These investments helped foster resilient 

communities by enhancing biodiversity-led livelihoods and encouraging gender-balanced decision-making. 

• Prioritizing resource allocation for marginalized groups: Prioritizing resource allocation for activities that address 

the needs of marginalized groups was crucial in fostering equity and inclusion within the project. About 94% 

of key informants believed that the project effectively addressed systemic barriers and thereby improved 

access to biodiversity services for marginalized groups whose livelihoods depend on local biodiversity and 

associated sectors (see Annex 8). Both private-sector and academic representatives unanimously agreed 

that the project had successfully overcome these barriers, promoting greater socio-economic inclusion. The 

evaluator's overall assessment supports stakeholder’s perspectives. A summary of component-wise delivery 

and the reasons for over- and under-performance is provided in Table 15. 
 

Ecosystem assessment and financial planning for the long-term sustainability of the PNMS (Component 3) 

progressed at a rate of 22.01%, but it was hindered by delays in legislative processes. In contrast, knowledge 

management, monitoring, and evaluation (Component 4) exceeded expectations at 145.41%, largely due to 

inflation-driven increases in 

travel costs for regional and 

local meetings. Policy changes 

and delays in the enactment 

of the new policies disrupted 

project timelines, causing 

bottlenecks that led to under-

expenditure in some areas 

and necessitated adaptive 

measures that resulted in 

over-expenditure in others. 

Interviewed government 

officials said that, at times, the 

project had to pause ongoing 

activities and prioritize those 

better aligned with national 

policy shifts and emerging 

government needs. These adjustments demonstrated that policy shifts can have considerable impacts on 

implementation dynamics. While the project effectively employed an adaptive management approach and utilized 

its planned budget, significant variations did emerge across components, highlighting the need for targeted 

adjustments. 

 

b. Project management and timeliness 
Finding 26-The project management structure effectively facilitated timely decision-making, adaptive management, and efficient 

coordination among stakeholders, despite some delays in inception workshop report. While financial protocols, such as the 

80/100 rule, ensured compliance and transparency, they occasionally led to delays in the disbursement of funds, impacting the 

availability of resources for implementation. Although the MTR recommended a no-cost extension due to slow progress, the 

PICRC decided to maintain the original timeline, focusing on accelerating activities to meet project goals efficiently. 

 

The project management approach emphasized adaptive management, enabling timely course corrections 
and ensuring efficiency. Annual meetings of stakeholders fostered knowledge-sharing and synergy, thereby 

minimizing the duplication of efforts, while regular reassessments of goals allowed swift identification of 
deviations and mitigation actions. It was good that at the start of each year, key actions such as finalizing 

the AWP, ASL submission, and FACE form drafting were undertaken in parallel to enhance delivery 
efficiency. Coordination among the PICRC, the MoJ, and the MAFE strengthened collaboration for the 

implementation of the project in cost effective manner. It coordinated resources effectively and ensured 
the project met its goals. Wise financial management and robust M&E systems further contributed to timely 
adjustments and sustained outcomes. 

• Efficiency of the project management structure in delivering results: The project management structure, aligned 

with the project document, Project Board, and UNDP’s NIM guidelines, proved effective in delivering 

results, with the MAFE and the MoJ ensuring implementation and UNDP providing strategic oversight. 

Table 15: Component wise budget delivery and reasons  
Project component Percent of 

delivery  

Reasons for over and under-

utilization of budget 

1. Institutional and Governance 

Realignment for Effective 

Monitoring and Adaptive 

Management within the PNMS 

93.15% 

 

Satisfactory delivery 

2. Enhanced Monitoring, Control 

and Surveillance of Activities 

within the Established PNMS 

Boundaries 

79.77% 

 

Satisfactory delivery 

3. Ecosystem Assessment and 

Financial Planning for a Long-term 

Sustainability Strategy for the 

PNMS 

22.01% 

 

Delays occurred in some 

activities due to required 

legislative processes. 

4. Knowledge Management, 

Monitoring and Evaluation 

145.41% 

 

Travel costs for regional and 

local meetings rose due to 

inflation. 

Source: Project’s record (2025), KIIs (2025) 
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Despite that only four of the planned eight Project Board meetings were held, the project-maintained 

momentum through what it called "acceleration plans" based on PIRs, with the Project Board playing a key 

role in monitoring progress, approving changes, and ensuring compliance. Competitive procurement and 

adherence to international standards ensured transparency and sound financial management. Stakeholders 

suggested that engaging key entities like the Ministry of Finance (MoF), Palau Chamber of Commerce, 

academia, and the GEF OFP in the Project Board could further enhance sustainability of the project in the 

future, the evaluator's overall assessment supports this statement. Despite changes in PICRC leadership,28 

the project's overall performance remained stable, as the interim CEO ensured continuity in finance and 

procurement. 

• Use of project’s financial resources: The project’s financial resources were managed judiciously, although 
delays in budget availability occurred due to strict adherence to financial protocols, such as the 80/100 
rule, which required that 80% of planned funds and 100% of previous advances be spent before new 

installments were released. The UNDP Fiji MCO relied on clearance of financial reports by the Regional 
Bureau and relevant HQ units, ensuring compliance with the UNDP’s and GEF’s policies. However, 

delays arose when the implementing partner submitted financial reports late, causing the UNDP to 
withhold fund disbursements until all compliance requirements were met. 

• Effectiveness of M&E systems in project management: The project effectively implemented UNDP/GEF M&E 
systems, ensuring the efficient management and monitoring of against established outcomes. Despite 

the MTR’s request for an extension, the M&E system played a key role in evaluating the remaining tasks 

and providing oversight. Adhering to the UNDP’s Program and Operations Policies and Procedures 
(POPP), quarterly assessments tracked progress, while monitoring included two visits from the UNDP 
also contributed to oversight of project. 

• Project extensions: The MTR recommended a six-to-twelve-month no-cost extension due to slow progress, 

as it believed there was insufficient time to achieve intended outcomes by June 2025. However, the PICRC 

opted not to extend the timeline, instead choosing to focus on completing all remaining activities in a time-

efficient manner. Please refer to Annex 5, section 5.7 for level of implementation of MTR recommendations. 
 

In sum, the project management structure proved effective, with key agencies driving implementation and 

UNDP providing strategic oversight, despite the fact that the project board held few meetings than planned. 
Financial resources were managed responsibly though delays occurred due to strict financial protocols and 

late reporting by the implementing partner. While the MTR suggested a no-cost extension, the PICRC 
prioritized completing activities on schedule.  It was supported in achieving this aim by strong M&E systems 

that ensured that oversight was rigorous, and progress was effectively tracked. 
 

Rating efficiency-The project demonstrated strong cost-effectiveness, achieving an 86.1% expenditure rate by January 2025 

through transparent financial management, despite challenges such as the COVID-19 pandemic and policy confusion. The 

original timeline was maintained with an acceleration of activities. In addition, strategic collaborations with the MoJ for 

surveillance equipment and the involvement of government and PICRC staff helped reduce costs and enhance sustainability. 

The project management structure facilitated efficient decision-making and coordination, though delays in fund disbursement 

caused by some financial protocols highlighted areas for improvement in balancing expenditure and ensuring timely, proper 

documentation of fund receipt. Based on this assessment, the overall efficiency rating was ‘moderately satisfactory.’ 

 

4.3.6 Overall Project’s Outcome (*) 
Rating the overall project outcome-Given the satisfactory rating for relevance and moderately satisfactory ratings for both 

effectiveness and efficiency, the overall project outcome was rated 'moderately satisfactory.' 
 

4.3.7 Sustainability 

The sustainability of the project was assessed considering the following parameters. 
 

  

 
28 During the project’s tenure, the first CEO of the PICR, Dr. Yimnang Golbuu, left in April 2023. Ms. Caryn Koshiba, the Administrative Director, served as 

the interim CEO. The current CEO joined in November 2023 after a six-month gap.  
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i. Financial (*) 
Finding 27-The Palau government took proactive steps to ensure the financial sustainability of the PNMS beyond GEF assistance, 

including the Palau Pristine Environment Fund and legal commitments promoting environmental responsibility. Palau's Goods 

and Services Tax also contributing to resource mobilization. Renewed discussions of alternative financing mechanisms, 

international donor partnerships, and institutionalized budget allocations indicated that there was strong momentum toward 

long-term financial sustainability. A clear project exit strategy and a structured roadmap (sustainability plan) through robust data 

management, if formulated and implemented, will effectively consolidate efforts and secure long-term financial sustainability.  
 

a. Securing financial sustainability through global commitments: International frameworks and strategies 
played a pivotal role in ensuring the project’s financial sustainability by unlocking funding streams and 

promoting long-term investment. The Antigua and Barbuda Agenda for SIDS (May 2024), for example, 
championed inclusive economic growth and resilient prosperity, creating pathways for financing climate 

adaptation and supporting sustainable development. Similarly, the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 
Framework (December 19, 2022) integrated biodiversity conservation with financial mechanisms such as 

the "30 by 30" target, channeling investments into marine protection and ecosystem restoration. If 
leveraged strategically, these global commitments offer a powerful platform for funding, technical expertise, 

and policy support, the key to the project's long-term financial resilience. The project has yet to tap into 
these opportunities, however. 
 

b. Financial resources for sustaining benefits after GEF assistance comes to an end: The Palau government 
demonstrated strong intent and policy innovation to sustain the PNMS beyond GEF assistance, notably 

through the Palau Pristine Environment Fund29 and legal commitments requiring visitors to pledge 
environmental responsibility. The introduction of Palau's Goods and Services Tax30 is also contributing for 

the sustainability of the PNMS. However, sustainable financing remained a challenge, particularly due to the 
unforeseen impact of the Palau Goods & Services Tax on PNMS funding pathways (Project Board Meeting 

Minutes, 29 Jan 2024). The economic recovery has gained momentum, prompting a renewal of discussions 
about alternative financing mechanisms. Since 2024, the government partnered with international donors 

and local stakeholders to diversify funding sources and reduce reliance only on external grants, reinforcing 
the PNMS’s long-term financial sustainability. 

 
The financial sustainability of the PNMS hinges on securing consistent financial support from the Palau 

government, development partners, and international agencies. Ministries such as the MAFE, the MoJ, the 
MoE, and the MoF allocated annual budgets that indirectly contributed to PNMS initiatives, thereby 

fostering institutional ownership. While 85% of key informants acknowledged the project's transformative 
impact on biodiversity conservation, some financial risks remain due to limited government and donor 
funding (see Annex 8). Achieving long-term sustainability largely depends upon political will, formalized 

funding mechanisms, and an ecotourism-driven blue economy strategy which aligns conservation with 
national economic priorities. 

 
c. Opportunities for financial sustainability: Opportunities for the financial sustainability of the PNMS are 

promising but require further development to ensure the project’s long-term impact beyond GEF 
assistance. The Palau Pristine Paradise Environmental Fee provides a key funding stream; allocates US$ 5 

per visitor to PNMS efforts. In addition, the PICRC is devoted to the overall sustainability of the PNMS, 
managing some grants and actively pursuing long-term offshore funding to sustain operations. According to 

85% of key informants, legal frameworks mandated ongoing resource identification, reinforcing the need 
for scientific data-driven sustainable financing mechanisms (see Annex 8). These informants also opined that 

continued government support would play a crucial role in maintaining financial stability, emphasizing the 
importance of diversified and institutionalized funding strategies. Other funding sources, such as the 

Protected Area Network (PAN) Fund and Micronesia Conservation Trust were not directly accessible to 
PNMS due to administrative and regulatory constraints, limiting the ability to align with their funding criteria. 

Additionally, capacity gaps within PNMS prevented effective engagement with these external funding 
mechanisms. 

d. Factors needed for an environment enabling continued financing: Sustaining long-term financing requires 
clear policy direction, effective knowledge-sharing and strategic engagement with development partners. 

 
29 It is a dedicated financial mechanism supporting environmental conservation, sustainable tourism, and the protection of Palau’s natural resources. It channels 

revenue from environmental fees and taxes into initiatives that preserve the country’s marine and terrestrial ecosystems.  
30 Introduced in 2022, the PGST is a 10% value-added tax replacing the Gross Revenue Tax and import levy to streamline taxation. Its revenue supports the 

national budget, including environmental conservation, with tourists shouldering a significant share as tourism recovers. 
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About 82% of key informants emphasized that unlocking sustainable funding depended on having well-
documented project outcomes and their proper dissemination and policy clarity (see Annex 8). In addition, 

64% highlighted that collaborative momentum strengthened financial management and ensured resource 
stability. Disseminating best practices and lessons learned through media platforms—TV, radio, and social 

media—amplified awareness about the benefits of biodiversity conservation (see Annex 8). A clear project 
exit strategy and a structured roadmap (sustainability plan) issued by the MAFE and the MoJ are essential 

for consolidating efforts and securing long-term financial sustainability. 
 
Rating financial sustainability-The Palau government took strategic steps to ensure PNMS's financial sustainability: it leveraged 

the Palau Pristine Environment Fund, legal commitments, and resource mobilization via the Goods and Services Tax, and 

fanned momentum through discussions on alternative financing and donor partnerships. However, the project’s inability to 

access external funding sources such as the PAN Fund and Micronesia Conservation Trust due to administrative constraints, 

limited its ability to take advantage of these opportunities. Based on this analysis, the project’s financial sustainability rating is 

‘moderately likely,’ reflecting encouraging progress tempered by some risks to long-term viability. 

 
ii. Socio-economic (*) 
Finding 28-The PNMS faced no immediate socio-political risks, as it remained a national priority with strong government backing 

and local support. While initial hesitations emerged regarding its scale, project’s adaptive management ensured progress, and 

94% of key informants agreed that the initiative reinforced biodiversity conservation and global commitments (see Annex 8). 

Strengthening scientific research, stakeholder engagement, and policy advocacy were identified by 82% of informants as essential 

for securing the PNMS’s long-term sustainability (see Annex 8). 

 
a. Advancing socio-economic sustainability through global commitments: International provisions enhanced 

the socio-economic sustainability of the project by driving inclusive economic growth, strengthening 
livelihoods, and fostering resilient communities. The Antigua and Barbuda Agenda for SIDS (May 2024) 
promoted sustainable economic opportunities through climate adaptation and regional collaboration, 

ensuring lasting benefits for local populations. Similarly, International Marine Protected Areas Congress 
(IMPAC5) Declaration (3-9 February 2023) highlighted the importance of MPAs and Indigenous-led 

conservation, generating employment in marine management, ecotourism, and sustainable fisheries while 
safeguarding biodiversity. Interviewed stakeholders stated that socio-economic gains resulted from job 

creation in marine management, ecotourism, and sustainable fisheries, all employment that boosted 
community resilience. Regional collaboration and climate adaptation fostered inclusive economic growth 

and therefore helped to ensure lasting local benefits. 
 

b. Social and political risks to the longevity of the project’s outcomes: Despite PNMS being a national 
priority with strong government backing, local support, and alignment with Palau’s economic and 

environmental goals, socio-political risks could still threaten the project's long-term success. Some 
stakeholders remain uneasy about recent policy shifts, even though they have yet to be enacted. About 

94% of key informants agreed that the PNMS reinforced biodiversity conservation, sustainable marine 
resource management, and global commitments, particularly those related to the SDGs on marine 

protection and climate resilience (see Annex 8). While initial stakeholder hesitations emerged regarding 
the size of the PNMS, adaptive management sustained progress. About 88% of key informants stressed that 
biodiversity is a top government priority, goal recognized as integral to Palau’s economy, culture, and global 

standing (see Annex 8). According to 82% of key informants strengthening scientific research, policy 
advocacy, stakeholder engagement, and knowledge dissemination would solidify PNMS’s legal and 

institutional framework, ensuring its long-term sustainability (see Annex 8). 
 

Stakeholder opinions on the policy shift from an 80% to a 50% conservation area in the PNMS are divided. 
Some see no immediate socio-economic or political risks, while others warn of potential challenges. Those 

concerned highlight socio-economic risks, including negative impacts on fisheries, tourism, and local 
livelihoods that rely on marine resources. A reduction in the area protected could lead to overfishing and 

the depletion of marine stocks, threatening food security and income, as has been seen in other regions, 
including the Philippines. Political risks such as weakening the government's credibility in international 

forums and facing opposition from environmental groups were also raised. This shift may be seen as Palau’s 
retreating from its previous leadership in marine conservation and risks straining relationships with 

international donors and environmental organizations. In Fiji, this pressure stems from escalating public 
demands for climate action, the urgency of adhering to international agreements, and the critical need to 

sustain robust relationships with global environmental organizations and funding entities. 
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c. Stakeholder ownership and its impact on the sustainability of outcomes: Strong stakeholder ownership 
played a critical role in sustaining PNMS outcomes, with key ministries—the MAFE, the MoJ, the MoF, the 

Ministry of Education (MoE), and others—actively engaged in governance, environmental protection, and 
economic planning. Government commitment is evident through the integration of PNMS initiatives within 

the MAFE and the MoJ, a measure which reinforces institutional ownership. The Palau government 
advanced sustainable fishing practices and eco-tourism, creating alternative livelihoods to ease pressure on 

marine resources. More than 79% of key informants said that broad stakeholder engagement had led to 
the development of a national blue economic strategy, on that recognized marine conservation as essential 

for long-term economic and financial stability (see Annex 8). They also claimed that the project had 
strengthened biodiversity data management, a step that will ensure continued monitoring and informed 

decision-making regarding sustainable marine resource governance. 
 

d. Public and stakeholder awareness supports long-term objectives: Stakeholder awareness played a vital 

role in advancing the PNMS’s long-term objectives; visibility at the national, state, and local levels is good. 
Recognizing that their livelihoods depend on biodiversity-driven tourism and seafood resources, local 

communities demonstrated ownership of the project. It is good that the project effectively leveraged digital 
platforms, media outreach, and awareness campaigns—including orientations, training, and workshops—to 

enhance engagement and build lasting support. More than 79% of key informants said that the project’s 
partnerships with the private sector and international organizations fostered capacity-building, and 
sustainable business development (see Annex 8). They highlighted that PICRC strengthened research 

networks by focusing on offshore marine studies with MoJ and MAFE. Increased research grants and 
capacity building ensure continued scientific contributions to PNMS sustainability. 

 
e. Ongoing documentation of lessons learned to transfer successful aspects to the future: The project 

documented key lessons in PIRs though their thematic depth and quality of content need to be enhanced 
to be suitable for broad dissemination. Stakeholder awareness of PNMS initiatives increased because the 

project released knowledge products in various forms. About 71% of key informants acknowledged that 
understanding had improved (see Annex 8). Strengthening systematic lesson-sharing mechanisms would 

further support knowledge transfer and long-term sustainability. The project successfully transferred key 
technical aspects to stakeholders and future beneficiaries, enabling opportunities for replication and scaling 

up at the national, state, and local levels. Community ownership was strong; in fact, and 79% of key 
informants included community engagement as a factor contributing the project’s success, along with the 

dedication of PMU staff, pre-implementation planning, and the oversight of the UNDP Fiji MCO (see Annex 
8). The project's high visibility and stakeholder involvement created a solid foundation for the future 

adoption and expansion of its successful approaches. 
 

Rating socio-economic sustainability-The PNMS faced socio-political risks, largely due to changes of policies. Adaptive 

management facilitated continued progress, as it focused clearly on reinforcing biodiversity conservation through enhanced 

research, stakeholder engagement, and policy advocacy, all of which were seen as essential for long-term sustainability. 

Overall, while the initiative demonstrated resilience due to strong stakeholder ownership, its socio-economic sustainability 

was rated only as ‘moderately likely,’ indicating room for further strengthening. 
 

iii. Institutional framework and governance sustainability (*) 
Finding 29: Legal frameworks and policies faced challenges to their intent of sustaining the project's benefits due to political 

considerations regarding amendments to the PNMS Law. Since 2021, proposed changes to reduce the PNMS and expand the 

DFZ delayed progress on key indicators, including the PNMS Strategic Plan and a sustainable funding roadmap. Despite these 

obstacles, collaboration among key institutions strengthened regulatory frameworks that reinforced governance and transparency 

in biodiversity conservation. 

 
a. Strengthening institutional frameworks and governance for lasting impact: International provisions 

reinforced the project’s institutional framework and governance sustainability by aligning policies, enhancing 
regulatory frameworks, and promoting regional cooperation. The Boe Declaration (2018) broadened the 

security agenda of the Pacific Islands Forum to encompass climate change and human security, ensuring 
institutional resilience against emerging challenges. Stakeholders also emphasized that the 2050 Strategy for 
the Blue Pacific Continent had fostered integrated governance and enhanced capacity as demonstrated by 

initiatives such as the Pacific Islands Forum’s Regional Cooperation Framework and the development of 
national policies aligned with sustainable ocean management and climate resilience goals. These global 

frameworks established a solid foundation for policy continuity, institutional coordination, and long-term 
sustainability, thus securing the project's legacy. 
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b. Impact of legal frameworks and policies on sustaining the project’s benefits: The impact of legal 
frameworks and policies on sustaining the project’s benefits faced challenges due to amending the PNMS 

Law. Since 2021, the Palau government has sought to reduce the PNMS to no less than 30% of the EEZ and 
aimed to expand the DFZ to 70%. This proposal delayed progress on key indicators and stalled the 

development of the PNMS Strategic Plan and sustainable funding roadmap. Despite these challenges, the 
project, under NIM implementation, promoted collaboration among the MAFE, MoJ, the Ministry of Natural 

Resources, Environment & Tourism (MNRET), the PICRC, and other stakeholders and made efforts to 
establish clear regulatory frameworks and improve institutional capacities. The Palau government also 

supported the National Adaptation Plan (which is under formulation), which enhanced governance and 
promoting transparency in the enforcement of sanctuary rules through biodiversity conservation. Senior 

government officials highlighted the establishment of the PNMS department within the PICRC as a key 
factor in strengthening institutional capacity and initiating collaborations with the MAFE and the MoJ. 

 
c. Establishment of governance structures for accountability and knowledge transfer: The project 

established robust governance structures, frameworks, and policies to ensure that accountability, 
transparency, and knowledge transfer would continue after its closure. It supported capacity-building 

initiatives aimed at enhancing the abilities of local institutions to manage marine resources and integrate 
conservation priorities into national policies. The PICRC, which has a mandate to safeguard the PNMS, is 
committed to maintaining its initiatives post-GEF-7, thereby ensuring the long-term stability of governance. 

A total of 82% of key informants highlighted the creation of enabling conditions, including policy and 
investment plans, while 92% noted that the project’s strategies could be seamlessly integrated into future 

biodiversity planning (see Annex 8). In addition, 76% of key informants emphasized the development of 
knowledge products to facilitate the transfer of technical knowledge, a step which bolstered the project’s 

accountability and transparency mechanisms (see Annex 8). 
 

d. Institutional changes supporting gender equality and human rights: Institutional changes in Palau have 
increasingly supported gender equality and human rights by embedding these priorities into national 

biodiversity policies and frameworks. The government advanced gender inclusivity through adopting 
legislative reforms and gender-sensitive policies across various sectors, including biodiversity, education, 

and health. The fact that 85% of key informants praised project initiatives aimed at enhancing gender 
representation in decision-making roles and addressing gender-based violence underscores a growing 

commitment to human rights (see Annex 8). These changes fostered an enabling environment for gender 
equality and human rights and a more inclusive and equitable society than existed before the project was 

launched. In addition, improvements in inter-agency communication and coordination were identified as 
areas for future enhancement to ensure better accountability in the face of delays in the implementation of 
activities. 

 
Rating institutional framework and governance sustainability-Political considerations surrounding amendments to the PNMS 

Law created delays in advancing key indicators, including the PNMS Strategic Plan and funding roadmap. While collaboration 

among key institutions strengthened regulatory frameworks and improved governance and transparency in biodiversity 

conservation, the policy has yet to be enacted, and stakeholder responses regarding overall institutional governance were 

mixed. Given these factors, the institutional framework and governance sustainability rating was ‘moderately likely,’ a rating 

reflecting both progress and moderate risks to long-term sustainability. 

 

iv. Environmental (*) 
Finding 30-The Palau government implemented strict policies to minimize environmental risks.  They focused on reducing ocean 

pollution and improving waste management. Measures such as the Responsible Tourism Education Act and enhanced marine 

conservation policies reduced plastic waste, banned reef-toxic sunscreens, and improved coastal clean-up efforts. Despite 

concerns about the expansion of the DFZ, partnerships with organizations like the PICRC supported scientific research, 

strengthened marine ecosystem monitoring, and improved the enforcement of laws proscribing IUU fishing. 

 

a. Strengthening environmental sustainability through global frameworks: International provisions enhanced 
the project’s environmental sustainability by promoting ecosystem conservation, biodiversity protection, 

and climate resilience. The Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (GBF) (December 19, 2022), 
with its ambitious "30 by 30" target, secured long-term commitments to protect 30% of the world’s total 

ocean areas by 2030, supporting vital marine conservation efforts. Similarly, IMPAC5 Declaration (February 
3-9, 2023) accelerated the establishment of MPAs and Indigenous-led conservation, bolstering sustainable 

resource management. Both of these frameworks provided essential guidance for preserving ecological 
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integrity and mitigating environmental threats, thereby ensuring there will be resilient and thriving 
ecosystems for future generations. 

 
b. Policy factors that minimize environmental risks: The Palau government implemented stringent policies, 

focusing in particular on reducing ocean pollution and improving waste management, to minimize 
environmental risks. Key initiatives include the Responsible Tourism Education Act (2018), which bans reef-

toxic sunscreens, strengthens regulation of waste management, promoting recycling, reduces plastic waste, 
and introduces better disposal systems to prevent marine debris. More than 82% of key informants said 

that collaborative efforts with local, national and international partners have bolstered coastal clean-up 
initiatives and helped enforce environmental compliance measures (see Annex 8). They also said that the 

government had prioritized strengthening marine conservation policies and expanding protections for 
critical biodiversity areas. Despite concerns about the potential environmental risk of expanding the DFZ, 

the government supported scientific research and monitoring, partnering with organizations like the PICRC 
to track marine ecosystem health. In addition, efforts to combat IUU fishing and improve marine protected 

area (MPA) management contribute to the long-term preservation and resilience of Palau’s marine 
ecosystems. 

 
c. Environmental factors that do not undermine the benefits of future projects: Several environmental 
factors bolster the long-term benefits of the PNMS, ensuring its sustainability. Strong legal protections and 

enforcement mechanisms, for example, safeguard marine biodiversity, preventing overexploitation of 
critical ecosystems. More than 85% of key informants said that the resilience of Palau's coral reefs and 

marine habitats, coupled with ongoing conservation and monitoring efforts, support the continuity of 
marine resources (see Annex 8). They opined that integrating traditional ecological knowledge with modern 

conservation practices strengthened adaptive management, thereby enabling the PNMS to remain effective 
despite environmental challenges like climate change. Key recommendations for scaling up include 

expanding research to better understand the sanctuary, improving enforcement and surveillance, and 
tackling issues like plastic pollution. In addition, collaborative governance between the national and state 

governments alongside vested local interests tied to livelihoods, reinforce the project’s viability (FGD, 
2025). Sustainable, long-term benefits will also hinge on there being effective risk reduction strategies and 

continued support for the sanctuary. 
 
Rating environment sustainability-The Palau government implemented stringent policies to mitigate environmental risks, 

prioritizing ocean pollution reduction and waste management through initiatives like the Responsible Tourism Education Act 

(2018) and strong marine conservation policies. Strategic partnerships with organizations such as the PICRC enhanced 

scientific research, marine monitoring, and the enforcement of laws against illegal fishing, despite concerns regarding the 

expansion of the DFZ. The integration of traditional ecological knowledge with modern conservation practices, alongside 

on-going efforts to preserve coral reefs and marine habitats, will strengthen the resilience of Palau's marine resources against 

environmental challenges like climate change. Based on this analysis, the environmental sustainability rating was ‘likely,’ a 

ranking reflecting both progress and on-going risks. 

 

Rating overall likelihood of sustainability-With financial sustainability rated as ‘moderately likely,’ socio-political sustainability 
assessed as ‘likely,’ institutional and governance sustainability evaluated as ‘moderately likely,’ and environmental sustainability 

deemed ‘likely,’ the overall sustainability outlook is considered ‘moderately likely.’ This ranking reflects a generally positive 

trajectory, though certain areas, particularly those related to the project’s financial and governance frameworks, present 

moderate risks to long-term sustainability. 

 

4.3.8 Country ownership 
Finding 31-The project was well-aligned with Palau’s national biodiversity conservation goals. It supported marine conservation, 

sustainable resource use, and the "blue economy" approach, as outlined in national frameworks. The government’s strong 

financial commitment and proactive policy reviews ensured the alignment of regulatory frameworks with the project’s objectives, 

reinforcing long-term conservation efforts and the health of marine ecosystems. 

 
a. Alignment of project concepts and outcomes with national plans: Project’s concept and five outcomes 

were closely aligned with Palau's national biodiversity conservation goals, including the Palau Responsible 
Tourism Policy Framework (2018) and the Palau National Marine Sanctuary Act (2015). The project directly 

supported Palau's commitment to marine conservation and sustainable resource use. It also contributed to 
the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (NBSAP, 2015-2025) by strengthening enforcement and 

promoting a “blue economy” approach. The project also addressed the GEF-7 Biodiversity Focal Area 
Strategy by reducing direct drivers of biodiversity loss, particularly through measures that mitigated 

pressures on coral reefs and marine ecosystems. More than 82% of key informants confirmed that the 
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project bolstered ecosystem integrity and resilience thereby supporting long-term conservation efforts (see 
Annex 8). It also contributed to improve the effectiveness of protected area systems and increased 

coverage in critical habitats, particularly for threatened species. All these measures contributed to the long-
term resilience of Palau’s marine ecosystems, perfectly aligning with the project’s concepts and desired 

outcomes. 
 

b. Government’s financial commitment to the project and approval of policies and regulatory frameworks: 
As discussed in section 4.3.7 (i), the Palau government demonstrated strong financial commitment to the 

PNMS initiatives, securing funding through relevant ministries and aligning it with national biodiversity 
conservation priorities. It played a crucial role in reviewing and amending policies related to biodiversity 

conservation, ensuring that there would be regulatory frameworks that supported the project’s objectives. 
In addition, the government facilitated policy reviews and implemented corrective measures to develop and 

approve key frameworks for effective management and sustainability. In the views of 86% of key informants, 
this proactive support reinforced the government’s long-term conservation goals and the PNMS’s role in 

maintaining marine ecosystem health (see Annex 8). This aligns with and reinforces the evaluator’s overall 
perspectives. 

 
In sum, the project’s concepts and outcomes were well-aligned with national plans, a fact that reflected the 
government’s strong financial commitment and approval of key policies and regulatory frameworks. This 

alignment ensured robust country ownership and long-term sustainability. 
 

4.3.9 Gender equality and women’s empowerment  
Finding 32-The project effectively integrated gender considerations into its design and implementation, enhancing women’s 

participation in environmental governance and fisheries management despite structural barriers in male-dominated sectors. 

Women assumed leadership roles in key institutions, contributing to policy decisions and reinforcing Palau’s legal commitments 

to gender equality, yet systemic challenges persisted in fully closing gender gaps in resource access and control. Despite challenges 

in closing gender gaps in resource control and governance, the project made valuable progress in empowering women in marine 

resource management. While its gender outcomes were not fully transformative, it contributed to increasing women's 

participation and awareness, laying the groundwork for future advancements in gender equity. While the project addressed the 

concerns of PwDs for their transformational change to some extent, more than 79% of key informant’s emphasized the need 

for disability inclusion from the project design phase, considering PwDs' multi-faceted vulnerability and marginalization. 

 
a. Effectiveness of the project in advancing gender equality and women’s empowerment: The project made 

notable strides in advancing gender equality by integrating gender considerations into its design, 
implementation, and evaluation, as international guidelines call for. Despite the challenges posed by its 

offshore location and the domination of male fishermen, the project enhanced women’s participation in 
decision-making, particularly in the environmental sector, and supported Palau's legal commitment to 
gender equality. Women assumed significant roles in governance.  For example, a woman, served as the 

co-chair of the PNMS Advisory Committee and in leadership positions such as vice-president, MoJ, and 
directors in fisheries, research, and administration. The project facilitated equal access to training, income, 

and decision-making, recognized women’s contributions to the fishing sector, and promoted legal and 
institutional frameworks that strengthened gender equality and sustainable biodiversity management (PIR, 

2022–2023). This aligned with and reinforced the evaluator’s overall observation. 
 

b. Contribution of gender results to environmental, climate, and resilience outcomes: The project advanced 
environmental, climate, and resilience outcomes by integrating gender considerations and creating new 

opportunities for women in sectors such as fishery, ecotourism, and education. Women played central 
roles in ecosystem monitoring, communication, and awareness efforts, thereby enhancing the project’s 

effectiveness. Notably, the project highlighted women’s leadership in Palau’s tourism sector, where women 
lead key organizations like Palau Tourism Board, thereby aligning itself with broad regional trends in 

Oceania. In the views of more than 79% of key informants, by promoting women’s participation and 
leadership, the project fostered an inclusive approach to conservation and sustainable fisheries 

management, thereby strengthening resilience to environmental and climate challenges (see Annex 8). The 
evaluator's overall assessment supports the key informants’ views. The project embraced a 'leave no one 
behind' approach, ensuring inclusive interventions that impact human rights, disabilities, minorities, and 

vulnerable groups. 
 

c. Contribution to closing gender gaps in resource access and control: While Palau’s legal and cultural 
frameworks supported gender equality even before the project was launched, the project helped to 
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enhance women’s control over marine resources and improve their participation in decision-making 
processes. It documented gender-differentiated participation and reinforced the need for inclusive 

practices, particularly in resource management, through the Gender Division's advocacy and partnerships 
with organizations such as Mechesil a Belau.31 

Despite challenges like the domination of males in the crews of patrol vessels, the project was aligned with 
legal commitments to gender equality and strengthened women’s roles in governance even as it fell short 

in addressing socio-economic disparities (PIR, 2024). The careful assessment of Gender equality and 
empowerment of women (GEEW) revealed that it has contributed to project’s outcomes to advance 

gender equality by formulating gender-responsive strategies and their proper implementation. It was 
because gender was treated as a cross-cutting theme throughout the evaluation, ensuring it was considered 

in the design, implementation, and 
analysis to capture the project’s 

impact on gender equality and 
empowerment. 
 

d. Highlight the importance of 
including PwDs in conservation 

initiatives: The PNMS fostered 
inclusive conservation by creating 
opportunities for PwDs to engage 

in marine protection through 
accessible community initiatives 

and tailored capacity-building 
programs. However, the project 

faced challenges in incorporating 
universal design principles in 

awareness campaigns and 
providing adaptive tools to 

support PwDs in sustainable 
fisheries, biodiversity monitoring, 

and advocacy (it was not within 
the scope of the ProDoc indeed). 

PwDs participated in various 
training sessions, orientations, and 

meetings, all of which has positive 
impacts on their daily lives, and 
confidence while enhancing their 

involvement in economic and 
community activities. Since 

training participants are not 
required to disclose their disability 

status (CRPD 2006, Article 22; 
UNDP Disability Inclusion Strategy 2019), disability-specific data was even difficult to record. While 

stakeholder consultations did consider gender and disability inclusion, PIRs did not explicitly address 
disability-related information. During KIIs, 79% of key informants highlighted the need to consider disability 

inclusion right from the design phase in order to tackle the multi-faceted vulnerabilities of PwDs in 
conservation initiatives. To enhance inclusive development in future projects, stakeholders recommended 

incorporating GEDSI-sensitive capacity-building, systematic data collection and disability-related provisions 
from frameworks like the Pacific Framework for the Rights of PwDs. 
 

 
31 Mechesil a Belau is an annual women's conference in Palau that brings together female leaders, policymakers, and community representatives to discuss 

pressing national and social issues. Established in 1994, the forum plays a vital role in advocating for women's rights, cultural preservation, and sustainable 

development in Palau. The PNMS ProDoc highlights that gender issues were thoughtfully integrated into the project, a fact reflecting Palau's progressive approach 

to inclusivity. In Palau, women play a vital role in decision-making, from the community level to the national government. The Republic of Palau’s Gender Division 

promotes a broad, inclusive approach, focusing on vulnerability rather than just women. The Gender Mainstreaming Policy mandates that all projects adopt a 

“gender and socially inclusive” perspective, which goes beyond simple gender equality. Stakeholders noted that gender roles are evolving across all age groups 

and socioeconomic brackets. Under Palau's constitution, women enjoy equal opportunities, and recommendations from the association of women’s chiefs 

(Mechesil a Belau) are highly influential in legislative decisions. 

 
 

 

Table 16: Project outcomes contributed to GEEW 
Outcome  Outcomes that contributing GEEW 

1.1 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced 

national, regional and global support 

It enhanced women’s participation, 

promoted gender-inclusive education 

and leadership, and strengthened legal 

frameworks for gender-responsive 

governance. 

1.2 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced 

national, regional and global support 

National, regional level as well as 

NGOs) 

It advanced gender-responsive policies, 

empowered women in leadership, 

expanded inclusive capacity-building, 

and strengthened legal protections 

through multi-level collaboration. 

2.1 All regulations and laws pertaining 

to PNMS and DFZ enforced 

effectively and sustainably In further 

close collaboration with WCPFC, 

FFA and PNA  

It contributed to gender-responsive 

regulations, empowered women in 

fisheries governance, built capacity in 

marine management, and upheld 

equitable socio-economic rights. 

3.1 Long-term mechanisms to 

support financial sustainability and 

security PNMS and its associated 

administrative and management 

arrangements are negotiated and 

identified 

It contributed to gender-responsive 

financing for the PNMS, empowered 

women economically, built women’s 

capacity for financial management, and 

promoted inclusive decision-making in 

governance. 

4.1 Strong stakeholder support for 

the PNMS and DFZ and associated 

benefits and fees at the broad 

stakeholder level including the state, 

national, and international 

It enhanced women’s representation in 

the governance in the PNMS and the 

DFZ, promoted gender-inclusive 

opportunities, built women’s capacity, 

and ensured fair distribution of benefits 

and protection at all levels. 

4.2 Effective Project Management, 

Monitoring and Evaluation  

 

It integrated gender-sensitive indicators 

into project frameworks and 

empowered women to assume 

leadership roles in project management. 

Source: Project’s record (2025), KIIs (2025) 
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d. Assessment of the project’s gender results (OECD criteria) and the scale of those results: The project’s 
gender results, assessed through the OECD criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability, 

had mixed outcomes. More than 82% of key informants revealed that the project included gender 
considerations, encouraging women's participation in fisheries and ecotourism, but had limited impact on 

closing gender gaps in resource access and control (see Annex 8). Women’s involvement in decision-making 
and leadership roles, particularly in ecosystem monitoring and tourism, was encouraged through the 

project’s successful Gender Analysis and Gender Mainstreaming Plan, which followed GEF and UNDP 
guidelines and fostered gender equality outcomes. The evaluator also found that while the project 

successfully encouraged women’s participation in fisheries and ecotourism through initiatives like women-
led fishery groups and training, it had limited impact on reducing gender gaps in resource control. Women 

still faced barriers such as limited access to fishing licenses and land rights, underscoring the need for 
targeted efforts to address these disparities. 

 
e. Use of the gender results effectiveness scale: The project’s gender results effectiveness scale (GRES) 

suggested that the project had good success, particularly in increasing women’s participation in 
environmental sectors such as fishery and ecotourism (see Annex 5, section 5.24). The integration of 

gender-sensitive indicators and the active involvement of women in decision-making were positive steps 
toward gender equality. Despite challenges in closing gender gaps in resource control and governance, the 
project made valuable progress in empowering women in marine resource management. While its gender 

outcomes were not fully transformative (out of six outcomes, five were rated as responsive and one is 
transformative), it contributed to increasing women's participation and awareness, laying the groundwork 

for future advancements in gender equity in natural resource management. 
 

The evaluator’s review of secondary information and KIIs confirmed that all six project outcomes positively 
contributed to various aspects of gender equality and women’s empowerment (GEEW). Each outcome 

demonstrated a strong gender-responsive approach, thereby ensuring inclusive and equitable benefits. 
Notably, the fact that no unintended consequences were identified that could have negatively impacted 

gender equality or human rights reinforced the project’s commitment to fostering meaningful and 
sustainable change (Table 16). 

 
In summary, the project made notable progress in advancing gender equality and women’s empowerment 

and positively impacting environmental, climate, and resilience outcomes. However, despite fostering 
greater female participation, it fell short in narrowing gender gaps in access to and control of resources. 

 
4.3.10 Cross-cutting issues 
Finding 33-The project facilitated poverty alleviation by enhancing sustainable livelihoods and reducing reliance on industrial 

fishing. According to 82% of key informants, protecting 80% of Palau’s waters revitalized coastal fisheries, ensuring that there 

would be healthier fish stocks for subsistence and income generation (see Annex 8). The project also promoted eco-tourism and 

sustainable aquaculture while strengthening capacity-building efforts to equip fishers and entrepreneurs with essential skills in 

marine-based enterprises, thereby fostering long-term economic resilience. 

 

Finding 34-The project contributed to capacity development by strengthening local expertise in marine conservation, enforcement, 

and sustainable fisheries management through targeted training, innovation, and research. It provided essential skills in marine 

surveillance, vessel monitoring, and biodiversity protection, empowering local teams to take on greater responsibilities. According 

to 88% of key informants, the project also improved the collection of scientific data collection, enabling Palauan institutions to 

independently conduct stock assessments and ecosystem monitoring while at the same time fostering long-term environmental 

stewardship through community education (see Annex 8). 

 

a. Poverty reduction: Although the project did not include direct income-generating interventions, FGD 
participants highlighted that some level of poverty had reduced by expanding eco-tourism opportunities. 

Many vendors now engage in various eco-tourism activities, having found new livelihood prospects. The 
PNMS has boosted eco-tourism by preserving marine biodiversity, promoting sustainable tourism, and 

strengthening Palau’s global reputation as a premier eco-tourism destination. According to 82% of key 
informants, protecting 80% of Palau’s waters revitalized coastal fisheries, ensuring healthier fish stocks for 
local subsistence and income generation. It also diversified economic opportunities, promoting eco-tourism 

and sustainable aquaculture as alternative revenue sources (see Annex 8), aligned with and reinforces the 
evaluator’s overall perspectives with key informant’s views. In addition, the project strengthened capacity-

building, equipping fishers and entrepreneurs with essential skills in sustainable resource management and 
marine-based enterprises, laying the foundation for long-term economic resilience.  
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b. Improved governance: The project facilitated to enhance marine governance by strengthening legal 

frameworks, institutional coordination, and enforcement mechanisms. According to over 79% of key 
informants, the project facilitated the creation of a dedicated regulatory body, ensuring the sanctuary’s 

effective management and compliance with conservation laws (see Annex 8). However, it is hard to claim 
that these results are the sole result of this project. It was also shared that improved monitoring and 

surveillance, including the tracking of vessel and an increase in patrols, led to a 50% reduction in illegal 
fishing, however there is no concrete data to justify this. By integrating traditional ecological knowledge 

into decision-making, the project facilitated the empowerment of local communities in marine resource 
management.  

 
c. Climate change mitigation and adaptation: The project played a key role in climate change mitigation and 

adaptation by facilitating the protection of 500,000 square kilometers of ocean and preserving marine 
biodiversity. According to 85% of key informants, restricting industrial fishing allowed fish stocks to recover, 

thereby enhancing ecosystem resilience to climate-induced stress (see Annex 8). It also empowered coastal 
communities by promoting sustainable fisheries, reducing reliance on depleted marine resources. However, 

it is hard to claim this without solid evidence/data. Furthermore, the sanctuary’s protection of coral reefs 
acted as a buffer against storm surges and sea-level rise, and, in doing so, strengthening natural climate 
adaptation.  

 
d. Disaster/crises prevention and recovery: The project contributed to disaster prevention and recovery 

by preserving healthy marine ecosystems that act as natural buffers against storms and coastal erosion. By 
protecting 80% of Palau’s EEZ from industrial fishing, it helped maintain coral reefs and seagrass ecosystems, 

which mitigated the impact of storm surges and wave energy. It also supported coastal fishery management, 
ensuring that there would be sustainable food sources for local communities even after extreme weather 

events. These efforts bolstered ecosystem resilience, enabling Palau to recover more effectively from 
climate-induced disasters. This also aligned with the findings of the desk review.  

 
e. Human rights and ‘leave no one behind (LNOB)’: The project integrated the LNOB principle and a 

Human Rights-Based Approach (HRBA) to tackle inequalities, discrimination, and structural barriers from 
the design. It prioritized sustainable, rights-based solutions while aligning with Palau’s human rights 

commitments, despite gaps in anti-discrimination legislation and gender mainstreaming. In September 2011, 
Palau became the first Pacific Island nation to sign all eight core human rights treaties. By leveraging 

UN Women’s Advancing Gender Justice in the Pacific (AGJP) Programme, the project supported advocacy 
for women’s political participation and access to gender-responsive legal systems. Strong stakeholder 
engagement ensured inclusive participation, reinforcing Palau’s progress in advancing human rights and 

social equity. Table 17 presents the project's contribution to human rights and the LNOB principle. 
 

The project contributed to the securing of human rights by enhancing food security for communities 
dependent on marine resources. By protecting 80% of Palau’s waters from industrial fishing, it safeguarded 

the rights of local fishers and ensured their access to coastal fisheries for both subsistence and income 
generation. It also fostered indigenous people’s participation in marine governance, integrating traditional 

ecological knowledge into conservation policies. In addition, 79% of key informants said that the project 
facilitated to promote environmental justice by curbing the overexploitation of resources by foreign 

commercial fleets, protecting Palauans’ long-term economic and cultural rights (see Annex 8). This also 
aligned with the findings of the desk review. 

 
f. Capacity development: The project contributed to capacity development by enhancing local expertise in 

marine conservation, enforcement, and sustainable fisheries management through targeted training, 
innovation, and research. It also provided essential skills in marine surveillance, vessel monitoring, and 

biodiversity protection, thereby empowering local teams. For example, the Project Manager and Outreach 
Director visited American Samoa and observed the sister sanctuary and participate in an education 
exchange. Greta Sartori, Victor Nestor, Ikelau Otto, Mereng Andres, and Bruno Vitor from the Whole 

and Dolphin and CITES Project of PICRC took part in a 14-day training, which included CITES research, 
workshops, and fieldwork. Trainings were held for Scova Certification, Drone Operation, and Vessel 

Boarding, with each lasting two days. According to 88% of key informants, the project also bolstered the 
collection of scientific data thereby enabling Palauan institutions to independently conduct stock 
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assessments and ecosystem monitoring (see Annex 8). This also aligned with the findings of the desk review. 
The Vice President also acknowledged PICRC staff contributions and highlighted the need for advanced 

data analysis training. She directed the PMU to develop an ecosystem monitoring program (Project Board 
Meeting Minutes, 29 Jan 2024). 
 

g. South-South cooperation: The project facilitated to advance South-South cooperation by sharing 
knowledge, best practices, and technical expertise with other small island developing states (SIDS) and 

Pacific island countries and 
territories (PICTs). It documented 

and disseminated valuable lessons 
learned to offer insights to GEF-

eligible countries facing similar 
marine conservation challenges. 

According to 85% of key 
informants, the project also 

facilitated an assessment of the 
potential for scaling up and 

replicating initiatives and providing 
a framework for other SIDS to 
adopt effective marine governance 

strategies (see Annex 8). 
Furthermore, it facilitated the 

regional and interregional 
exchange of knowledge through 

workshops and conferences, 
strengthening partnerships across 

the Global South. 
 

h. Knowledge management: The 
project enhanced knowledge 
management by establishing 

robust systems of data collection 
to monitor marine biodiversity, 

fish stocks, and ecosystem health. 
It fostered scientific research 

collaborations with local and 
international institutions, 

producing baseline studies and 
long-term ecological assessments. 

Careful review of PIRs and 
PICRC’s publication revealed that 

the project also launched public 
awareness campaigns and published educational materials to ensure communities and policymakers would 

have access to accurate marine conservation information. In addition, it created knowledge-sharing 
platforms, enabling local fishers, scientists, and agencies to exchange best practices on sustainable fisheries 

and ocean governance. 
 

4.3.11 GEF additionality 
Finding 35-The project demonstrated significant GEF additionality by creating a conducive environment for sustainable biodiversity 

conservation and ensuring long-term financial sustainability through effective policy reforms and stakeholder engagement. GEF 

contributions directly enabled the success of the project, positioning Palau as a regional leader in marine conservation and 

influencing global environmental strategies. 
 

a. Overall progress of the project as a result of GEF additionality: As of January 2025, the project had made 
significant progress and, in doing so, contributed to key conservation and sustainability outcomes 

recognized as “GEF additionality” (see Section 4.3.1, Table 6: Annex 5, section 5.20): 

• Marine protected areas: A total of 47.5 million hectares of marine protected areas have been established or 

brought under improved management for conservation and sustainable use, aligning closely with the 

47,507,800 hectares endorsed by the CEO. 

Table 17: Project outcomes contributed to human rights and LNOB 
Outcome  Outcomes that contributing GEEW 

1.1 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and 

under Implementation through 

enhanced national, regional and 

global support 

The strengthened PNMS framework 

improved legal protections, equitable 

resource governance, and inclusive 

participation, and safeguarded the rights 

of minorities and vulnerable groups. 

1.2 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and 

under Implementation through 

enhanced national, regional and 

global support National, regional 

level as well as NGOs) 

Supported by national, regional, and 

NGO partnerships, the PNMS framework 

promoted human rights, equitable 

resource access, and amplified 

marginalized voices in decision-making. 

 

2.1 All regulations and laws 

pertaining to PNMS and DFZ 

enforced effectively and sustainably 

In further close collaboration with 

WCPFC, FFA and PNA  

The enforcement of PNMS and DFZ 

regulations in collaboration with 

WCPFC, FFA, and PNA strengthened 

governance and ensured sustainable 

resource access for coastal communities, 

particularly marginalized groups. 

3.1 Long-term mechanisms to 

support financial sustainability and 

security PNMS and its associated 

administrative and management 

arrangements are negotiated and 

identified 

Financial mechanisms for the PNMS 

secured long-term support for inclusive 

management, protected marginalized 

communities' rights and livelihoods, and 

promoted equitable access to marine 

resources. 

4.1 Strong stakeholder support for 

the PNMS and DFZ and associated 

benefits and fees at the broad 

stakeholder level including the state, 

national, and international 

Broad stakeholder support for the PNMS 

and the DFZ fostered inclusive 

governance, protected marginalized 

communities, and ensured fair 

distribution of benefits and resources. 

 

4.2 Effective Project Management, 

Monitoring and Evaluation  

 

Effective project management and M&E 

kept interventions accountable, inclusive, 

and responsive to marginalized groups’ 

needs, thereby promoting human rights 

and equitable outcomes. 

Source: Project’s record (2025), KIIs (2025) 
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• Marine habitat management: 11.8 million hectares of marine habitat (excluding protected areas) are now 

under improved management, meeting the original projection of 11,757,200 hectares endorsed by the CEO. 

• Sustainable fisheries: In 2014, prior to the establishment of the PNMS, 21,250 metric tons per annum of 

globally over-exploited marine fisheries were identified as needing to transition to more sustainable levels. 

The current updated figure is being managed by the MAFE.  

• Direct beneficiaries: Palau's total population is 20,135; 9,014 (45%) of whom are women. The socio-

economic survey currently underway will calculate the number of direct beneficiaries of the project, 

disaggregated by gender as a co-benefit of GEF investments. 

• Fisheries management and enforcement: The project has 

improved fisheries management and enforcement across an 

11.8 million hectare commercial and artisanal fishing zone. 

• Capacity-building: Twenty-seven individuals (14 men and 13 

women) were trained in PNMS governance and management, 

enhancing institutional capacity. 

• Monitoring and compliance: Half of the vessels operating in the 

region now have human and electronic monitoring systems in 

place and are actively reporting findings. 

• Sustainable financing: A 10-year sustainable funding roadmap 

for PNMS has been finalized and officially adopted. 

• Operational strengthening: The Palau Operational Center is 

now partially functional, and efforts are underway to enhance 

its full capacity. Please refer to Box 8 for Management 

Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) assessment  

 

b. Relevance of outcomes to incremental reasoning: The project 

demonstrated GEF additionality by providing critical support 
that would not have been otherwise available and ensuring 

alignment with broad environmental goals. Key initiatives, such 
as strengthening institutional, management, and regulatory 
frameworks, supported sustainable biodiversity conservation by 

enhancing policy frameworks and fostering stakeholder engagement. According to 88% of key informants, 
the project created an environment conducive to conservation, contributing to the long-term sustainability 

of Palau’s marine ecosystems through enhanced community engagement, improved marine protected areas 
management, and strengthened local governance structures (see Annex 8). The project also secured long-

term financial sustainability through negotiated mechanisms and established effective enforcement practices, 
collaborating with key organizations such as WCPFC, and PNA but not at the large scale.  

 
c. Attribution of outcomes to the GEF contribution: The project’s outcomes were directly attributed to 

GEF contributions, as evidenced in M&E documents that linked GEF-supported interventions, such as policy 
reforms, scientific monitoring, and institutional strengthening to measurable environmental improvements. 

Project Board members emphasized that the project’s success in advancing marine conservation and 
promoting ecosystem-based management was made possible by GEF funding, which facilitated critical 

actions beyond domestic capacity. In the opinion of 82% of key informants, this GEF support facilitated 
Palau to set a regional precedent for MPAs, positioning the country as a leader in sustainable ocean 

governance (see Annex 8). They also claimed that the project’s outcomes had catalyzed regional replication, 
influenced the Strategic Action Program for Pacific Fisheries and thereby secured global environmental 
benefits and enhancing national marine resource management. This also aligned with the findings of the 

desk review. 
 

d. Sustainability of project outcomes: The project demonstrated sustainability across its legal, institutional, 
financial, socio-economic, a dimension as well as its ability to innovate. Its outcomes were supported by 

stronger institutional, management, and regulatory frameworks of the PNMS and were reinforced through 
continued collaboration with national, regional, and global partners. Key components such as effective 

enforcement, long-term financial mechanisms, and established administrative arrangements ensured that 
ongoing operations to continue, while strong stakeholder support guarantees broad participation. Notably, 

88% of key informants highlighted the significant benefits gained through targeted interventions (see Annex 
8). In addition, 65% of key informants agreed that promoting community ownership was crucial for 

sustaining outcomes and achieving GEF’s objectives (see Annex 8). This also aligned with the findings of the 
desk review. 

Box 8: Assessment of METT score  

• The protected area has been formally 

gazette or covenanted. 

• Staff members have sufficient capacity and 

resources to enforce regulations though 

some deficiencies remain. 

• The protected area does have defined 

objectives but is only partially managed in 

accordance with them. 

• A management plan does exist, but full 

implementation is constrained by funding 

and other challenges. 

• Staffing levels are adequate for protected 

area management. 

• Core operational funding is secure, but 

many innovations and initiatives still rely 

on external funding. 

• Budget management is functional, though 

there is room for improvement. 

• Education and awareness programs are in 

place, but they do not fully meet needs 

and could be strengthened. 
Source: METT record (2025), KIIs (2025) 
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It was found that the GEF’s pivotal contribution sparked transformative, incremental outcomes that 

seamlessly aligned with global environmental goals.  Its unique additionality will also drive lasting 
sustainability. This strengthened local capacity and ensured enduring benefits for both ecosystems and 

communities, thereby securing a future of environmental resilience. 
 

4.3.12 Catalytic/replication effects  
Finding 36-The project had a catalytic impact on marine conservation by establishing a global precedent for sustainable practices. 

Over 85% of key informants noted that the project’s approach spurred regional discussions on sustainable marine governance 

and promoted ecosystem-based fisheries management, goals further solidified by collaboration with the Strategic Action Program 

(see Annex 8). The project’s knowledge transfer was highly effective, with 82% of key informants affirming that disseminating 

lessons through diverse platforms was successful in contributing to broad replication and fostering long-term sustainability (see 

Annex 8). 

 

a. Project’s catalytic impact on marine conservation and regional replication: The project has had a catalytic 
impact by establishing a global precedent for marine conservation, closing most of Palau’s EEZ to 

commercial fishing and maintaining a strictly managed fishing zone, a model other PICTs are eager to 
replicate. For example, Palau’s PNMS has set a global precedent by closing most of its EEZ to commercial 
fishing and establishing a managed fishing zone, inspiring similar initiatives in the Cook Islands, Kiribati, and 

Fiji.32 Recognized as a leader in marine conservation, Palau continues to shape global discussions and 
reinforce its reputation in high-level forums, including the 79th UN General Assembly, where members 

highlighted the critical importance of marine conservation. By aligning with the Strategic Action Program 
(SAP) for the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Convention,33 the project also strengthened 

sovereignty over tuna resources, promoted ecosystem-based fisheries management, and enhanced 
surveillance against illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing. More than 85% of the key informants 

consulted said that the project’s innovative model spurred regional discussions of sustainable marine 
governance, particularly among PICTs seeking better control over their EEZs (see Annex 8). This also 

aligned with the findings of the desk review. In addition, the project contributed to the transition to a blue 
economy by integrating ecosystem assessments into national strategies to promote long-term resilience. 

The PNMS model was adapted and both government and non-government organizations in Palau adopting 
similar approaches.  Furthermore, regional collaborations, including those with the Pacific Islands Forum 

Fisheries Agency, have extended the PNMS framework, demonstrating its influence on both national and 
regional marine management. These aligned with and reinforced the evaluator’s overall findings. 

 
b. Effective knowledge transfer and dissemination of lessons learned: The project effectively transferred 
knowledge and disseminated lessons learned, with 82% of key informants affirming its success through the 

production of manuals, reports, behavior change communication materials, policy briefs, and training 
materials shared via workshops, websites, and social media (see Annex 8). Notably, 74% of key informants 

highlighted the key role that these diverse platforms played in raising awareness and spreading the project’s 
successful strategies in and around Palau (see Annex 8). They claimed that collaboration with governments, 

the private sector, academia, and civil society fostered ownership, while integrating data management 
systems and technical manuals into school curricula ensured the long-term sustainability of knowledge-

sharing. More than 76% of project staff and UNDP officials highlighted that socio-political factor, including 
policy shifts and national governance dynamics, significantly impacted the project’s outcomes and its 

potential for broader replication (see Annex 8). This also aligned with the findings of the desk review. The 
project design could have benefited from a more detailed exit strategy and sustainability plan, which 85% 

of key informants felt would have provided a clearer roadmap for ensuring the long-term success of 
biodiversity conservation efforts (see Annex 8), which is valid. In sum, the project’s catalytic impact on 

marine conservation sparked regional replication, with the effective transfer of knowledge and the 
dissemination of lessons learned fueling the broad adoption of successful strategies across the region. 

 
32 The Cook Islands established the Marae Moana Marine Park, in 2017, covering its 1.9 million km² EEZ and restricting certain f ishing activities in designated 

zones (UN SDG Partnership Platform, 2017). Kiribati closed the 408,250 km² Phoenix Islands Protected Area to commercial fishing in 2015, significantly reducing 

fishing pressure (Smithsonian Ocean Portal). While Fiji has not closed a large portion of its EEZ, it has implemented MPAs and community-based fisheries 

management and aims to designate 30% of its EEZ as MPAs by 2030, potentially impacting commercial fishing (National Ocean Policy, 2020-2030). 
33 It strengthens sustainable fisheries, conserves marine ecosystems, and ensures long-term benefits for Pacific Island nations. It promotes capacity-building, 

policy development, and stakeholder collaboration to tackle overfishing, illegal fishing, and climate change impacts. 
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4.3.13 Progress to impact 
Finding 37-The project successfully reduced environmental stress by integrating scientific research, community engagement, and 

advanced monitoring technologies. PICRC’s key research and studies, improved understanding of marine ecosystems, while drone 

surveillance enhanced enforcement and data collection. More than 79% of key informants recognized the project's role in 

fostering biodiversity by combining modern conservation with traditional ecological knowledge and thereby ensuring the long-

term sustainability of Palau’s marine resources (see Annex 8). 

 

Finding 38-The project established strong foundations for the long-term survival of conservation efforts by integrating biodiversity 

into national policies and strengthening institutional capacity. Follow-up arrangements, including policy integration and capacity-

building, were critical to sustaining progress. Indeed, 85% of key informants confirmed their effectiveness. In addition, 82% of 

informants emphasized that the enhancement of local capacity and empowerment of stakeholders ensured the continued 

adoption of sustainable biodiversity solutions, securing lasting impacts (see Annex 8). 

 

a. Environmental stress reduction achieved at scale: The project reduced environmental stress by several 
measures. It also fostered biodiversity, with 76% of key informants acknowledging its positive impact in 

these two areas (see Annex 8). By improving scientific knowledge of marine ecosystems, the project 
established the PICRC as a leader in marine research, particularly on offshore species, deep-sea 

environments, and coral reefs. Community engagement, through initiatives like ocean-themed education 
carnivals and the integration of traditional knowledge further supported environmental sustainability, 

according to 79% of key informants (see Annex 8). These findings are also aligned with the findings of the 
desk review. The Project Board (21 Nov 2024) recognized PICRC’s research contributions, particularly in 

fisheries management. The first PNMS Deep Sea Exploration Expeditions, led by the Ocean Exploration 
Trust, conducted two 11-day voyages aboard E/V Nautilus, mapping the seafloor and exploring deep-sea 

habitats. Local scientists, educators, and students actively participated, with live streaming enabling wider 
engagement. The project combined modern conservation practices with traditional ecological knowledge, 
thereby boosting the resilience of Palau’s marine ecosystems. PICRC’s key studies provided critical data 

for effective conservation strategies, and advanced surveillance technologies, such as drones, enhanced 
enforcement, and monitoring, helped collect data. In the stakeholder’s views, a project-stimulated increase 

in community awareness and capacity-building efforts ensured the long-term sustainability of Palau's marine 
resources by securing lasting benefits for both the environment and local communities. The project 

strengthened the environmental nexus by integrating marine conservation, sustainable fisheries, and climate 
resilience, promoting biodiversity preservation and environmental stewardship. 

 
b. Policy and governance frameworks enhanced for long-term benefits: The project facilitated to influence 

policy changes in Palau, particularly in marine conservation and environmental governance. It also facilitated 
to strengthen legal frameworks, including the Responsible Tourism Education Act, which bans reef-toxic 

sunscreens, and enhanced waste management regulations designed to combat ocean pollution. The 
collaboration across government ministries, notably the MAFE and MoJ, advancing the integration of 

sustainable fisheries into national policy was possible through project’s advocacy. According to 76% of key 
informants, research conducted through the project and PICRC provided critical data, informing policy 

decisions on the sustainable use of Palau’s EEZ and reinforcing the country’s commitment to international 
environmental agreements such as CITES (see Annex 8). While significant progress was made, policy 
development is still ongoing, with the project laying a solid foundation for continued improvements in 

governance and regulation, ensuring long-term sustainability, which was also aligned with the findings of the 
desk review. 

 
c. Socio-economic improvements realized through project interventions: The project sparked social 

changes, primarily by increasing awareness of and engagement with the offshore environment. Local fishing 
companies benefited from targeted training and events, such as fishing days, which directly supported food 

security. More than 82% of key informants claimed that the Palau Council of Chiefs played a key cultural 
role in knowledge dissemination, while outreach efforts, including talk shows and meetings at the Palau 

Language Council, expanded public awareness (see Annex 8). The evaluator's overall assessment supports 
these means as valid. A comprehensive socio-economic survey conducting across all 16 states deepened 

understanding of the link between human activities and marine ecosystems.  
 

Research conducted by agencies such as the MAFE and the Northern Reef Office provided valuable insights 
that promote better fisheries management. These efforts encouraged local fishing companies to adopt 

sustainable practices while securing their livelihoods (FGD, 2025). According to 85% of key informants, the 
project strengthened enforcement by introducing improved surveillance systems, including drone 
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technology, which can make responses to illegal activities more effective (see Annex 8). It was found that 
as understanding of the economic value of offshore resources and coral reefs grew community support for 

marine conservation strengthened, driving greater interest in sustainable practices and boosting local 
economic opportunities. 

 
d. Extent and likelihood of the long-term survival of changes and follow-up arrangements to secure lasting 

impacts: The project successfully advanced biodiversity conservation and community engagement by 
addressing critical gaps in the government’s holistic biodiversity strategy, as noted by officials at the MAFE 

and the MoJ. The integration of biodiversity into national governance and policies laid a strong foundation 
for the continued expansion and sustainability of conservation efforts. Follow-up arrangements, including 

policy integration, capacity-building, and institutional development, were emphasized to ensure lasting 
impacts, with 91% of key informants confirming their effectiveness (see Annex 8). Furthermore, 82% of 

informants highlighted the significant progress the project made in strengthening local capacity, empowering 
stakeholders to adopt sustainable biodiversity solutions that provide enduring benefits (see Annex 8). These 

findings also corroborated with the findings of the desk review. 
 

e. Unintended project impacts (positive and negative) evaluated for scope and implications: The project had 
both positive and negative unintended impacts. On the positive side, 91% of key informants noted an 
increase in stakeholder’s engagement, ownership, and empowerment (see Annex 8). However, though 

there was no concrete data and evidence, stakeholders repeatedly stressed during interviews that marine 
conservation and stricter regulations unintentionally disrupted traditional livelihoods, particularly for local 

fishing communities who faced new restrictions on traditional fishing zones. According to 82% of key 
informants, the expansion of surveillance and stricter enforcement strengthened government oversight, 

enhancing resource protection (see Annex 8). This aligned with and reinforced the evaluator’s overall 
perspectives. 

 
f. Barriers and risks to sustained progress effectively addressed: Key barriers and risks to the project's 

sustained progress were addressed through strategic actions. According to 62% of key informants, 
challenges such as limited institutional capacity within government agencies, dependency on external 

funding, and climate change were identified (see Annex 8). It was found that institutional capacity issues 
pose a risk to long-term enforcement and marine area management. Similarly, donor support is crucial and 

any reduction in funding could jeopardize ongoing programs. Climate change further threatens the 
resilience of marine ecosystems, complicating conservation efforts. More than 82% of key informants said 

that cultural resistance to new conservation measures, particularly regarding traditional fishing rights, 
required ongoing community engagement to maintain support (see Annex 8). Stakeholders further 
observed that political instability and leadership changes also posed risks to continued commitment to 

marine conservation policies and actions. 
 

5. Summary of main findings, conclusions, recommendations & lessons Learned  
5.1 Main findings  
Relevance: The project ensured its relevance by aligning with Palau’s National Development Strategy (2009) 
through regulatory reforms, financing mechanisms, and capacity-building for marine conservation. It 

addressed national priorities by integrating conservation into sustainable resource management, promoting 
ecotourism, and reinforcing Palau’s role in global ocean governance. Its alignment with UNDP’s Multi-

Country Program Document (2018-2022) and GEF’s strategic priorities ensured it responsiveness to 
climate change, biodiversity loss, and marine sustainability challenges in the Pacific. By strengthening 

protected area management, enhancing policy integration, and supporting SDGs, the project reinforced 
Palau’s conservation framework and long-term environmental resilience. At the global level, several key 

agendas, frameworks, and strategies have been crafted to address ocean, environmental, and climate change 
challenges. The mandates of the Antigua and Barbuda Agenda for SIDS (2024), IMPAC5 Declaration (2023), 

the GBF (2022), and the 2050 Strategy for the Blue Pacific Continent (2022) and the project’s overall 
objectives/outcomes justified the project’s relevance. 

 
Coherence: The project ensured internal coherence by aligning with UNDP’s Multi-Country Program 

Document (2018-2022) and complementing other biodiversity initiatives.  Indeed, about 94% of key 
informants recognizing its synergies (see Annex 8). Technical backstopping by ministries and UNDP Fiji 
MCO supported coordination and good governance, thereby supporting long-term resilience. Guided by 
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UNDP Fiji MCO, the GEF-funded Integrating Biodiversity Safeguards and Conservation into Development 
Project (July 16, 2018 – July 16, 2024) advanced biodiversity conservation, with MAFE as the implementing 

partner, ensuring strong internal coherence. External coherence was reinforced through the ongoing PNMS 
Mapping Project (2024) supported by Ocean Exploration Trust, the PNMS Research Project (2021-2023) 

backed by Blue Nature Alliance, and the Education and Outreach Project (2024-2025) funded by the Marine 
Conservation Institute. All these projects are seamlessly driving synergy in research, education, outreach 

management, and capacity-building, fostering a collaborative approach to sustainable marine conservation. 
The Ocean Exploration Trust project advances sustainability through communication about science, 

education, and the integration of STEM. The NOAA Ocean Exploration project fosters student research 
and teacher development. The Office of the National Sanctuaries mini-grant strengthens the sister 

sanctuary partnership through resource-sharing, while the Blue Sparks Award project facilitates PNMS 
outreach with logistical support for community visits. 

 
Effectiveness: The project demonstrated solid effectiveness by advancing Palau’s environmental goals, 

aligning itself with national priorities, SDGs, and UNDP’s strategic objectives, and implementing key 
strategies like the PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2024-2034). However, a plan is still needed to 

leverage the resources required to execute these strategies and plans effectively. Despite policy shifts and 
the pandemic, adaptive management and stakeholder engagement enabled progress, with 94% of key 
informants acknowledging its impact on governance and biodiversity management (see Annex 8). 

Institutional and regulatory frameworks were strengthened through national and international 
collaboration, thereby securing long-term policy enforcement. While challenges such as legal delays and 

jurisdictional uncertainties persisted, risk mitigation and flexible strategies ensured that there would be 
sustained momentum, stakeholder coordination, and gender-responsive implementation. Global protocols 

have significantly enhanced the effectiveness of the project by fostering regional collaboration and aligning 
the project’s goals with global environmental and sustainability goals. The emphasis of the GBF (2022) and 

the 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy on ocean conservation (2022) has reinforced the project’s core objectives, 
ensuring that conservation efforts are strategically integrated into regional development. These frameworks 

have also facilitated the mobilization of essential resources, enhanced the project’s impact and scaled up its 
initiatives. 
 
Efficiency: The project ensured solid cost efficiency through the strategic allocation of resources, the 

leveraging of PICRC staff, and the integration of best practices to reduce overhead costs while at the same 
time ensuring sustainability. Despite external challenges, the projective had achieved an 86.1% expenditure 

rate by January 2025. In addition, it maintained financial transparency; indeed, audits confirmed that there 
were no severe risks and stakeholders expressed confidence in its management. Effective coordination and 
adaptive management facilitated timely decision-making, though financial protocols occasionally caused 

delays in the disbursement of funds, thereby affecting resource availability. Systematizing fund flows and 
ensuring timely financial management could further enhance efficiency. While the MTR recommended a no-

cost extension due to slow progress, the PICRC opted to accelerate activities within the original timeline 
to achieve its goals efficiently. As discussed in the section above, global protocols have enhanced the 

project’s efficiency by fostering regional collaboration and aligning the project’s goals with global 
sustainability goals. The focus of the GBF (2022) and the 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy on ocean conservation 

(2022) have strengthened the project’s objectives, while at the same time securing vital resources such as 
funding, technical expertise, and partnerships for scaling up initiatives and driving impactful change in the 

Pacific. 
 

Sustainability: The Palau government ensured the financial sustainability of the PNMS through the Palau 
Pristine Environment Fund, legal commitments, and ongoing efforts to secure alternative financing and 

donor partnerships. The PICRC implemented this project as a program rather than a project, an approach 
which also ensured financial sustainability. The formulation of a project exit strategy and a structured 

roadmap (sustainability plan) was not originally included in the project document. Strong government and 
local support reinforced the project’s socio-political sustainability, with adaptive management addressing 
concerns and scientific research, stakeholder engagement, and policy advocacy identified as being key to 

long-term success. Despite political challenges to the PNMS Law, institutional collaboration strengthened 
regulatory frameworks and enhanced governance. Environmental sustainability was promoted through 

strict policies on ocean pollution, waste management, and marine conservation, and supported by research 
partnerships and the strengthening of law enforcement. In addition to local efforts, global initiatives such as 

the Kunming-Montreal GBF (2022) and the 2050 Strategy for the Blue Pacific Continent (2022) have played 
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a crucial role in ensuring the sustainability of the PNMS. The GBF’s ambitious "30 by 30" target (2022), 
which seeks to protect 30% of the world’s oceans by 2030, aligns seamlessly with the PNMS’s goal of 

preserving vital marine ecosystems. Meanwhile, the 2050 Blue Pacific Strategy (2022) strengthens regional 
cooperation, emphasizing ocean and environmental sustainability and reinforcing Palau’s commitment to 

safeguarding its marine resources for future generations. 
 

Impact: The project generated long-term impacts by reducing environmental stress through scientific 
research, community engagement, and advanced monitoring technologies, thereby strengthening marine 

conservation efforts. It facilitated the integration of biodiversity into national policies and institutional 
frameworks, ensuring the sustainability of conservation initiatives beyond the project’s duration. Follow-up 

arrangements, including policy integration and capacity-building, were recognized as effective by 79% of key 
informants, who said they reinforced long-term resilience (see Annex 8). In addition, 82% of informants 

emphasized that the enhancement of local capacity and the empowerment of stakeholders secured the 
continued adoption of sustainable biodiversity solutions and thereby ensured lasting environmental benefits 

(see Annex 8). The GBF’s focused target and IMPAC5 declaration, both of which emphasize expanding the 
MPA network, facilitated the project’s capacity to restore ocean health and biodiversity by setting clear 

objectives and fostering global collaboration, thereby leading to sustained environmental and socio-
economic benefits. 
 

Cross-cutting issues: The project enhanced gender inclusion by increasing women's participation in 
environmental governance and fisheries management, yet systemic barriers to achieving full gender equity 

persist. It contributed to poverty reduction by revitalizing coastal fisheries, promoting eco-tourism, and 
supporting sustainable aquaculture, with 82% of informants acknowledging that the project improved 

livelihood resilience (see Annex 8). Capacity development efforts strengthened local expertise in marine 
conservation, enforcement, and fisheries management; in particular, it equipped stakeholders with essential 

skills in surveillance and biodiversity protection. In addition, 88% of informants recognized that the project 
had improved the collection of scientific data, enabling Palauan institutions to conduct independent 

assessments of stock and foster long-term environmental stewardship (see Annex 8). Global protocols 
have seamlessly woven cross-cutting issues like gender, disability, and climate change into the heart of the 

project. These initiatives champion inclusivity and community-driven progress, encouraging collaboration 
among Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities, youth, and diverse stakeholders. The project is aligned 

with global protocols emphasizing gender equality, disability inclusion, and climate change.  It promotes 
inclusivity by empowering marginalized groups, including women and PwDs, to take an active role in shaping 

sustainable environmental solutions and driving climate change adaptation efforts. 
 

5.2 Conclusions  
The evaluation presents seven well-structured conclusions, each aligned with OECD criteria for ease of 
reference. These conclusions are directly drawn from key findings, with corresponding finding numbers in 

parentheses for clarity. To ensure a balanced and realistic perspective, the evaluation incorporates insights 
from Inception report, PIRs, the MTR, documented project achievements, and observations from the 

evaluation mission. This comprehensive approach ensures that the conclusions accurately reflect both 
reported progress and on-the-ground realities. 

 
Conclusion 1 (Relevance): The project tackled legal challenges, strengthened regulations, and seamlessly 

integrated marine conservation with sustainable resource management, thereby enhancing economic 
resilience, protecting global biodiversity, and solidifying Palau’s leadership in ocean governance. However, 

stakeholders struggled to enforce marine protection regulations and sustain a thriving blue economy as 
limited resources and capacity hampered the effective implementation of the PNMS. The IP and UNDP 
faced challenges in securing long-term funding and translating national, regional, and global policies into 

tangible benefits for local communities and marine ecosystems. Strategically mobilizing stakeholders could 
boost enforcement efforts, sustain the blue economy, and align conservation initiatives with sustainable 

funding (Based on findings numbers 19 and 20). 
 

Conclusion 2 (Coherence): The project enhanced coherence by aligning with UNDP’s multi-country 
program and project, building strategic partnerships, and integrating climate adaptation and biodiversity 

protection, ensuring strong governance, and promoting community resilience and long-term sustainability. 
However, frequent policy changes made it challenging to maintain effective coordination and governance, 

affecting the continuity of technical support and implementation. The IP and UNDP faced difficulties 
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securing long-term sustainability and maximizing the project's regional and global impact, as external 
partnerships required ongoing engagement and resource commitments. To strengthen coordination, 

ensure sustainability, and boost impact, the project could focus on mobilizing partnerships, securing 
resource commitments, and embracing adaptive management to promote continuous learning and flexibility 

(Based on findings numbers 21 and 22). 
 

Conclusion 3 (Effectiveness): The project advanced Palau’s environmental and biodiversity goals; aligned 
with national priorities, SDGs, and UNDP’s objectives; and strengthened institutional frameworks and 

securing vital support. However, stakeholders faced financial instability and rising pressures on fishers, both 
conditions impacting marine resources and the long-term sustainability of the PNMS. The IP and UNDP 

struggled to secure the necessary resources to fully implement strategic plans and ensure knowledge 
management was effective enough to support adaptive ecosystem management. Overcoming these 

challenges to ensure the successful execution of strategic plans will entail fostering collaboration with key 
agencies, securing resources through strengthened partnerships, and forming an inclusive project board for 

program oversight. In addition, organizing strategic meetings, conducting joint research, and promoting 
capacity-building initiatives could further strengthen adaptive management (Based on findings numbers 23 

and 24). 
 
Conclusion 4 (Efficiency): The project achieved an impressive 86.1% expenditure rate by January 2025 

through efficient financial management and strategic collaborations. However, the IP faced delays in 
accessing timely funds, impacting the execution of key activities. The IP and UNDP struggled to balance 

financial efficiency with equitable progress across all components, as some outcomes were under-
expenditure while others exceeded their budget. To overcome these challenges, the project could 

streamline fund flows and ensure timely financial management by implementing a robust tracking system, 
ensuring strategic resource allocation, providing on-the-job training for IP staff, and creating a clear, step-

by-step checklist to ensure value for money (Based on findings numbers 25 and 26). 
 

Conclusion 5 (Sustainability): The Palau government took bold steps to ensure the PNMS’s long-term 
financial sustainability by creating the Palau Pristine Environment Fund and using adaptive management and 

collaboration to overcome legal and policy challenges, paving the way for future success. However, 
stakeholders faced uncertainties regarding the project's financial sustainability, as delays in finalizing the 10-

year sustainable funding roadmap and shifting policies in conservation areas raised some concerns about 
the future of fisheries, tourism, and livelihoods. UNDP and the IP struggled to define a clear exit strategy 

and a structured sustainability plan, with gaps in data management and financing mechanisms potentially 
jeopardizing the long-term impact of marine conservation efforts. To address these uncertainties, the 
project could develop a plan to leverage resources for executing the PNMS Strategic Plan and Science and 

Monitoring Strategy, while establishing a clear exit strategy and sustainability plan supported by robust 
GEDSI data management (Based on findings numbers 27, 28, 29 and 30). 

 
Conclusion 6 (Progress toward having an impact): The project reduced environmental stress by integrating 

scientific research, community engagement, and traditional knowledge, thereby enhancing institutional 
capacity and ensuring long-term marine biodiversity protection through local empowerment and policy 

integration. However, stakeholders faced challenges in sustaining conservation efforts due to limited 
enforcement capabilities and the need for ongoing ecological monitoring, and UNDP and the IP struggled 

to effectively integrate scientific and traditional knowledge into policy frameworks, affecting long-term 
impact. To sustain efforts, the project should focus on continuous collaboration, robust financial 

mechanisms, effective governance, and ongoing community engagement, alongside capacity-building and 
joint research initiatives for better policy integration (Based on findings numbers 37 and 38). 

 
Conclusion 7 (Cross-cutting issues): The project enhanced gender equity and environmental resilience by 

empowering women in governance and fisheries management and reducing poverty and promoting 
sustainable livelihoods through eco-tourism. However, women's participation at the decision-making level 
is limited despite efforts to enhance gender inclusion. UNDP and the IP faced challenges in ensuring 

sustainable economic diversification and regional security, as reliance on tourism and complex transnational 
threats called for long-term, multi-stakeholder solutions. To overcome these challenges, strengthening 

gender integration and social safeguards, implementing the GAP, and ensuring disability inclusion at every 
phase of the project is key, as is fostering sustainable economic diversification through strategic 

partnerships and policies that promote inclusive growth (Based on findings numbers 32, 33 and 34). 
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5.3 Recommendations  
The following two sets of recommendations have been proposed to guide project designers and 
implementers by specifying (i) the entity responsible, (ii) the timeframe, and (iii) priority. 

 

Rec

# 

TE Recommendations  Entity 

responsible  
Timef

rame 
Priority  

A. For the remaining project period (until June 2025) 

1 Consolidate the remaining activities and improve the management and 
dissemination of knowledge: As the project nears completion, consolidating 

its results and finalizing its tasks will ensure continuity and lasting impact. 
Strengthening partnerships, streamlining initiatives, and enhancing PNMS 

knowledge products such as policy briefs for advocacy will support 
replication and sustainability. The UNDP Fiji MCO, the PICRC, and 

PNMS agencies should collaborate to document best practices, lessons 
learned, and impactful stories, including those with a gender perspective. 

To achieve this, 
• Establish a digital knowledge hub to document and share PNMS insights, ensuring 

accessibility for policymakers, practitioners, and communities. Enhance 

stakeholder engagement through policy briefs, webinars, and multilingual 

resources to maximize impact. Strengthen partnerships with academic and 

research institutions to co-generate knowledge, assess impact, and integrate 

PNMS findings into curricula for long-term learning and evidence-based decision-

making (Based on the conclusions # 3, 4. 5. 7 and 8). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

June 

2025 
High 

2 Develop a plan to leverage the resources needed to execute the PNMS strategic 
plan and the Science and Monitoring Strategy: The development of the 

PNMS Strategic Plan and the PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy 
through a rigorous process was a significant achievement. Now, it is time 

to execute both, a process that will require continued investment to 
sustain progress in marine conservation. To support this, 
• Engage key agencies in marine sanctuaries by showcasing achievements through 

targeted presentations and site visits, identifying collaboration opportunities 

aligned with national and regional priorities, and organizing strategic meetings to 

mobilize resources and strengthen multi-stakeholder commitment to marine 

conservation (Based on conclusions # 1, 3, 4, and 5). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

June 

2025 
High 

B. For designing a similar project in the future 

3 Systematize fund flows and timely financial management: The project saw 
some discrepancies between planned and actual expenditures due to 

changes in budget release schedules and implementation timelines, 
changes which impacted some project deliveries. Delays in fund 

disbursement temporarily strained the budget and made it difficult for the 
project to sustain activities. A series of budget revisions also created 

administrative burdens for the staff. To ensure that future projects bring 
value for money, it is necessary to strengthen financial management. To 
address this: 
• Develop a clear, step-by-step checklist with UNDP Fiji MCO to guide IP and 

executing entity regarding budget allowances and restrictions and thereby 

prevent financial bottlenecks. 

• Conduct on-the-job orientations for the finance staff of the PICRC, IP and 

executing entity immediately after the inception workshop and then periodically 

to clarify payment documentation, ensure timely fund disbursement, and 

enhance financial efficiency (Based on the conclusions #1, 3, 4, and 5). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

Dec 

2025 
Medium 

4 Develop a comprehensive exit strategy and sustainability plan through robust 
data management: The absence of an exit strategy and sustainability plan 

could hinder the institutionalization and consolidation of policy support, 
limiting the replication of successful project outcomes. The plans of 

individual IPs alone are insufficient to ensure long-term sustainability. This 
strategy and plan could help align project activities with a sustainable 

pathway and reduce the risk of failure. To achieve this: 

PICRC, 

MAFE and 

MoJ 

Dec 

2025 
Medium 
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• Organize learning workshops with key agencies to share project’s learning and 

experiences, define ownership structures, and align strategies with national 

policies for enhanced collaboration, effective implementation, and long-term 

impact. 

• Collect and manage GEDSI data by developing appropriate templates and 

guidelines for monitoring project targets, while also drafting sustainability and 

exit plans with clear mechanisms to ensure long-term continuity (Based on the 

conclusions # 2, 5 and 6). 

5 Strengthen gender integration and social safeguards through robust oversight 

Since socio-economic, environmental, and gender factors are dynamic 
and context-specific, periodic assessments and updates are essential. 

Regular analyses will provide valuable insights, enabling the project to 
address issues effectively in subsequent phases and improve overall 
outcomes. Conducting periodic SES assessments will help identify 

potential environmental risks and implement appropriate mitigation 
measures. For this: 
• Implement the GAP, conduct quarterly assessments, and mainstream gender, 

including PwDs, while integrating the ‘leave no one behind’ principle across 

different phases of the project. Actively collaborate with relevant stakeholders 

to implement and monitor gender and social safeguards, ensuring they are 

effectively operationalized throughout the project lifecycle. 

• Ensure disability inclusion from the design phase by integrating GEDSI 

considerations into training, data collection, project design, and monitoring, 

while promoting cross-learning and resource mobilization through an inclusive 

project board for enhanced project impact and sustainability (Based on the 

conclusions # 3 and 7). 

PICRC, 

MAFE, MoJ 

and UNDP 

Dec 

2025 
Medium 

 

5.4 Lessons learned 
The project learned the following seven lessons during its careful implementation of project. 

• Enhancing sustainability through integrated data management, knowledge-sharing, and community partnerships: 

Establishing a partnership platform through the PNMS Advisory Committee and organizing community 

events like anniversary celebrations, fishing tournaments, and radio talk shows effectively promoted the 

dissemination of knowledge. Social media platforms, including Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram, played a 

key role in spreading information and lessons learned. Collaborations with international organizations such 

as Blue Nature Alliance, Stanford University’s Center for Ocean Solutions, and Ocean Exploration Trust 

were instrumental in managing knowledge. UNDP Pacific Office has a valuable opportunity to partner with 

the PNMS agency to share impactful stories, including gender-focused narratives. Developing compelling 

stories linked to initiatives like UN Oceans and the Regional Oceans Policy Framework could enhance 

project visibility and position UNDP as a key development partner. A communications and visibility strategy 

could spotlight the PNMS’s activities and outcomes through feature articles, short videos, and photo stories. 

In addition, integrating traditional ecological knowledge with modern conservation practices strengthened 

biodiversity protection and sustainability. Collaboration between scientific communities and traditional 

leaders, effective data management, and a well-planned exit strategy ensured long-term impact. The early 

establishment of accurate baselines, documentation of best practices, strengthening of local research 

capacity, and ongoing capacity development were crucial for guiding future initiatives. 

 

• Enhancing resilience through adaptive management strategies: Adaptive management was crucial to overcoming 

challenges related to jurisdictional and legal uncertainties, which could potentially have affected governance 

and enforcement. Despite delays in policy amendments and proposed changes to the PNMS Law, the project 

successfully used adaptive management strategies to reduce programmatic gaps. It was learned that thorough 

analysis, exploring alternatives, and implementing activities with strategic flexibility allowed the project to 

respond to emerging challenges and shifting conditions. Adaptive management ensured that there would be 

space for continuous learning and adjustments, thereby allowing the project to remain aligned with its goals 

and maximize its impact. 

 

• Building trust and collaboration through consultations with multiple stakeholders: Multi-faceted stakeholder 

consultations were found to be essential in strengthening social capital and ensuring that diverse perspectives 

on the project’s implementation and decision-making were incorporated. It was learned that these 

consultations helped foster collaboration and ownership, enhanced the project’s relevance and effectiveness 

across various sectors and communities, and contributed to building trust among stakeholders. Increasing 

the visibility and credibility of the PICRC as a trusted research-based agency in Palau also contributed to the 
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quality of these multi-faceted stakeholder consultations. It was learned that the agency’s social capital 

supported and strengthened the project's success and long-term impact. 

 

• Strengthening skills and sustainability through targeted capacity-building: Capacity-building efforts were most 

effective when training sessions were concise and focused and complemented by practical and refresher 

courses to ensure both comprehension and retention. Offering short training sessions with hands-on 

exercises significantly improved participants’ understanding and their ability to apply project-related 

knowledge. It was learned that treating capacity-building as an ongoing process, with tailored initiatives such 

as involving communities in documenting traditional knowledge and linking committees to sector-specific 

training, strengthened collaboration and institutional capacity. This approach not only enhanced skills but 

also ensured long-term sustainability and institutional growth. 

 

• Enhancing project governance through an inclusive project board: The inclusion of representatives from the 

Ministry of Finance and Treasury and the Chamber of Commerce, academia, and the GEF operational focal 

point in the project board is crucial for addressing programmatic issues and promoting cross-learning within 

the NIM framework. It was learned that this practice helped align project operations with national 

regulations and facilitated adjustments to existing rules and protocols. It was also learned that the 

inclusiveness of the project board expanded expertise and collaboration and contributed to overcoming 

project challenges and enhancing the project’s overall effectiveness. 

 

• Ensuring efficiency through timely financial management: While cost-effectiveness was achieved through the 

strategic allocation of resources, delays in fund disbursement due to financial protocols hindered timely 

implementation. It was learned that providing on-the-job training to IP staff on the required documentation 

of payments ensures the timeliness of financial processes and enhance project delivery. Training helps to 

foster a streamlined financial protocol that can ensure the timely disbursement of funding, avoid resource 

gaps, and maintain financial efficiency. 

 

• Strengthening co-financing through clear procedures and stakeholder engagement: The success of co-financing 

initiatives is dependent on there being clear procedures, effective tracking mechanisms, and regular 

communication to ensure transparency and accountability. It was learned that stakeholder engagement, 

particularly through active participation in project board meetings, the consistent sharing of project updates, 

and sharing ways to record co-financing plays a crucial role in generating co-financing. It is also essential to 

develop knowledge products, organize review workshops, and acknowledge the contributions of agencies 

to be able to continue leveraging financial support and ensure project success. 
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Annexes 
Annex 1: TE Terms of reference  
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

In accordance with UNDP and GEF M&E policies and procedures, all full- and medium-sized UNDP-supported 

GEF-financed projects are required to undergo a Terminal Evaluation (TE) at the end of the project. This Terms 

of Reference (ToR) sets out the expectations for the TE of the medium-sized project titled Strengthening the 

Palau National Marine Sanctuary for the Conservation and Management of Global Marine Biodiversity and 

Sustainable Fisheries (Palau PNMS) (PIMS #6418) implemented through the Palau International Coral Reef 

Center. The project started on the 10 June 2021 and is in its 4th year of implementation. The TE process must 

follow the guidance outlined in the document ‘Guidance for Conducting Terminal Evaluations of UNDP-

Supported, GEF-Financed Projects’ (GEF PROJECT EVALUATION GUIDELINES). 

 

2. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

In 2015, Palau signed into law a National Marine Sanctuary (PNMS) and a Domestic Fishing Zone (DFZ). The 

PNMS aims to protect renewable and sustainable living marine resources which provide direct value and revenue 

to Palau while representing important global biodiversity. The DFZ will provide long-term food security within 

Palau and protect important goods and services, increasing livelihoods and reducing pressure on reef fisheries.   

Furthermore, the presence of a 500,000 sq. km. sanctuary provides a replenishment zone for pelagic fish stocks 

and bycatch species that are important to the entire region both as goods and services as well as contributing 

significantly to the functioning of the entire marine ecosystem. Since its declaration, a number of constraints and 

challenges hinder the full implementation of the PNMS and DFZ including institutional constraints, financial and 

economic challenges and some general governance and legal issues. The objective of the Project would be to 

strengthen and implement a Strategic Plan for sustainable management of the PNMS and DFZ. The project will 

build on the existing efforts of Palau to conserve its renewable natural resources while adding significantly to the 

global MPA estate and providing a protected migratory route for globally important fish stocks as well as other 

non-commercial species and bycatch (e.g. cetaceans, turtles, sharks, seabirds, etc.). Globally, the PNMS will make 

a valuable contribution to the SDG 14 targets. The recently emerging constraints arising from the COVID 19 

global pandemic have been recognized and considered through the description of project activities and in the 

context of the impacts this may have on the Project both short-term and long-term. 

 

3. TE PURPOSE 

The TE report will assess the achievement of project results against what was expected to be achieved and draw 

lessons that can both improve the sustainability of benefits from this project, and aid in the overall enhancement 

of UNDP programming. The TE report promotes accountability and transparency and assesses the extent of 

project accomplishments. 

• The TE focuses on determining the relevance, impact, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of UNDP 

work in order to adjust and improve contributions to sustainable development. The purpose of the terminal 

evaluation is to use the OECD criteria (relevance, coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability, and 

cross cutting issues) to assess the PNMS project. The objective is to promote accountability and 

transparency. 

• Synthesize lessons that can help improve the selection, design, and implementation of future GEF-funded 

and UNDP-supported initiatives; and improve the sustainability of benefits and aid in the overall 

improvement of UNDP programming. 

• Evaluate and document the results of the project and the contribution of these results to the achievement 

of the GEF's strategic objectives aimed at global environmental benefits. 

• Measure the degree of convergence of the project with other priorities within the UNDP multi-country 

program. 

• Highlight the challenges affecting achievement of indicator targets, including factors outside the project’s 

control of influence. 

 

4. TE APPROACH & METHODOLOGY  

The TE report must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The TE team will 

review all relevant sources of information including documents prepared during the preparation phase (i.e. PIF, 

UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure/SESP) the Project Document, 

project reports including annual PIRs, project budget revisions, lesson learned reports, national strategic and 

legal documents, and any other materials that the team considers useful for this evidence-based evaluation. The 

TE team will review the baseline and midterm GEF focal area Core Indicators/Tracking Tools submitted to the 

https://erc.undp.org/methods-center/guidelines/gef-project-evaluation-guidelines
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GEF at the CEO endorsement and midterm stages and the terminal Core Indicators/Tracking Tools that must 

be completed before the TE field mission begins.  The TE team is expected to follow a participatory and 

consultative approach ensuring close engagement with the Project Team, government counterparts (the GEF 

Operational Focal Point), Implementing Partners, the UNDP Country Office(s), the Regional Technical Advisor, 

direct beneficiaries and other stakeholders. 

 

Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful TE. Stakeholder involvement should include interviews with 

stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited to the stakeholders listed in Attachment 

A. Additionally, the TE team is expected to conduct field missions to the locations listed in Attachment B. The 

specific design and methodology for the TE should emerge from consultations between the TE team and the 

above-mentioned parties regarding what is appropriate and feasible for meeting the TE purpose and objectives 

and answering the evaluation questions, given limitations of budget, time and data. The TE team must use gender-

responsive methodologies and tools and ensure that gender equality and women’s empowerment, as well as 

other cross-cutting issues and SDGs are incorporated into the TE report. The final methodological approach 

including interview schedule, field visits and data to be used in the evaluation must be clearly outlined in the TE 

Inception Report and be fully discussed and agreed between UNDP, stakeholders and the TE team. The final 

report must describe the full TE approach taken and the rationale for the approach making explicit the underlying 

assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses about the methods and approach of the evaluation.  

 

5. DETAILED SCOPE OF THE TE 

The TE will assess project performance against expectations set out in the project’s Logical Framework/Results 

Framework (see ToR Annex A). The TE will assess results according to the criteria outlined in the Guidance for 

TEs of UNDP-supported GEF-financed Projects (GEF PROJECT EVALUATION GUIDELINES).  

 

The Findings section of the TE report will cover the topics listed below. A full outline of the TE report’s content 

is provided in ToR Annex C. 

The asterisk “(*)” indicates criteria for which a rating is required. 

Findings 
i. Project Design/Formulation 

• National priorities and country driven ness 

• Theory of Change (see attachment C)  

• Gender equality and women’s empowerment 

• Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards) 

• Analysis of Results Framework: project logic and strategy, indicators 

• Assumptions and Risks 

• Lessons from other relevant projects (e.g. same focal area) incorporated into project design 

• Planned stakeholder participation 

• Linkages between project and other interventions within the sector 

• Management arrangements 

 

ii. Project Implementation 

• Adaptive management (changes to the project design and project outputs during implementation) 

• Actual stakeholder participation and partnership arrangements 

• Project Finance and Co-finance 

• Monitoring & Evaluation: design at entry (*), implementation (*), and overall assessment of M&E (*) 

• Implementing Agency (UNDP) (*) and Executing Agency (*), overall project oversight/implementation and execution 

(*) 

• Risk Management, including Social and Environmental Standards (Safeguards) 

 

iii. Project Results 

• Assess the achievement of outcomes against indicators by reporting on the level of progress for each objective and 

outcome indicator at the time of the TE and noting final achievements 

• Relevance (*), Coherence (*), Effectiveness (*), Efficiency (*) and overall project outcome (*) 

• Sustainability: financial (*), socio-political (*), institutional framework and governance (*), environmental (*), overall 

likelihood of sustainability (*) 

• Country ownership 

• Gender equality and women’s empowerment 

• Cross-cutting issues (poverty alleviation, improved governance, climate change mitigation and adaptation, disaster 

prevention and recovery, human rights, LNOB (leave no one behind), capacity development, South-South 

cooperation, knowledge management, volunteerism, etc., as relevant) 

• GEF Additionality 

• Catalytic Role / Replication Effect  

https://erc.undp.org/methods-center/guidelines/gef-project-evaluation-guidelines
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• Progress to impact 

 

Main Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations and Lessons Learned 

• The TE team will include a summary of the main findings of the TE report. Findings should be presented as statements 

of fact that are based on analysis of the data. 

• The section on conclusions will be written in light of the findings. Conclusions should be comprehensive and balanced 

statements that are well substantiated by evidence and logically connected to the TE findings. They should highlight the 

strengths, weaknesses and results of the project, respond to key evaluation questions and provide insights into the 

identification of and/or solutions to important problems or issues pertinent to project beneficiaries, UNDP and the 

GEF, including issues in relation to gender equality and women’s empowerment.  

• Recommendations should provide concrete, practical, feasible and targeted recommendations directed to the intended 

users of the evaluation about what actions to take and decisions to make. The recommendations should be specifically 

supported by the evidence and linked to the findings and conclusions around key questions addressed by the evaluation.  

• The TE report should also include lessons that can be taken from the evaluation, including best practices in addressing 

issues relating to relevance, performance and success that can provide knowledge gained from the particular 

circumstance (programmatic and evaluation methods used, partnerships, financial leveraging, etc.) that are applicable to 

other GEF and UNDP interventions. When possible, the TE team should include examples of good practices in project 

design and implementation. 

• It is important for the conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned of the TE report to incorporate gender 

equality and empowerment of women. 

 

The TE report will include an Evaluation Ratings Table, as shown below: 

Evaluation Ratings Table for Palau PNMS 
Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Rating 

M&E design at entry  

M&E Plan Implementation  

Overall Quality of M&E  

Implementation & Execution Rating 

Quality of UNDP Implementation/Oversight   

Quality of Implementing Partner Execution  

Overall quality of Implementation/Execution  

Assessment of Outcomes Rating 

Relevance  

Coherence  

Effectiveness  

Efficiency  

Overall Project Outcome Rating  

Sustainability Rating 

Financial resources  

Socio-political/economic  

Institutional framework and governance  

Environmental  

Overall Likelihood of Sustainability  

 

6. TIMEFRAME 

The total duration of the TE will be approximately 25 working days over a time period of 9 weeks starting on 

10 Jan 2025.34 The tentative TE timeframe is as follows: 
Timeframe Activity 

29 Dec 2024 Application closes 

30 Dec 2024 -10 Jan 2025 Selection of TE team and contracting  

10 Jan 2025 Preparation period for TE team (handover of documentation) 

13-17 Jan 2025 (5 days) Document review and preparation of TE Inception Report 

20 Jan 2024 Finalization and Validation of TE Inception Report 

20-31 Jan (10 days) TE mission: stakeholder meetings, interviews, field visits, etc. 

31 Jan 2025 Mission wrap-up meeting & presentation of initial findings; earliest end of TE mission 

3-14 Feb 2025 (10 days) Preparation of draft TE report 

14 Feb 2025 Circulation of draft TE report for comments 

28 Feb 2025 Incorporation of comments on draft TE report into Audit Trail & finalization of TE report  

3 March 2025 Preparation and Issuance of Management Response 

3 March 2025 (TBD) Concluding Stakeholder Workshop (TBD) 

10 March 2025 Expected date of full TE completion 

Options for site visits should be provided in the TE Inception Report. 

 
34 The TE experienced a minor delay in implementation but remained on track.  As per the ToR, the TE team selection and contracting were scheduled for 

completion by January 10, 2025, but were finalized on January 14. The mission wrap-up meeting and initial findings presentation, expected by January 31, took 

place on February 8. While the full TE was originally set for completion by March 10, it was finalized by the end of March. Despite a three-week delay, the TE 

ensured a meticulous stakeholder perspective analysis and maximized available information, enhancing the credibility and depth of the final report. 
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7. TE DELIVERABLES 
# Deliverable Description Timing Responsibilities 

1 TE Inception Report TE team clarifies objectives, 

methodology and timing of the TE 

No later than 2 weeks before 

the TE mission: 17 Jan 2025 

 

TE team submits Inception Report to 

Commissioning Unit and project 

management 

2 Presentation Initial Findings End of TE mission: 31 Jan 2025 TE team presents to Commissioning 

Unit and project management 

3 Draft TE Report Full draft report (using guidelines on 

report content in ToR Annex C) with 

annexes 

Within 3 weeks of end of TE 

mission: 14 Feb 2025 

TE team submits to Commissioning 

Unit; reviewed by RTA, Project 

Coordinating Unit, GEF OFP 

4 Final TE Report* + Audit 

Trail 

Revised final report and TE Audit 

trail in which the TE details how all 

received comments have (and have 

not) been addressed in the final TE 

report (See template in ToR Annex H) 

Within 1 week of receiving 

comments on draft report: 28 

Feb 2025 

TE team submits both documents to 

the Commissioning Unit 

*All final TE reports will be quality assessed by the UNDP Independent Evaluation Office (IEO).  Details of the IEO’s quality assessment of decentralized 

evaluations can be found in Section 6 of the UNDP Evaluation Guidelines.35 

 

8. TE ARRANGEMENTS 

The principal responsibility for managing the TE resides with the Commissioning Unit. The Commissioning Unit 

for this project’s TE is the UNDP Country Office. The Commissioning Unit will contract the evaluators and 

ensure the timely provision of per diems and travel arrangements within the country for the TE team. The PNMS 

Project Team will be responsible for liaising with the TE team to provide all relevant documents, set up 

stakeholder interviews, and arrange field visits. 

 

9. TE TEAM COMPOSITION 

The evaluator(s) cannot have participated in the project preparation, formulation and/or implementation 

(including the writing of the project document), must not have conducted this project’s Mid-Term Review and 

should not have a conflict of interest with the project’s related activities. 

The selection of evaluators will be aimed at maximizing the overall “team” qualities in the following areas:  

 
Education 

• Master’s degree in monitoring and evaluation; research methods; participatory action research; international 

development; energy; environment; economy; business administration; finance; development studies or other closely related 

field; (15%) 

Experience 

• Relevant experience with results-based management evaluation methodologies; (15%) 

• Experience applying SMART indicators and reconstructing or validating baseline scenarios; (10%) 

• Competence in adaptive management, as applied to natural resources management, biodiversity and/or marine 

protected areas; (5%) 

• Experience in evaluating projects; (15%) 

• Experience working in the Pacific, preferably Palau or the Micronesian sub-region; (5%) 

• Experience in relevant technical areas for at least 10 years; (15%) 

• Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and biodiversity and marine protected areas; experience in 

gender responsive evaluation and analysis; (10%) 

• Excellent communication skills; (5%) 

• Demonstrable analytical skills; (5%) 

• Project evaluation/review experience within United Nations system will be considered an asset. 

 

Language 

• Fluency in written and spoken English. 

 

10. EVALUATOR ETHICS 

The TE team will be held to the highest ethical standards and is required to sign a code of conduct upon 

acceptance of the assignment. This evaluation will be conducted in accordance with the principles outlined in 

the UNEG ‘Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation’. The evaluator must safeguard the rights and confidentiality of 

information providers, interviewees and stakeholders through measures to ensure compliance with legal and 

other relevant codes governing collection of data and reporting on data. The evaluator must also ensure security 

of collected information before and after the evaluation and protocols to ensure anonymity and confidentiality 

of sources of information where that is expected. The information knowledge and data gathered in the evaluation 

process must also be solely used for the evaluation and not for other uses without the express authorization of 

UNDP and partners. 

 

 
35 Access at: http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/section-6.shtml  

http://web.undp.org/evaluation/guideline/section-6.shtml
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11. PAYMENT SCHEDULE 
• 20% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final TE Inception Report and approval by the Commissioning Unit 

• 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the draft TE report to the Commissioning Unit 

• 40% payment upon satisfactory delivery of the final TE report and approval by the Commissioning Unit and RTA (via 

signatures on the TE Report Clearance Form) and delivery of completed TE Audit Trail 

 

Criteria for issuing the final payment of 40%36: 
• The final TE report includes all requirements outlined in the TE TOR and is in accordance with the TE guidance. 

• The final TE report is clearly written, logically organized, and is specific for this project (i.e. text has not been cut & 

pasted from other TE reports). 

• The Audit Trail includes responses to and justification for each comment listed. 
NOTE: The implementing partner will cover the consultant’s travel costs and will manage this payment directly with the consultant. UNDP 
will cover personnel fees (e.g. professional fees).    

 

Annex 2: TE Mission itinerary  
Date  Key task Coordination 

responsibility  

Jan 30 • Travel begins from the Consultant’s home country  

Jan 31 • Reach Palau - 

Feb 1-

2 
• Informal meeting with Project Manager 

• Receive the overall context of the project’s intervention sites/participants' observation 

• Continue to digest the secondary information 

• Prepare brief talking points to be used during KIIs 

 

Feb 3 • Meeting with the project team 

• Obtain comprehensive updates on the project through PowerPoint presentations (key 

accomplishments aligned with the project's log frame, identified challenges and constraints, 

corresponding mitigation strategies, outstanding tasks according to the project's work plan, and 

the proposed course of action for the future) 

• Receive the conclusive roster of stakeholders who are to be visited or interviewed. 

• Observation of the project’s key infrastructure site 

• Discussions with relevant stakeholders 

Project team  

 

Feb 4 • Perform interviews with relevant stakeholders (as defined) 

• Engage in a review and reflection process with the project team and UNDP staff to extract 

additional information/evidence 

Project team  

 

Feb 5 • Perform interviews with relevant stakeholders (as defined) 

• Engage in a review and reflection process with the project team and UNDP staff to extract 

additional information/evidence 

Project team  

 

Feb 6 • Perform interviews with relevant stakeholders (as defined) 

• Engage in a review and reflection process with the project team and UNDP staff to extract 

additional information/evidence 

Project team  

 

Feb 7 • Perform interviews with relevant stakeholders (as defined) 

• Engage in a review and reflection process with the project team and UNDP staff to extract 

additional information/evidence 

 

Feb 8 • Share preliminary findings with the Project/UNDP team 

• Travel back to Home country  

Project team  

 

Feb 9 • Travel back to Home country  - 

 

Annex 3: List of persons interviewed  
S. 
N 

Name  Organization Designation Email 

A. Palau Government/PSC members 

1 Mr. Casmir 
Remengesau 

Ministry of Finance Director/Budget & Planning 
(recently retired) 

casmirer@gmail.com 

2 Ms. Persis Omelau Ministry of Agriculture, 

Fisheries & Environment 

Acting Director, Bureau of Fisheries omelaupersis@gmail.com 

3 Mr. Jeremiah 
Ngiratreged 

Ministry of Justice Surveillance & Enforcement 
Coordinator 

jeremiahngiratreged@gmail.com 

 
36 The Commissioning Unit is obligated to issue payments to the TE team as soon as the terms under the ToR are fulfilled. If there is an ongoing discussion 

regarding the quality and completeness of the final deliverables that cannot be resolved between the Commissioning Unit and the TE team, the Regional M&E 

Advisor and Vertical Fund Directorate will be consulted. If needed, the Commissioning Unit’s senior management, Procurement Services Unit and Legal Support 

Office will be notified as well so that a decision can be made about whether or not to withhold payment of any amounts that may be due to the evaluator(s), 

suspend or terminate the contract and/or remove the individual contractor from any applicable rosters.  See the UNDP Individual Contract Policy for further 

details: 

https://popp.undp.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/UNDP_POPP_DOCUMENT_LIBRARY/Public/PSU_Individual%20Contract_Individual%20Co

ntract%20Policy.docx&action=default        

mailto:casmirer@gmail.com
mailto:omelaupersis@gmail.com
https://popp.undp.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/UNDP_POPP_DOCUMENT_LIBRARY/Public/PSU_Individual%20Contract_Individual%20Contract%20Policy.docx&action=default
https://popp.undp.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/UNDP_POPP_DOCUMENT_LIBRARY/Public/PSU_Individual%20Contract_Individual%20Contract%20Policy.docx&action=default
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4 Mr. Olkeriil Kazuo Ministry of Finance Proxy co-chair for the PNMS 

Advisory Committee 

Ololk27@gmail.com 

5 Ms. Charlene 

Mersai 

GEF OFP PNMS Advisory Committee 

(member) 

charmersai@gmail.com 

B. Private sector (working in the same theme with IP and UNDP) 

6 Mr. Okada 
Techitong 

Belau Offshore Fishers 
Inc. 

Chairman otechitong@gmail.com 

7 Mr Hens Takawi Belau Offshore Fishers 
Inc. 

Vice-Chairman  

8 Mr Edwin Chiokai Belau Offshore Fishers 
Inc. 

Member  

9 Mr. Jackson 
Ngiraingas 

Palau Commercial Fishing 
Company 

Owner/Manager Jrngiraingas.48@gmail.com 

10 Mr. Sam Scott Sam’s Tours (Tour 
Operator) 

Owner sam@samstours.com 

C. Research agencies and academia 

11 Mr. Eric Hartge Stanford Center for 

Ocean Solutions 

Research Development Manager ehartge@stanford.edu 

D. NGOs/CSO 

12 Ms. Ann Singeo Ebiil Society Owner and co-chair for the PNMS 
Advisory Committee 

annsingeo@gmail.com 

13 Mr. Scott Atkinson Conservation 
International 

Senior Director satkinson@conservation.org 

14 Mr. Yimnang 
Golbuu 

TNC Director  Yimnang.golbuu@tnc.org 

E. IP Project team 

15 Mr King Sam PICRC Project Manager/Coordinator ksam.picrc@gmail.com 

16 Ms Caryn Koshiba PICRC Administration Director clkoshiba@picrc.org 

17 Ms. Roxanne Siual 
Blesam 

PICRC PICRC CEO rsblesam@picrc.org 

18 Ms. Imade Tellei PICRC Outreach Director Imade.tellei@gmail.com 

19 Ms. Ikelau Otto PICRC Chief of Research Ikelauotto.picrc@gmail.com 

20 Ms. Lkong Koshiba PICRC Admin Director clkoshiba@picrc.org 

21 Ms Geraldine 
Rengiil 

PICRC Director, Research Dept.  

22 Ms Elsei Tellei PICRC Researcher, Research Dept. elseitellei@gmail.com 

23 Ms Karen Melissa 

Serna R 

PICRC Social Researcher Karenmelissa.picrc@gmail.com 

24 Ms Dr. Piera Biondi PICRC Researcher, Research Dept.  

25 Mr Daniel Cassidy PICRC Aquarium Researcher, Outreach 
Dept. 

 

26 Mr Asap Bukurrou PICRC Aquarium Supervisor, Outreach 
Dept. 

 

F. UNDP Programme team 

27 Mr. Kevin Joseph 

PETRINI  

UNDP Country Office  Deputy Resident Representative kevin.petrini@undp.org 

28 Ms. Aquila Van 

Keuk  

UNDP Country Office  Programme Officer aquila.vankeuk@undp.org 

29 Mr Rusiate 

Ratuniata 

UNDP Fiji MCO Programme Analyst  rusiate.ratuniata@undp.org  

 

30 Ms Merewalesi 

Laveti  

UNDP Fiji MCO Team Leader (a.i.), RCC unit and 

Programme Oversight Specialist   

Merewalesi.laveti@undp.org 

31 Mr. Legriv Vilee 
Marquez 

UNDP Country Office  legriv.vilee.marquez@undp.org 

32 Mr. Floyd Robinson SPC Environment Program Analyst Floyd.robinson@undp.org 

G. UNDP Regional Office 

33 Mr. Sofiane 

Mahjoub  

UNDP BPPS  Regional Technical Advisor sofiane.mahjoub@undp.org 

34 Ms. Pinyavi 

Chaiwongsrisuk  

UNDP BPPS  Regional Programme Associate pinyavi.chaiwongsrisuk@undp.org 

 

FGD Participants (Workers of Belau Offshore Fishers Inc.) 

1. Ruel Jacolbia 

2. Jobert Jacolbia 

3. Glen 

4. Eva Evahilista 

5. Gemma Manois 
 

mailto:Ololk27@gmail.com
mailto:otechitong@gmail.com
mailto:Jrngiraingas.48@gmail.com
mailto:sam@samstours.com
mailto:ehartge@stanford.edu
mailto:annsingeo@gmail.com
mailto:satkinson@conservation.org
mailto:ksam.picrc@gmail.com
mailto:clkoshiba@picrc.org
mailto:kevin.petrini@undp.org
mailto:aquila.vankeuk@undp.org
mailto:Merewalesi.laveti@undp.org
mailto:sofiane.mahjoub@undp.org


68 
 

Annex 4: List of documents reviewed  
1. UNDP Initiation Plan 

2. Final UNDP-GEF Project Document with all annexes 

3. CEO Endorsement Request 

4. UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) and associated management plans (if any) 

5. Inception Workshop Report 

6. Mid-Term Review report and management response to MTR recommendations 

7. All Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) 

8. Oversight mission reports 

9. Minutes of Project Board Meetings and of other meetings (i.e. Project Appraisal Committee meetings) 

10. GEF Tracking Tools (from CEO Endorsement, midterm and terminal stages) 

11. GEF/LDCF/SCCF Core Indicators (from PIF, CEO Endorsement, midterm, and terminal stages); for GEF-6 and GEF-7 

projects only 

12. Financial data, including actual expenditures by project outcome, including management costs, and including documentation 

of any significant budget revisions 

13. Co-financing data with expected and actual contributions are broken down by type of co-financing, source, and whether 

the contribution is considered as investment mobilized or recurring expenditures 

14. Audit reports 

15. Electronic copies of project outputs (booklets, manuals, technical reports, articles, etc.) 

16. Sample of project communications materials 

17. Summary list of formal meetings, workshops, etc. held, with date, location, topic, and number of participants 

18. Any relevant socio-economic monitoring data, such as average incomes/employment levels of stakeholders in the target 

area, change in revenue related to project activities 

19. List of contracts and procurement items over ~US$5,000 (i.e. organizations or companies contracted for project outputs, 

etc., except in cases of confidential information) 

20. List of related projects/initiatives contributing to project objectives approved/started after GEF project approval (i.e. any 

leveraged or “catalytic” results) 

21. Data on relevant project website activity – e.g. number of unique visitors per month, number of page views, etc. over the 

relevant period, if available 

22. UNDP Country Program Document (CPD) 

23. List/map of project sites, highlighting suggested visits 

24. List and contact details for project staff, and key project stakeholders, including Project Board members, RTA, Project 

Team members, and other partners to be consulted 

25. Project deliverables that provide documentary evidence of achievement toward project outcomes 

26. Palau Offshore Fisheries Policy Brief - Final Palau Version (1) 

27. Participants Booklet_PNMS Science & Monitoring Strategy 

28. PNMS AWPs signed 

29. Palau-mof-plw003-proposal-cover 

30. Palau IAS TE Report FINAL_PIMS5645 

31. Grievances Mechanisms Draft July 2024 

32. MSP Goals 

33. MSP_Re-zoning_Brief 

 

Annex 5: Additional information to substantiate the evaluation findings 
5.1: Project’s result framework 

Objective/Goal 

Strengthen the Institutional and Governance Structure and Implement a Strategic Plan for the Sustainable 

Management of the PNMS and DFZ and provide a healthy and productive ecosystem for the benefit of all people of 

Palau 
1. Mandatory Indicator 1: Direct Project beneficiaries 
2. Mandatory Indicator 2: Indirect Project beneficiaries 

3. Core Indicator 2: Marine protected areas created or under improved management for conservation and sustainable 
use 

4. Core Indicator 5: Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefit biodiversity 
5. Core Indicator 8: Globally over-exploited marine fisheries moved to more sustainable levels 

 

    
Component 1 Component 2 Component 3 Component 4 
Institutional and 

Governance Realignment 

for Effective Monitoring and 
Adaptive Management 

within the PNMS 

Enhanced Monitoring, 
Control and Surveillance of 

Activities within the 
Established PNMS Boundaries 

Ecosystem Assessment and Financial 
Planning for a Long-term Sustainability 

Strategy for the PNMS 

Knowledge 
Management, 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation 

 
Project’s Outcomes and indicators 
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Outcome 1.1 Outcome 1.2 

 

Outcome 2.1 Outcome 3.1  Outcome 4.1 Outcome 4.2 

PNMS 
Institutional, 

Management and 
Regulatory 

Framework and 

mechanisms 
strengthened and 

under 
Implementation 

through enhanced 
national, regional 

and global support 

PNMS Institutional, 
Management and 

Regulatory Framework 
and mechanisms 

strengthened and under 

Implementation through 
enhanced national, 
regional and global 

support  

National, regional level 
as well as NGOs)  

All regulations and 
laws pertaining to 

PNMS and DFZ 
enforced effectively 
and sustainably In 

further close 
collaboration with 
WCPFC, FFA and 

PNA  

 

Long-term 
mechanisms to 

support financial 
sustainability and  
security PNMS 

and its associated 
administrative 

and management 
arrangements 

are negotiated 
and identified  

Strong 
stakeholder 

support for the 
PNMS and DFZ 
and associated 

benefits and fees 
at the broad 

stakeholder level 
including the 

state, national, 
and international  

Effective Project 
Management, 

Monitoring and 
Evaluation  

 

Indicators-2 Indicators-2 Indicators-2 Indicators-2 Indicators-2 Indicators-2 

 

5.2 Role of project stakeholders (proposed vs. actual) 
Stakeholders Role in project Actual role during implementation 

A. Government agencies   

1. Palau International 

Coral Research 

Centre (PICRC) 

PICRC, one of Palau’s agencies for managing the 

PNMS in accordance with national legislation, will 

serve as the national Executing Agency for the 

Project. Hosting the PMU and staff within its 

offices, PICRC's Director will also act as the 

Project Director, ensuring seamless leadership 

and oversight. 

It served as the national Executing 

Agency for the Project. The PMU was 

hosted within its offices, with the 

Director also acting as Project Director 

to ensure effective leadership and 

oversight. 

 

2. Ministry of Justice, 

Division of Marine 

Law Enforcement 

(DMLE) 

The Ministry of Justice, through the DMLE, will 

oversee monitoring, control, and surveillance 

within the PNMS and DFZ. Using patrol vessels 

and a satellite-supported operations center, they 

will ensure compliance and prevent illegal 

activities. DMLE will also collaborate with MNRET 

to enforce fisheries management regulations in the 

DFZ. 

It monitored and enforced compliance 

within the PNMS and DFZ using patrol 

vessels and a satellite-supported 

operations center, and in collaborates 

with MNRET, it enforced fisheries 

management regulations in the DFZ. 

3. Ministry of 

Agriculture, 

Fisheries and 

Environment 

(MAFE)  

MNRET, through its divisions, will support the 

project in developing the domestic fisheries 

market, establishing a DFZ management strategy 

(including harvest plans for commercial species), 

and ensuring the DFZ benefits are shared with the 

people of Palau. 

MNRET, through its divisions, supported 

the project by developing the domestic 

fisheries market, creating a DFZ 

management strategy, and ensuring the 

benefits of the DFZ are shared with the 

people of Palau. 

4. Ministry of Finance 

(MoF) 

The MoF will collaborate with the project to 

identify sustainable revenue streams for managing 

the PNMS and DFZ. A key focus, following 

Executive Order amendments, will be 

implementing taxes on exported fish products. 

The MoF facilitated to identify 

sustainable revenue streams for 

managing the PNMS and DFZ, with a 

focus on implementing taxes on 

exported fish products following 

Executive Order amendments. 

5. Ministry of 

Education (MoE) 

The Project will partner with the MoE's 

Communications and Outreach initiatives to 

educate young Palauans on the PNMS's purpose 

and the value of ecosystem-based management. 

This aims to inspire the next generation of leaders 

and policymakers to champion Palau's oceanic 

jurisdiction. 

The Project collaborated with the MoE's 

Communications and Outreach 

initiatives to educate young Palauans 

about the PNMS's purpose and 

ecosystem-based management. 

6. State 

Governments 

The project will focus on ensuring state-level cost-

benefits from effective PNMS administration and 

DFZ management. State representation will be 

encouraged in stakeholder engagement to review 

project delivery and influence decision-making. 

State governments helped to review the 

project delivery and influence decision-

making. 

B. NGOs/CSO   

7. Local 

Communities and 

Indigenous Peoples 

Palau's Constitution designates its sixteen 

traditional municipalities as states, each with the 

authority to establish local constitutions, 

legislatures, and heads of state. Local governments 

comprise legislators, governors, traditional chiefs, 

elders, and high-ranking clans. At the national 

level, the Council of Chiefs, a highly respected 

advisory body, collaborates with elected officials 

They helped the project by participating 

the advocacy and capacity building 

initiatives.  
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to address local and regional issues, preserving 

traditional practices while supporting democratic 

governance. State representation on the Project 

Steering Committee will be guided by government 

recommendations. 

8. Palau 

Conservation 

Society (PCS) 

The Project and PCS will collaborate on 

communications and outreach to enhance 

awareness of the PNMS's role and the DFZ's value 

to the Palauan community. Building community 

understanding and support will be critical for the 

PNMS's long-term financial and political 

sustainability. 

The Project and PCS will collaborate on 

communications and outreach to raise 

awareness of the PNMS's role and the 

DFZ's value to the Palauan community, 

aiming to build support for the PNMS's 

long-term financial and political 

sustainability. 

9. The Nature 

Conservancy 

(TNC) 

The project will collaborate closely with TNC to 

strengthen research on tuna stocks and migration 

within the PNMS. Additionally, they will work 

together to introduce advanced technology for 

better DFZ management, including electronic 

monitoring, reporting, and Fish Aggregating 

Device (FAD) tracking. 

TNC facilitated to enhance research on 

tuna stocks and migration within the 

PNMS and introduced advanced 

technology for improved DFZ 

management. 

C. Private entity   

10. Protected Area 

Network (PAN) 

Fund 

The Project will work with the PAN Office and 

PAN Fund to ensure benefits from the PNMS and 

DFZ are shared between state and national 

governments, benefiting the broader Palauan 

community. Efforts will focus on streamlining and 

strengthening institutional linkages between PNMS 

and PAN. 

The PAN Office and PAN Fund ensured 

benefits from the PNMS and DFZ and 

shared between state and national 

governments, benefiting the wider 

Palauan community.  

D. Research agencies/think tanks    

11. International 

Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEI) 

Since June 2019, the IAEA has supported the 

PICRC to enhance the country's capacity to 

monitor and assess ocean acidification (OA) 

impacts. The project aims to measure OA trends 

in Palau’s marine ecosystems, helping coral reefs 

continue to provide vital services to the 

community. Results will inform management and 

policy decisions. Running for four years, the 

project involves collaboration between PICRC, 

the IAEA, the Ministry of Natural Resources, 

Environment and Tourism, and the Ministry of 

State. It will also strengthen partnerships with 

institutions like Stanford University and KIOST, 

boosting PICRC’s OA research capacity. PICRC, 

with IAEA support, aims to become the regional 

OA research hub, enabling Pacific countries to 

conduct research and testing at the Center. This 

long-term program will also offer opportunities 

for Palauan students to pursue graduate studies. 

It supported the PICRC to enhance 

Palau’s capacity to monitor and assess 

ocean acidification impacts. The project 

helped to establish PICRC as a regional 

OA research hub, offering research 

opportunities and graduate study 

options for Palauan students. 

12. Stanford Center 

for Ocean 

Solutions (COS) 

Stanford COS, a longstanding partner of PICRC, 

has been collaborating closely to support the 

PNMS. As part of this project, COS will assist in: 

a) Identifying the ecological, cultural, and 

economic impacts of protecting 80% of the EEZ. 

b) Analyzing the social and economic effects of 

both the PNMS and DFZ. 

c) Assessing the potential impacts on regional fish 

stocks, bycatch rates (especially protected 

species), nearshore fisheries, and tourism assets 

such as reefs, megafauna, and sport fishing. 

Stanford COS supported the project by: 

a) identifying the ecological, cultural, and 

economic impacts of protecting 80% of 

the EEZ. b) analyzing the social and 

economic effects of the PNMS and DFZ. 

c) assessing the potential impacts on 

regional fish stocks, bycatch rates 

(especially of protected species), 

nearshore fisheries, and tourism assets 

like reefs, megafauna, and sport fishing. 
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5.3 Synopsis of project sites 
Project’s Sites Distance/time to 

reach the site 
from Koror 

Major project 

interventions 

Support from 

other agencies*  

Status of project work 

(completed/ongoing) 

Number of 

households (HHs) 
or people served 
from each 

intervention 

Palau 

International 
Coral Reef 
Center 

PMU Office  Expanded wifi 

coverage, including 
upgraded projectors 
and screens in 

conference rooms, 
renovations pending 

National 

government 
appropriations, 
grants, donations, 

etc. 

Renovations are 

pending designs before 
proceeding to RFP 

All staff, 

stakeholders and 
partners who 
utilize the facilities 

Marine Law 
Office 

3 miles/5 minutes Purchased office 
equipment and supplies 
including monitors and 
drones 

National 
government 
appropriations, 
grants, donations, 

etc. 

Completed All staff, 
stakeholders and 
partners who 
utilize the facilities 

Belau 

Offshore 
Fishers Inc. 

3 miles/5 minutes Purchased fishing days 

for the company in 
exchange for catch 

data 

National 

government 
appropriations, 

grants, donations, 

etc. 

Completed Consumers 

(commercial and 
subsistence) of 

pelagic fish species 

and fishing 
company. 

Bureau of 
Fisheries 

3 miles/5 minutes Purchased TV 
monitors to support 
meetings; supported 

travels for ongoing 
multilateral 
negotiations on fish 
treaties, value of fishing 

days, etc. 

National 
government 
appropriations, 

grants, donations, 
etc. 

Ongoing Large number of 
the local 
population 

*Support from other agencies was ensured through a thorough desk review, interactions with PMU staff, and cross-verification during relevant KIIs. 

 

5.4 Assurance of cross-cutting themes during evaluation data collection and analysis  
The evaluation team will ensure the consideration of gender and human rights aspects throughout the process of data 

collection, analysis, and reporting by: 

● Ensuring that ethical considerations, sensitivity, and tailored data collection methods are integrated. 

● Employing gender-inclusive language and maintaining awareness of potential gender biases in evaluation questions and 

checklists. 

● Securing informed consent from all KIIs, clearly explaining the evaluation's purpose, data usage, and procedures before 

data collection begins. 

● Formulating questions and checklists in a manner that enables participants to openly share their experiences and 

perspectives regarding gender and human rights. 

● Avoiding the framing of questions in a way that assumes the absence of gender or human rights issues or their equal 

impact on everyone. 

● Creating a supportive environment for participants to comfortably share their experiences, especially when collecting 

sensitive data on topics like gender-based violence or discrimination or like. 

● Ensuring that the data collection approach is culturally sensitive and respects human rights principles. 

● Incorporating a gender equality, disability and social inclusion (GEDSI) lens into the data analysis process, where 

appropriate, based on the availability of the data, information and evidence. 

 

5.5 Fulfillment of indicators (in narrative form) 
The project’s results framework was clearly defined, contextually adapted, and structured around SMART 

criteria, with 17 indicators measuring progress across four components and six outcomes. The inception report 

(2023) and MTR (2024) recommended modifications to those indicators that it deemed to be “subjective” in 

order to reflect evolving project dynamics (Table 3 above, Annex 5, section 5.7). More explicitly, due to the 

virtual nature of the project preparation grant (PPG) preparations, many indicators and targets do not accurately 

reflect ground realities. For instance, Indicator 7 inaccurately states that there is no management or enforcement 

in the DFZ, despite the fact that nearly 10 years of enforcement are now complete. In additional, Indicator 7 on 

pelagic fishery harvest strategies overlooks the regional decision-making process through the WCPFC, which 

itself doesn’t closely align with MAFE’s national actions. Indicators 9 and 10 overestimate the resources needed 

to transform the PICRC into a research and surveillance entity, an achievement beyond the PNMS Project’s 

capacity. Indicators 1-5 confused stakeholders, as the potential reduction in the size of the PNMS and the 

expansion of the DFZ area were not fully clarified. The project tried to modify certain ‘subjective indicators and 

targets,’ frequent policy shifts on the part of the Palau government made amendment largely impossible (Please 

refer to Section 4.3.1 (Table 6), section 4.2.4 (i); Annex 5, section 5.7). 
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Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

1. Mandatory Indicator 1: Direct 

Project beneficiaries 

Approx. 2,000 persons (600 women) from 

tourism sector, fisheries sector 

Survey ongoing, completion 

expected by April 2025. 

 

The project aimed to directly benefit approximately 2,000 individuals, 600 of them women, in the tourism and 

fishery sectors. To assess progress against this indicator, an island-wide demographic survey was commissioned. 

That study has advanced into the data analysis phase, and results are expected by April 2025.  

 

The findings are expected to provide insights into (i) the degree of understanding about the benefits of the PNMS 

for women and marginalized communities, particularly in terms of livelihoods and food security and (ii) the 

perceptions of communities regarding the types of benefits they associate with the PNMS and whether or not 

they are experiencing tangible gains. According to project, there had been multiple delays in the implementation 

of the survey.  They attributed those delays to the insufficient number of trained enumerators, logistical 

constraints, the lengthiness of the questionnaire, and high enumerator turnover.  

 

While the survey was initially intended to contribute to the ongoing Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) process, these 

challenges prevented its full integration. The inconsistent administration of surveys across households, due to 

gaps in enumerator training, further hindered its effectiveness (PIR, 2024). The recruitment of a social science 

researcher into the process, however, significantly improved PICRC’s institutional capacity to conduct 

socioeconomic assessments and complemented its existing biological monitoring program.  

 

Despite the delays, the survey was successfully completed in Airai, one of Palau’s 16 states.  In that state, it 

recorded the responses of 105 individuals (53% female, 47% male) regarding the perceived impacts of the PNMS 

and DFZ. Notably, 40% of respondents expressed strong support for the PNMS and the closure of 80% of Palau’s 

EEZ. Key findings from the Airai study indicated that there was (i) a potential increase in preference the 

consumption of pelagic fish, contingent on there being a consistent supply at an affordable price, and (ii) a critical 

need for outreach, awareness, and education at all community levels to address widespread misperceptions 

regarding the PNMS (MTR, 2024). The absence of earlier baseline surveys made it difficult to quantitatively assess 

improvements in the institutional, management, and regulatory effectiveness of the PNMS. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

2. Mandatory Indicator 2: 

Indirect Project beneficiaries 

100% -Confirmation of overall beneficiaries from GEF investment 

in this Project = 20,135 (overall population) with 45% women 

(9,014) 

Survey ongoing, completion 

expected by April 2025. 

 

The project sought to engage the entire population of 20,135, including 9,014 women (45%), utilizing GEF 

investments to maximize its outreach. To evaluate progress, it aimed to employ the same survey methodology 

as outlined in Indicator 1. However, repeated delays disrupted implementation, and unless the survey report is 

finalized by April 2025, measurement of progress will remain incomplete. A national event commemorating the 

sixth anniversary of the PNMS legislation was held on October 28, 2021.  The fact that it attracted over 200 

participants from diverse backgrounds demonstrated strong stakeholder interest and engagement. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

3. Core Indicator 2: Marine protected areas 

created or under improved management for 

conservation and sustainable use 

47.5 million hectares (80% of the EEZ) under 

improved management. 

Affected by policy shift; 

applied adaptive 

management. 

 

By the conclusion of the project, approximately 47.5 million hectares, 80% of the EEZ, will have been placed 

under management improved for conservation and sustainable use.  These areas will not, however, necessarily 

have been designated as MPAs. A proposed reduction of the PNMS no-take area from 80% to 50% prompted a 

legal review through the MSP process led by MAFE. This review, necessitated by a compromise of the sanctuary’s 

mandate, was expected to guide restructuring decisions by September 30, 2024, but was still not in place in third 

week of-February 2025, when this report was drafted.  A bill related to this change is under consideration by 

the Palau government. On July 17, 2024, the President submitted three major recommendations to the House 

of Representatives, including a bill to amend Title 27, which discussed fishery zones and the regulation of foreign 

fishing. Formal legislation is still pending, however. The PNMS Strategic Plan, which provides a collaboration 

framework, was finalized, yet delays in its formulation affected the timing of key conservation outcomes. Despite 

uncertainties, early agreements with the project’s implementing partners MoJ and MAFE ensured that the 

management of the PNMS was coordinated. 
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Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

4. Core Indicator 5: Area of marine 

habitat under improved practices 

to benefit biodiversity 

20% (11.8 Million Hectares) of EEZ and territorial waters 

under strict management as a domestic fishery with limited 

and controlled commercial fishing and exportation 

Affected by policy shift; 

applied adaptive 

management. 

 

The project aimed to enhance marine habitat management by enforcing strict conservation practices over 20% 

(11.8 million ha) of Palau’s EEZ and territorial waters and regulating domestic fisheries, particularly by controlling 

commercial fishing and exportation. Despite these legal protections, however, commercial longline vessels 

continue to operate in designated DFZ.  Fishing activities were regulated through licensing and allocated fishing 

days, and recent MSP recommendations suggested expanding the DFZ to 50% of the EEZ. The project facilitated 

partnerships with local companies, including Palau Commercial Fishing Company (PCFC) and Belau Offshore 

Fishers Inc. (BOFI), and supported conservation efforts by enabling the collection of catch data for use in 

informing management measures. Stakeholders highlighted the importance of establishing national and regional 

monitoring programs as data tracking remains a government-led mandate under MAFE rather than under this 

project (MTR, 2024). Until 2023, BOFI was the only local fishing company allowed to operate within the DFZ, 

but since new partnerships have strengthened research and regulatory efforts to ensure sustainable fisheries 

management (PIR, 2023), that number may increase.  

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

5. Core Indicator 8: Globally over- exploited marine 

fisheries moved to more sustainable levels 

21,250 metric tonnes per annum of fishery 

moved to more sustainable levels 

Beyond the project's 

direct influence. 

 

By the end of its tenure, the project aims to have contributed to shifting 21,250 MT of marine fisheries toward 

more sustainable levels.  Stakeholders, however, acknowledged that, as a medium-sized initiative, this project 

lacks the scope to directly influence regional fisheries management and reporting mechanisms, both aims which 

require long-term engagement and multilateral negotiations. The PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy was 

developed to support national monitoring efforts, but its full implementation demands more resources than the 

project can provide. Measuring fishery tonnage as an indicator remained challenging as no baseline catch data 

was collected following the 2015 reduction in fishing efforts and the enforcement of PNMS in 2020, a move 

which closed 80% of the EEZ and designated 20% as a fishing zone. Preliminary 2021 data suggested that BOFI 

caught 9.5 tons of tuna annually, but formal analysis is pending, and the PCFC has yet to generate sufficient data 

(MTR, 2024). Efforts to obtain catch data from the Okinawan fleet are ongoing but incomplete. The exit of locally 

based fishing companies due to the PNMS legislation, compounded by COVID-19 impacts, further reduced fishing 

efforts and exports. At the national level, work to establish a robust science and monitoring framework 

continues, but the sustainable management of fisheries is a long-term endeavor beyond the project’s direct 

influence. Given these constraints, meeting the targets for Core Indicator 8 by June 2025, when the project is 

set to conclude, remains challenging. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

6. Extent of effectiveness of PNMS institutional, 

management and regulatory framework 

Fully functional and effective PNMS institutional, 

management and regulatory framework 

Impacted by policy shift, used 

adaptive management  

 

The project aimed to establish a fully functional and effective institutional, management, and regulatory 

framework for the PNMS within its timeframe. The PNMS strategic plan identified the strengthening of the 

institutional, management and regulatory framework and mechanisms and under implementation through 

enhanced national, regional and global support as its key objective. Work on the strategic plan was suspended 

with MAFE in early 2023. The MSP project, which was initiated through national legislation and a presidential 

executive order, is currently being implemented in parallel together with the PNMS project. The mandates and 

responsibilities of Palau government bodies cannot be clearly defined ahead until an MSP exercise was carried 

out, and key project deliverables cannot supersede the outcomes of the MSP process or the efforts of the PMU 

to support the project. It did not get any feedback from MAFE. Progress towards on this indicator depends 

largely on the outcomes of the MSP exercise and the collaboration of management authorities. Despite this 

challenge, the project’s adaptive management approach, particularly as it was employed to adjust the size of the 

PNMS during the development of the strategic management plan was well-received.  A similar approach guided 

the creation of the PNMS Science & Monitoring Strategy, which ensures that research efforts will continue 

regardless of future PNMS boundaries. Palau’s Division of Maritime Security and Fish and Wildlife Protection 

strictly monitored fishing and vessel movements.  The project enhanced enforcement capabilities by providing 

training and equipment, including drones. Collaboration with the Ministry of Justice (MoJ) improved access to 

surveillance and enforcement data for research and represented an unprecedented effort within the PNMS. 

While the project facilitated formal coordination among key management entities (MoJ, MAFE, and PICRC), the 
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final framework remained contingent on MSP decisions (PIR, 2024). Ultimately, key deliverables were unable to 

supersede the MSP process, which was led by the Marine Spatial Planning Executive Committee and working 

groups (PIR, 2023). 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 

2025) 

7. Scale of effectiveness in fisheries management and enforcement within the 

Commercial Fishing Zone and the Artisanal Fishing Zone (11.8 Million Ha) 

Full enforcement and 

monitoring for compliance 

Fully 

achieved 

The project aimed to improve the effectiveness of the management of fisheries by ensuring that there was “full 

enforcement and compliance monitoring” within the 11.8 million ha of commercial and artisanal fishing zones. 

Stakeholders widely acknowledged the role that the Division of Maritime Security and Fish and Wildlife 

Protection played in closely monitoring fishing activities and vessel movements within the PNMS and appreciated 

the project's contributions in providing equipment and building capacity. The MOJ in particular benefited from 

the project’s training initiatives and the provision of equipment, including drones. While the Division of Maritime 

Security and Fish and Wildlife Protection played has maintained an operations room for nearly a decade, limited 

staffing had posed a challenge to achieving 24-hour monitoring. The development of the PNMS strategic plan and 

project-driven collaboration among management authorities led to the awarding of a contract for establishing a 

sustainable capacity building program. Formal capacity-building agreements were developed in consultation with 

PNMS authorities. Training modules incorporated an array of activities, including fisheries management, research, 

surveillance, enforcement, and outreach. Although the project provided opportunistic rather than scheduled 

capacity-building support, partnerships with resource organizations facilitated progress toward a long-term, 

structured training program. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

8. Number of staff (disaggregated by males and females) that have undergone 

training and built capacity on PNMS governance a n d  management 

Target: 14 

Male; Female 

Targets exceeded: 15 

males, 13 females. 

 

The project’s goal during the project period was to train 18 staff (10 men and 8 women) to strengthen PNMS 

governance and management, but it managed to train 27 staff (15 men and 13 women), surpassing its targets. 

Stakeholders credited this 3% additional achievement to capacity-building and training agreements developed in 

consultation with the management authorities of the PNMS, agreements which laid out a structured and 

comprehensive training program covering fisheries, research, surveillance, enforcement, and outreach. Key 

aspects of enforcement and surveillance were integrated into regular training sessions, further institutionalizing 

capacity development. The PNMS’s five-year strategic management plan also played a pivotal role in strengthening 

governance mechanisms as it was able to broaden the scope of the PNMS Advisory Committee, a public-private 

partnership supporting management efforts. The project’s collaborative platforms and institutional arrangements 

are outlined in detail in the draft strategic management plan and partnership agreement with the PNMS Advisory 

Committee. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

9. Extent of capacity building programme 

established in country on PNMS management 

& monitoring 

Capacity building program under full 

implementation in country on PNMS 

management and monitoring 

Draft agreements 

developed; linkage building 

ongoing. 

 

The project planned to have “a fully implemented capacity-building program for PNMS management and 

monitoring” by its completion but was unable to realize this goal completely. Steps in the right direction included 

the development of draft capacity-building and training agreements in consultation with PNMS management 

authorities, the incorporation of training modules to support fisheries, research, surveillance, enforcement, and 

outreach. Training efforts focused on marine law and fisheries research and was delivered through partnerships 

with the MAFE, SPC, and SPREP. Consultations among the MAFE, PICRC, and MoJ helped to identify training 

needs and to draft agreements to formalize capacity-building for DMSFW staff. However, work on these 

agreements stalled in early 2023 due to the MAFE’s efforts to scale back PNMS regulations and to confusion 

among the MAFE, the PNMS’s PMU, and the project. Despite this stymie, the project nonetheless strengthened 

the Maritime Operations Center by equipping personnel and strategically positioning enforcement officers, 

thereby laying the groundwork for sustained training programs. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

10. Extent at which Palau’s Operations Centre for Monitoring, Control 

and Surveillance is manned, equipped and coordinating active MCS 

patrols, interdiction and prosecution 

Partial functional Palau 

operational center 

 

Strengthened center's 

operational capacity. 
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During the project period, efforts focused on enhancing the Palau Operations Center enough to support a 100% 

increase in offshore patrol and enforcement. While the center was fully functional before the project, this 

initiative significantly strengthened the center’s operational capabilities through technological upgrades, capacity-

building programs, and support for human resource management. Draft training agreements, developed in 

consultation with PNMS management authorities, laid the foundation for a comprehensive capacity-building 

program covering fisheries, research, surveillance, enforcement, and outreach. The project facilitated the 

placement of a surveillance and enforcement coordinator to help manage the center and a planning and 

development officer to oversee key functions. However, stakeholders noted that the MoJ needed to further 

expand staffing to fully support operations. Regional negotiations were expected to reinstate human observers 

on all fishing vessels operating within Palau’s EEZ, further reinforcing monitoring and enforcement efforts, but 

this is a goal beyond the project’s scope. 

 

The project significantly enhanced the operational capacity of DMSFW by procuring advanced equipment for 

enforcement and surveillance, including Puma and DSI drones, computer monitors, and Go-Pro cameras. These 

upgrades improved the department’s ability to conduct MCS activities using both patrol boats and drones. In 

addition, eight deep-sea divers from DMSFW received specialized training enabling them to inspect vessel 

damage, repair anchor pads for fish aggregation devices, and perform search-and-rescue operations, all skills that 

will expand their offshore capabilities. The acquisition of two Matrices 350 RTK drones, multiple camera 

attachments, and auxiliary equipment introduced a new level of surveillance and search-and-rescue capability. 

This technological advancement strengthened enforcement efforts and shifted the DMLE’s strategic outlook 

toward integrating cutting-edge tools into the monitoring of Palau’s remote EEZ areas. 

 

Though the Project Board approved the procurement of crane truck37 and forklift to facilitate loading 

enforcement gear onto patrol boats, the fact that the additional items were not part of the original project 

document’s procurement list made their procurement require justification under GEF guidelines for exceptional 

circumstances. The GEF Secretariat had, in fact, assessed the request based on criteria such as project type, 

operating environment, contribution to outcomes, and co-financing share, but no decision has yet been made in 

the absence of adequate justification with supporting documentation from the project. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

11. Extent of effective human electronic 

monitoring, reporting within the DFZ. 

50% of vessels have human and electronic 

monitoring and are reporting on findings 

At the regional level, 

beyond project scope. 

 

The project set this indicator as “50% of vessels have human and electronic monitoring and are reporting on 

findings.” At the regional level, which is beyond the scope of the project, negotiations are likely to result in the 

re-establishment of a requirement that human observers be on every fishing vessel operating within Palau’s EEZ. 

With support from the project, the DMSFW Operations Center has continued to develop its capability to 

produce maritime surveillance patrol reports. That said, since e-monitoring and reporting are not standard 

requirements for licensing fishing vessels and multilateral negotiations are required to formally incorporate e-

monitoring and reporting into the current monitoring programs, this is not a feasible target to track.  

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

12. Extent of 10 years sustainable funding roadmap 

for PNMS and DFZ formally adopted integrating 

ecotourism and livelihoods 

Finalized and adopted 10 years 

sustainable funding roadmap 

for PNMS 

Financing pathways 

identified; MSP impact 

delays finalization. 

 

The project aimed to finalize and formally adopt a 10-year sustainable funding roadmap for PNMS and the DFZ 

which integrates ecotourism and livelihoods. While potential pathways for sustainable financing were identified, 

it was not realistic to formalizing these recommendations because the MSP process continued until September 

2024 (PIR, 2024). Since no significant progress was made on the MSP, the potential scaling down of the PNMS 

raised economic uncertainties that could not be assessed. Achieving this indicator depends heavily on incomplete 

MSP outcomes. Despite the fact that sustainable financing consultations held in 2022 yielded several key 

recommendations, including collaboration with the MoF, that collaboration was unclear to begin with and 

became even more so following the introduction of Palau’s Goods and Services Tax in January 2023 and due to 

various economic recovery challenges, which arose after COVID-19. Given that inflation is increasing and the 

 
37 Procurement decisions were often delayed due to a limited clarity and proper documentation. For example, acquiring a crane truck could enhance logistics, 

infrastructure maintenance, marine conservation, and disaster response. The PMU requested $65,000 for the MoJ to procure the truck, which UNDP approved 

in principle. However, since it wasn’t in the 2024 AWP or ProDoc Budget, UNDP recommended renting instead, causing significant delays (Project Board 

Minutes, 29 Jan 2024). 
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existence of several other financial constraints, proposing new tax-related policies affecting the PNMS (MTR, 

2024). As an alternative, stakeholders highlighted ongoing efforts to develop ocean accounts in collaboration 

with the MoF. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

13. Extent of PNA vessel day 

scheme and sustainable funding 

programme established 

Specific revenue allocations from benefits of PNMS and 

DFZ (including VDS) at the state and community level & 

maintenance of at least 75% of the previous VDS income  

Requires high-level regional 

negotiations; not finalized 

within project timeframe. 

 

By its end, the project aims to have established specific revenue allocations from PNMS and DFZ benefits, 

including a new VDS and maintaining at least 75% of the previous VDS income for Palau. Through project-driven 

partnerships, a scoping exercise and a proposed roadmap were initiated to design the country’s first 

comprehensive environmental financing mechanism to provide a structured approach to sustainable funding. 

However, progress on this indicator relied on high-level multilateral negotiations among the Parties to the Nauru 

Agreement (PNA).  Such negotiations will extend beyond the project’s timeframe and therefore outside its 

control. Palau will not be able to unilaterally direct financing from these negotiations into a national trust fund, 

making measuring this action difficult. While the project supported the MAFE’s participation in the meetings of 

the parties, it did not fund regional capacity-building efforts. In the face of such insurmountable constraints and 

since its achievement depends on external diplomatic processes rather than on project interventions, the MTR 

recommended deleting this indicator (MTR, 2024).   No further action has been taken, however.  

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

14. Appropriate Lessons and Best Practices 

(L&BP) (from other similar GEF projects and 

other relevant initiatives captured and 

incorporated into this project as appropriate 

L&BP captured in ‘Operational Guidelines’ for 

PNMS and for DFZ (two documents). TE can 

clearly identify use of L&BP where appropriate, 

from other examples 

Knowledge exchanged 

with National Marine 

Sanctuary of American 

Samoa and Ocean 

Exploration Trust. 

 

The project aimed to capture and integrate lessons and best practices (L&BP) from similar GEF initiatives and 

other relevant efforts. Although the project is only medium sized, the PMU actively fostered collaborations, 

notably with the National Marine Sanctuary of American Samoa, to co-produce educational materials and 

exchange knowledge. A key milestone was the October 2024 scientific expedition with the Ocean Exploration 

Trust, which mapped the PNMS using the research vessel E/V Nautilus. This initiative not only expanded scientific 

understanding but also engaged students and the public through live-stream surveys. The expedition included 12 

Palau-based scientists and educators and built upon prior research conducted in American Samoa. The project’s 

outreach efforts produced a series of knowledge products, and joint initiatives led to the development of an 

American Samoa exhibit at the PICRC aquarium. Partnerships with organizations such as the Ocean Foundation 

strengthened networking with managers of large-scale marine protected areas. The project’s integration within 

the PICRC ensured that management efforts could continue beyond the project’s tenure. Stakeholders also 

highlighted the formation of a technical advisory committee comprising public- and private-sector 

representatives, a measure which enhanced stakeholder engagement and knowledge sharing throughout the 

project. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

15. Lessons and Best Practices from 

the project identified and documented 

and distributed to support  

Final best lessons and practices captured in Experience 

Notes an d  for distribution within the South Pacific 

region/SIDS and one global twinning exercise  

Efforts ongoing to exchange 

knowledge and capture 

insights by project end. 

 

The project sought to document and disseminates L&BPs to support a long-term communications and awareness 

strategy and facilitate replication of those L&BPs in other Small Islands Development States (SIDS). While some 

progress was made, significant advancements were limited. Stakeholder engagement remained stalled as key 

actors awaited the MAFE’s decision on the final scale of the PNMS and the DFZ.  The hiatus delayed efforts in 

sharing knowledge and strategically applying project insights. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

16. Project Coordination Unit and Project 

Management supported by the host 

o rganization with appropriate staffing levels 

and Monitoring and Evaluation  

Overall Project Management receives minimum 

‘Satisfactory’ at TE PCU physical structure and 

staff rolled over into permanent PNMS 

establishment by end of project 

PMU support integrated 

with existing staff for 

continuity beyond the 

project. 

The project aimed to establish a fully supported Project Coordination Unit (PCU) and Project Management 

Framework within the host organization. A review of available information and discussions with PICRC senior 
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management revealed that PMU support was strategically embedded within existing staff to ensure continuity 

beyond the project’s lifespan. The PNMS Department under the PICRC transitioned into a program, and 

discussions to recruit a technical advisor as a secretariat are going on (MTR, 2024). The MSP exercise has since 

shaped PNMS management structures, including its M&E components; however, several indicators are difficult 

to track as circumstances are still evolving. Despite efforts from the inception phase to adjust these indicators, 

no formal changes have been adopted. The uncertainty surrounding the scaling down of the PNMS delayed the 

development of its management strategy and weakened stakeholder engagement. The push to repeal the PNMS 

and the subsequent MSP process created challenges in implementing the project’s M&E framework. Project 

management is now integrated within the PICRC, with the director of the PICRC serving as the project manager 

and administrative support having been streamlined into existing roles. The recently developed five-year strategic 

plan for the PICRC outlines how project management has been institutionalized to ensure sustainability beyond 

the project’s timeline. 

 
Indicators End Target (2025) Progress (Jan 2025) 

17. Stakeholder and Partner 

Engagement Plan functional 

within the project 

Stakeholder Engagement receives minimum ‘Satisfactory’ 

at TE Partnership Platform includes linkage to 

Stakeholders as a long-term formal agreement 

Ongoing MSP and agency 

restructuring hindered 

engagement plan development. 

 

The project aimed to establish a functional stakeholder and partner engagement plan; however, MSP efforts and 

early signs of agency restructuring hindered its development. Stakeholders have, in essence, put their engagement 

on pause with the PNMS Project until the MAFE’s issues its decision on the final scale of the PNMS and the DFZ. 

This uncertainty limited meaningful collaboration, making it impractical to formalize an engagement framework 

until key policy decisions were finalized.  

 

5.6 Planned and actual budget allocation (by component) 
Budget heading  Planned 

budget (US$) 
Actual allocated 
budget (US$) (a) 

Reason for variation  Any implications or 
synergies with such 
variation  

Component 1 

724,350.00 
1,307,053.66 

The higher budget resulted from the 
completion of activities under this 
outcome. 

None  

Component 2 
398,750.00 

698,036.11 
Same  
 

None  

Component 3 
271,500.00 

336,184.50 
Same  
 

None  

Component 4 266,750.00 339,027 Same  None  
(a) As per Approved Annual Work Plans (AWP). Allocated budget is based on the approved AWP. The Budgetary Controls (ASL) for Quantum is only 2023 onwards. Further, 

due to migration in Atlas, the actual Grant-level allocation cannot be generated for years prior to 2023. The Approved AWPs were used as basis for actual allocated budget. 

 

5.7 Status of accommodating the MTR recommendations 
MTR recommendation Response from the project  

1. Review and revise the PNMS Project PRF to ensure it aligns with Palau 

government and UNDP-GEF priorities. This is a top priority after 

September 2024, the approximate date when Palau government decides 

on what percentage will the PNMS be protected (30, 50 or 80%). This 

would involve: 

It is not feasible because the outcomes of the 

MSP process have already been submitted to 

Congress for review. Without knowing the 

final outcome, revising the PRF to supersede 

this ongoing process was not possible. 

• A review of the PRF into which outcomes and outputs are deliverable 

within the Project timeframe. There is a strong likelihood that many of 

the outputs and indicators may not be achievable or relevant to the 

PNMS Project; however, some of these changes to Core and Mandatory 

Indicators will need to be reported to GEF as this potentially changes 

indicators (number of Project beneficiaries and marine areas 

protected).  

Because the indicator was subjective in nature, 

it was difficult to measure this indicator.  

• Changes on who will be the implementing partner for the Project. 

PICRC can no longer be effective as the IP for the Project given that 

resources to transform PICRC to a pelagic fishery research entity are 

not available. 

In line with its mandate, PICRC is focused on 

developing a program for monitoring offshore 

ecosystems. 

 

• A no-cost extension to the PNMS Project of 6 to 12 months, there is 

insufficient time remaining on the Project to achieve any intended 

outcomes.  

A no-cost extension is not ideal without 

knowing the final outcomes and associated 

timeframe of the MSP efforts. 

2. Continue with the Project’s activities irrespective to what extent 

Congress decides to protect the PNMS (30, 50 or 80%). This would 
include: 

 

• The completion of the Strategic Plan to leverage other funds (donor or 
Government funds) for a scientific monitoring program for PNMS, and the 

Done. The strategic plan focuses on effective 
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capacity needs for need to develop such a program and other endeavors; management and coordination rather than 

size. The PMU reiterates that adaptive 

management is the way forward. 

• The development of a CB&T program by MAFE, SPC and others to regularize 

training for DMSFW staff for PNMS management and monitoring; 
The scope of this work requires more 

resources than initially provisioned and is not 

feasible without sustainable funding. 

• A continuation of support to DMSFW to provide adequate staffing and 

equipment for the active monitoring, control and surveillance patrols for PNMS 
and DFZ, and coordination of these patrols for interdiction and prosecution. This 
should also include possible procurement of items such as a Zodiac; 

The scope of this work requires more 

resources than initially provisioned and is not 

feasible without sustainable funding. 

 

• A continuation of the search for mechanisms to support financial sustainability 

roadmap of the PNMS, DFZ and its associated administrative and management 
arrangements. This should also include integrating ecotourism and livelihoods 
into the mechanism. 

  

A sustainable financing roadmap is already in 

place. The challenge for the PMU lies in taking 

the next steps to pursue sustainable financing. 

3. Report to the RTA and UNDP Fiji MCO of the over expenditure of 

Outcomes 4.1 and 4.2 as overspent by US$32,886, that requires 

justification to GEF as it is more than 10% of the budget for Component 

4 and over US$5,000 in terms of over expenditure. 

 

 

- 

4. The listing of Project risks in the UNDP risk log in future ProDoc 

should be limited to 6 risks or less. If there are too many risks, there is 
a possibility that many of them will not be monitored effectively or even 

disregarded.  

- 

 
5.8 Examples of value for money  

Position % of salary charged 
from this project 

A major contribution to this project 

Program Manager 100 Oversee the project to ensure implementation is being done. 

Communication and 
Outreach officer 

90 Communicate PNMS research results to the community 

Outreach Director 20 Oversee the communication of the PNMS research results to the community ensuring 
that communication is relevant to the work of the PNMS. 

Administration Director 25 Oversee the financial aspect of the grant ensuring that funds are spend within the 
timeline and following policies and procedures of UNDP and Republic of Palau. 

Accounting officer 15 Process grants funds ensuring that the funds are following the grants agreements and 

following policies and procedures. 

Accounting Assistant 25 Process payments  

Social Science Researcher 100 Ensure the socio economic of the PNMS are relayed to the community. 

MoJ 50 Contribute to Surveillance Monitoring 

Director, MAFE 50 Provide overall guidance from the ministry 

MAFE 50 Support the project from the ministry 

MAFE 50 Support the project from the ministry 
 

5.9 Co-financing 
Component  Trust Fund 

GEF Project Co-financing 

Component 1 GEF TF 724,350 449,835 

Component 2  398,750 9,335,749 

Component 3  271,500 6,660,938 

Component 4  266,750 555,078 

Subtotal 1,661,350 17,001,600 

Project Management Cost (PMC) 165,134 248,400 

Total project costs 1,826,484 17,250,000 
 

5.10 Co-financing for the project  

Sources of Co-financing  
 

Name of Co-financier  
Type of Co-
financing 

Investment 
Mobilized 

Amount 
($)  

Scientific Institute & 
Management Body 

Palau International Coral Research 
Center 

In-Kind 
 

Recurrent expenditures 2,000,000 

Government Ministry of Natural Resources, 

Environment and Fisheries 

Grant Investment Mobilized 150,000 

Government Ministry of Justice – Department of 
Marine Law Enforcement 

Grant 
In-kind  

Investment mobilized 
Recurrent expenditures 

8,000,000 
2,000,000 

Others Palau Conservation Society In-kind  Recurrent expenditures 100,000 

Other  Global Oceans Grant Investment Mobilized 5,000,000 

Total Co-financing    17,250,000 
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5.11 Other projects in Marine areas in Palau and synergies with PNMS  
S
n 

Earlier or ongoing 
program/projects  

Year  Thematic area Donors Project’s partners Synergies 

1 PNMS Mapping 

Project  

2024 Ocean Exploration Ocean 

Exploration Trust 

Ocean Exploration 

Trust 

Research, 

Education/Outreach 

2 PNMS Research 

Project 

2021-

2023 

Management, Capacity 

Building 

Blue Nature 

Alliance 

Blue Nature Alliance Management, 

Capacity Building 

3 Education and 
outreach 

2024-
2025 

Education/Outreach Marine 
Conservation 

Institute 

Marine Conservation 
Institute 

Education/ 
Outreach 

 

5.12 Project’s contribution to SDG 14 Targets  
1. PNMS Institutional, Management, and Regulatory Framework Strengthened and Implemented 

• Contribution: Strengthened institutional mechanisms, improved governance structures, and enhanced national, regional, 

and global collaboration. 

• SDG 16 (Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions) – Supports effective governance, legal frameworks, and institutional 

capacity. 

• SDG 14 (Life below Water) – Reinforces marine protection through regulatory enforcement and conservation strategies. 

 

2. Enforcement of PNMS and DFZ Regulations and Laws 

• Contribution: Strengthened enforcement of marine regulations in collaboration with regional bodies like WCPFC, FFA, and 

PNA. 

• SDG 14 (Life below Water) – Ensures sustainable management of marine resources and combats illegal fishing. 

• SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals) – Strengthens regional and global cooperation for effective marine governance. 

 

3. Long-term Financial Sustainability Mechanisms Identified 

• Contribution: Secured funding strategies and administrative arrangements for PNMS sustainability. 

• SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals) – Enhances financial sustainability through innovative funding mechanisms and 

partnerships. 

• SDG 14 (Life below Water) – Supports long-term marine conservation efforts through dedicated financial resources. 

 

4. Strong Stakeholder Support at National and International Levels 

• Contribution: Broadened stakeholder engagement, including local communities, national agencies, and international 

partners. 

• SDG 16 (Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions) – Promotes inclusive decision-making and governance. 

• SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals) – Strengthens multi-stakeholder collaboration for marine conservation. 

 
5. Effective Project Management, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

• Contribution: Established robust M&E systems to track progress, measure impact, and adapt strategies. 

• SDG 14 (Life below Water) – Ensures continuous improvement in marine conservation through data-driven management. 

• SDG 16 (Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions) – Enhances transparency and accountability in project implementation. 

 

5.13 Expected communication tools and targeted stakeholders  
 

Stakeholders / Information formats Brochures/flyers Radio / TV/ 

newspaper 

Exhibitions Stakeholders / 

Information 
formats 

Sketches Brochures/ 

flyers 

All Palau X X X X  X 

Local  X X X X  X 

Authorities in the project sites 

(Municipalities, Districts Councils, 
Village Councils) 

X X X X  X 

Local communities at project sites  X X     X 

Women, including their 

organizations 

X X     X 

Environmental and conservation 

stakeholders (including NGOs and 
CSOs) 

X X X  X  X 

Private sector (Coastal tourism, 

water sports operators, etc.) 

X X X    X 

Academic /Research institutions X X X X  X 



80 
 

5.14 Contribution of other projects’ support to upscale PNMS’s outreach initiatives  
Name of PICRC’s other 
projects 

Major themes in outreach and 
knowledge management  

Contribution of each project sustainability of outreach initiatives 
of PNMS project 

Ocean Exploration 

Trust 

Research vessel that allows for 

telecommunication in the PNMS 

Supported science communication training and the development 

of PNMS activity book; photos and videos are used in raising 
awareness about the PNMS; integrated technology into stem 
learning 

NOAA Ocean 
Exploration 

Internships for PNMS -related 
student research and teacher 
professional development 

Supports student hands-on learning and training; supports 
capacity building for educators 

Blue Sparks Award Supports community visits and 
consultations 

Supports transportation and logistics for PNMS -related 
community meetings 

Office of the National 
Sanctuaries mini grant 

Raising awareness of sister sanctuary 
partnership 

Sharing resources and information on research, education, and 
outreach 

 
5.15 Contribution of PNMS project to other just completed/ongoing projects support to 
refine outreach initiatives (innovation) 

Key areas/tools/approach/methods Name of other project that learned 
and replicated some of the innovative 

ideas used by PNMS project 

Impacts 

Development of school intersession 
programs that targets students and educators 

Ocean Science Education Program New programs that target educators on 
teaching marine science 

Art contests Lebuu’s Voyage Art Contest Engaging students to draw a sticker design 
for Lebuu’s Voyage, to be used as a 
promotional item 

Film challenge and festival Ocean Stories Film Festival A film challenge for students to talk about 
why protecting their sanctuary is 

important 

Berius el Chais radio program Environmental Hour Utilizing radio as a platform for 
information sharing, targeting broad range 

of audience 

 

5.16 Marine Spatial Planning Recommendations for EEZ Re-zoning 
The Republic of Palau has embarked on a Marine Spatial Planning Process (MSP) that balances productivity and 

protection. This was articulated in the FY22 Supplemental Budget, RPPL 11-23, which included provisions to 

establish a Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) Process to study Palau’s Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and domestic 

fishing market. This MSP process is being led by the Ministry 

of Agriculture, Fisheries and the Environment, which has 

responsibility for the management of the Palau National 

Marine Sanctuary (PNMS) and EEZ. MAFE was given further 

direction in carrying out this process with the signing of 

Executive Order 476.  The Executive Order articulated the 

foundational principles to guide the process—that it is 

science-driven, stakeholder-led, inclusive, and 

transparent—and set up an inclusive governance structure 

including an executive committee, a steering committee on 

science conservation, and technical matters, and a working 

group. 

 

The multi-year MSP process utilizes a science driven, 

stakeholder led, inclusive, and transparent process to define 

the appropriate use and conservation of Palau’s marine resources that contribute to sustainable domestic fisheries 

and long-term conservation of marine biodiversity. At the conclusion of the MSP process, stakeholders will 

deliver a sustainable ocean plan that identifies priority zones for domestic fisheries, conservation, and tourism 

among other critical marine sectors. The plan will also provide recommendations to guide appropriate policies 

and management frameworks. The following initial recommendations emerging out of this process are being 

proposed by MAFE to the existing zoning of Palau’s EEZ as well as creating an enabling policy environment for 

catalyzing domestic fisheries development. 

 

Recommendation 1: Re-zoning Palau’s EEZ to 50% Domestic Fishing Zone and 50% PNMS 

 
Figure 1. MSP Governance structure from Executive Order No.476. 
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Based on the review of historical catch and catch rates indicates that a total of 28 longline vessels can operate in 

a 50% DFZ scenario. This is based on a target of 700 metric ton annual landings, for which 30% (200mt) may be 

retained for the local domestic market. This 

level landing can ensure 45 mt/month export 

that historical operators have indicated is the 

minimum export volume to ensure financial 

viability. This 50% DFZ can accommodate all 

currently licensed vessels and operators and 

allow for increasing the number of vessels of 

the 2 local companies to about 16 total. 

 

Recommendation 2: Enabling new 

investments into the development of a domestic 

offshore fishery by legally designating an official 

fishing port. 

The original PNMS act in 2015 articulated Palau’s 

aspiration to domesticate offshore fisheries.  

The development of a national fishing port has 

been identified as an opportunity to exert better 

control of the fishery and capture more of its 

value in the local economy. In 2019, Palau 

ratified the United Nations' Agreement on Port 

State Measures to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate 

Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing 

(PSMA). The PSMA aims to stop illegally caught 

fish from entering international markets.  The agreement establishes minimum standards for port states to control 

access to ports by foreign vessels and to improve regional and international cooperation.  The designation of an 

official fishing port is one of the obligations of member countries under this treaty. The designation of a 

commercial fishing port at Kamesang Dock in Ngatpang aims to elevate this critical infrastructure investment as a 

national priority that supports the dual goals of deterring IUU and growing a domestic fishery. 

 

Recommendation 3: Create a policy environment to allow greater participation of local companies in the 

domestic offshore fishery. 

Moratorium on new fishing licenses for a period of 5 years. Limiting commercial fishing only to those operators 

that have demonstrated catch history from 2020-2024 (basically those that are currently operating). This is 

intended to protect domestic operators by allowing them the opportunity to grow their businesses and so they 

are better positioned to compete in the domestic market as well as potential international export markets. 

 

Expected benefits of these recommendations: 

1. Growth of the domestic fishery and allowing more value to be captured in our local economy 

a. Sustained government revenue 

b. Growth of local fishing companies 

c. Infrastructure investments to support domestication of fishery 

d. Companion growth in other related sectors like aquaculture and tourism 

e. Create opportunities for value-adding in the fishery sector 

2. Contribution to local food security 

a. Increased supply of pelagic fish in the local market 

b. Stabilize prices and improve accessibility and affordability 

3. More durable conservation policy that balances the sustainable use and conservation of 100% 

of Palau’s ocean. 

a. Priority for biodiversity conservation within a 50nm breadth of ocean around the main 

islands 

b. Mitigate the potential intensification of fishing pressure on reef fishery to supply domestic 

demand 

c. Integrates human development and well-being into conservation policy (allowing small 

medium enterprises to grow and prosper as well as supporting livelihoods of fishers) 

 

Figure 2. One of several layouts for 50% DFZ and 50% PNMS 

scenario that have been considered. 
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Figure 3. Preliminary layout and design for fishing port infrastructure at Kamesang Dock, Ngatpang. 

 

Process for formulation these recommendations: 

• These recommendations were formulated based on 2 years of consultations with various stakeholders and 

partners. Consultations with leadership was led by Minister Victor and targeted Rubekul Belau, House of 

Delegates, Senate, Governors Association and Speakers Association.  Consultations with various fisher 

groups were done by the Bureau of Fisheries. 

• Wider community consultation was contracted to Palau Conservation Society and a report reflecting how 

they undertook this work, and the community concerns/priorities identified is submitted along with this brief. 

• These recommendations also drew from numerous deliberations within the MSP governance structure, 

meetings of the executive committee, the steering committee and the working group, as well as meetings of 

specific subset of members of these groups to discuss very specific areas of expertise/work related to the 

MSP. 

• Finally, these recommendations were also informed by consultations outside of the MSP process, those 

initiated by MAFE in implementing its regular programs and projects, such as engagements with the GEF6 

Babeldaob Joint Coordinating Body, student outreach done to support the Pristine Seas Expedition, and radio 

and television programs delivered to update the public on the work undertaken by MAFE. 
Source: MAFE Policy brief 

 
5.17 Progress on Core Indicators (subjected to change as a result of PNMS Law amendments) 

Project Core Indicators Expected at CEO Endorsement As of Jan 2025, 

2 Marine protected areas created or under 

improved management for conservation and 

sustainable use (Hectares) 

47,507,800 

(PNMS) 

47.5 million*  

5 Area of marine habitat under improved 

practices (excluding protected areas) 

(Hectares) 

11,757,200 

(Domestic Fishing Zone) 

11.8 million* 

8 Globally over-exploited marine fisheries 

moved to more sustainable levels (metric 

tons) 

21,250 tons per annum (2014 

figures prior to the 

establishment of PNMS) 

Yet to receive data from 

MAFE 

11 Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated 

by gender as co-benefit of GEF investment 

20,135 (Total Population) 

(9,014 or 45% women) 

Yet to finalize** 

* With the site's size legally established pre-project, the focus shifted to enhancing management. However, a quantitative assessment remains unfeasible due to limited data, the project's 

short duration, and the vast, largely unexplored nature of the PNMS. 

** Accurately quantifying direct beneficiaries remains a challenge. Data may become available after the island-wide socioeconomic assessment in April. However, defining beneficiaries 

and understanding how communities attribute benefits—distinct from nearshore benefits—remains an ongoing effort. 
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5.18 List of international partners involved during the Science and Monitoring Strategy 

Development workshop 
During the Science and Monitoring Strategy Development workshop, a total of 14 agencies participated, including local 

agencies. Among the 14 international agencies, 8 were universities, while the rest comprised research agencies, trusts, and 

foundations. 

1. Stanford University, USA 

2. University of Hawaii, USA 

3. Boston University, USA 

4. University of Wollongong, Australia 

5. James Cook University, Australia 

6. Colorado State University, USA 

7. University of California Santa Cruz, USA 

8. Cornell University, USA 

9. Ocean Exploration Trust, USA 

10. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

11. National Institute of Water and Atmospheric Research (NIWA), New Zealand 

12. Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and Technology (JAMSTEC), Japan 

13. Scripps Institution of Oceanography, USA 

14. National Marine Sanctuary of American Samoa, American Samoa 

 
5.19 Contribution of different partners  

Contribution of the Stanford Center for Ocean Solutions: The Stanford Center for Ocean Solutions and PICRC 

is a longstanding partner.  It collaborated on key projects, including the 2019 working group on the 

implementation of the PNMS and advancing biodiversity monitoring through environmental DNA analysis. Their 

partnership contributed to the PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2023), supported the GEF 7 Micronesia 

Challenge, and provided research opportunities for students.  In doing so, it fostered impactful advancements in 

ocean and coastal resource management. 

 

Contribution of commercial fishing companies: The Belau Offshore Fishers Inc. supported the administration’s 

efforts to manage the PNMS with its focus on environmental protection and its endorsement of a 50% increase 

in the DFZ. It proposed raising the artisanal zone to 30% and designating 20% around Hatohobei State for long-

liners, aiming to benefit both Okinawa and local fishermen while minimizing disruption to artisanal and sport 

fishing.  The project also supported plans for a fishing port at Ngatpang State, aligning with regional development 

goals. 

 

Perspective of the private sector: As a former representative of the PNMS Committee, the private sector 

advocated for expanding Palau's fishing zones to support local fisheries and opposed foreign fishing, particularly 

by Japan, to protect local waters. While supporting the temporary solution of allowing Okinawans to offload fish 

in Palau, the sector rejected commercial long-lining foreign fisheries due to their inefficiency, minimal tax 

revenues, and their offloading catches in other ports such as General Santos, hoping the success of offshore 

fisheries would boost local economies and allow restaurants to sell top-grade tuna. 

 

Contribution of Conservation International: Conservation International, in partnership with the Blue Nature 

Alliance, supported the Government of Palau in developing the Blue Prosperity Plan, which balances conservation 

with sustainable resource use. The plan aimed to benefit Palau’s people by boosting protection and production, 

enhancing the economy through sustainable practices, and promoting food security and job creation, including 

technical assessments for a domestic pelagic fishery. The organization also advocated for maintaining the spatial 

arrangement of the PNMS and supporting sustainable development goals, though no policy changes to the PNMS 

or the DFZ were made after the initial plan was developed. 

 
5.20 Questions (key areas), score, and criteria (METT score) 

Questions (key areas)  Score Criteria  

1. Legal status: Does the protected area have legal status 

(or in the case of private reserves is covered by a 
covenant or similar)? 

3 The protected area has been formally gazette/covenanted 

2. Law Enforcement: Can staff (i.e. those with 
responsibility for managing the site) enforce protected 
area rules well enough? 

2 The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce 
protected area legislation and regulations, but some 
deficiencies remain 

3. Protected area objectives: Is management undertaken 
according to agreed objectives? 

 

2 The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only 
partially managed according to these objectives 
 



84 
 

4. Management plan: Is there a management plan and is it 

being implemented? 

 

2 A management plan exists but it is only being partially 

implemented because of funding constraints or other 

problems 

• Planning process: The planning process allows 

adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to influence 
the management plan 

1 Yes 

• Planning process: There is an established schedule and 

process for periodic review and updating of the 
management plan 

0 No 

• Planning process: The results of monitoring, research 
and evaluation are routinely incorporated into 
planning 

1 Yes 

5. Staff numbers: Are there enough people employed to 
manage the protected area? 

 

3 Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of 
the protected area 

6. Staff training: Are staff adequately trained to fulfill 
management objectives?  

1 Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of 
the protected area 

7. Security of budget: Is the budget secure? 
 

2 There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular 
operation of the protected area, but many innovations 
and initiatives are reliant on outside funding 

8. Management of budget: Is the budget managed to meet 

critical management needs? 

2 Budget management is adequate but could be improved 

9. Education and awareness: Is there a planned education 
program linked to the objectives and needs? 

2 There is an education and awareness program, but it only 
partly meets needs and could be improved 

10. Economic benefit: Is the protected area providing 

economic benefits to local communities, e.g. income, 
employment, payment for environmental services? 

1 Potential economic benefits are recognized and plans to 

realize these are being developed 
 

11. Monitoring and evaluation: Are management activities 

monitored against performance? 

1 There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no 

overall strategy and/or no regular collection of results 
Source: Project’s records, 2025 

 
5.21 Project’s activities and their progress  

No. Activity Status 
Reason(s) 

1 
Negotiation, re-drafting and formal endorsement of the 
5-year Strategic Plan/Road Map with emphasis on an 

Adaptive Management Strategy for the PNMS 

Completed 
 

2 
Development of an ecosystem monitoring programme 
aligned with the 5-Year Plan and Roadmap supporting 
management of the PNMS 

On-going 

Developed PNMS Science & 

Monitoring Strategy and in the 
process of expanding research 
work areas to integrate offshore 

monitoring. 

3 

Implementation of an on-going ecosystem monitoring 

programme feeding into an adaptive management 
strategy as per the 5-Year Strategic Plan 

On-going  

Developed PNMS Science & 
Monitoring Strategy and in the 

process of expanding research 
work areas to integrate offshore 
monitoring. 

4 
On-going monitoring of performance targets and 

indicators for the 5-year Strategic Plan  

Funding is simply limited and can 
only go toward the 
development of the plan – not 

the implementation of the plan 
with its own set of targets and 
indicators.   

There are not enough project 
funds to support ongoing 
implementation, so this is not 

implementable. 

5 
Identification of Partnerships and adoption of formal 
agreements within an overall Partnership Platform 

On-going 
 

6 

Adoption of a Partnership Platform interactive process/ 
meeting schedule along with an agreed Plan-of-Action 
and responsibilities of support to the PNMS and DFZ 
and their management and monitoring 

On-going 

 

7 

Negotiations and agreements between various Ministries 
and bodies involved in Monitoring, Control and 

Surveillance. This to include raising awareness within 
legal and judiciary bodies of importance of prosecution 
following interdiction of illegal activities 

On-going 

 

8 

Negotiation, drafting and formal endorsement of an 

‘adaptive management’ focused roadmap and work-plan 
for sustainable management of the domestic fishery 

Completed 
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9 

Use of fisheries catch information to set harvest 

strategies as part of the management procedures for the 
DMZ 

Not implemented. More time is 
required to obtain sufficient 
fisheries data to inform harvest 

strategies at the national level.   

Any funds allocated to this 

specific activity went to support 

the participation of MAFE in 
multilateral meetings where 
harvest strategies are set with 

the support of SPC and regional 
fisheries management 
organizations who have been 

collecting and analysing data 
prior to the recent PICRC 
mandate, which is specifically 

focused on the national level, 
where such harvest strategies 
are not as effective. 

10 
Define linkages between PNMS and appropriate 
conventions/treaties including a roadmap for stronger 
inclusions and/or signature/ratification if appropriate 

Completed 
 

11 

Undertake the appropriate activities and stakeholder 
engagements in order to confirm the description of the 
PNMS and/or areas within as EBSAs (Ecological or 

Biological Significant Areas). This to include scientific 
studies and analysis as appropriate and as feasible 

Not implemented. Activity 
requires data which is currently 

limited for the PNMS.   

The project funds are not 
sufficient to support research at 
this scale, so this was not 

implemented. 

12 

Review the feasibility and initiate appropriate actions and 
negotiations with relevant bodies and stakeholders for 
designation of the ONMS as A. a World Heritage Site 
and B. a Particularly Sensitive Sea Area 

Not implemented. Activity 
requires data which is currently 

limited for the PNMS.   

The project funds are not 
sufficient to support research at 
this scale, so this was not 
implemented. 

13 
Support to due process for confirming MPA boundaries 
with adjoining national EEZs 

On-going, long term. 
 

14 
Identification of Capacity Building and Training needs 
through a stakeholder engagement process 

Completed 
 

15 
Development of modular training courses (governance, 
management and technical) based on best lessons and 
practices arising from Component 4 

Completed 
 

16 
Development and adoption of a 5-year CB&T plan in 
alignment with the 5-Year PNMS Strategic Management 
Plan.  

Completed 
 

17 
Establishment of agreements with partners on CB&T 
support and mentoring to deliver on CB&T 5-year Plan 

Completed 
 

18 
Implementation of CB&T Programme including 
monitoring of achievements and delivery 

Project funds do not support a 
sustained program. A CB&T 
Programme requires sustained 

funding.   

Sustainable financing (including 

long-term support for a CB&T 
programme) is simply 
unachievable within the duration 

of the project and the amount 
of funds that were available. 

19 
Hire staff and procure equipment as necessary to ensure 
that the DMLE Operations Room/center is fully 
operational on a 24-hour basis 

On-going 
 

20 
On-going implementation of MCS protocols and support 
by ensuring staff are fully conversant with procedures 
and trained in use of equipment and response strategies. 

On-going 
 

21 

Develop and implement a monitoring 
programme/schedule and operational plan for interactive 

monitoring managed from the Operations 
Room/Centre. This will require formal agreements with 
international partners including FFA Surveillance Center; 

Satellite tracking provider in USA, etc. to ensure daily 
and on-going surveillance measures are in place 

On-going 

 

22 
Review feasibility of combined aerial/ sea-going 
surveillance using drone(s) as well as aircraft  

On-going 
 

23 

If feasible, develop and implement work-plan for 

expanded surveillance using unmanned drones and 
patrol vessels. 

On-going 

 

24 

Collaborate with FFA and other appropriate bodies and 

partners within the WCPFC to develop and implement a 
roadmap for electronic surveillance and reporting within 
the MDZ and associated landing areas. 

On-going 

 

25 

Review of options (and adoption where appropriate) for 

use of other innovative technological approaches for 
fisheries monitoring and management within the DFZ 
(e.g., FAD Deployment and Tracking) 

On-going 

 

26 
Value of ecosystem goods and services 

assessed/estimated 

Not implemented. Activity 
requires data which is currently 
limited for the PNMS.   

The project funds are not 
sufficient to support research at 
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this scale, so this was not 

implemented. 

27 

Analysis of ecotourism revenues and cost-benefits of 
securing and protecting ecosystem goods and service. 

This to include percentage/percentage/number of 
revenues/benefits available for the state level and 
national level 

Not implemented. Activity 

requires data which is currently 
limited for the PNMS.   

The project funds are not 
sufficient to support research at 

this scale, so this was not 
implemented. 

28 
Identification of cost-recovery and financing mechanisms 

to support PNMS and DFZ 

Not implemented. There was 
some level of implementation 
which resulted in the report and 

recommendations for potential 
pathways to sustainable 
financing.   

Next steps were not feasible 
due to the on-going MSP 
exercise. 

29 

Identification of potential improved revenues resulting 
from more effective management of both PNMS and 

DFZ which can be channeled toward community and 
state activities and benefits 

Not implemented. There was 
some level of implementation 
which resulted in the report and 

recommendations for potential 
pathways to sustainable 
financing.   

Next steps were not feasible 
due to the on-going MSP 
exercise. 

30 

Negotiation of Vessel Day Scheme fees within the 
Parties to the Nauru Agreement based on protection of 

regional biomass and spawning/migrating zone for 

commercial pelagic 

On-going 

 

31 
Sustainable funding mechanism agreed, adopted and 
implemented 

On-going 
 

32 
Undertake a review of available best lessons and 
practices that can be used by this project and 
incorporate these into appropriate activities/outcomes 

On-going 
 

33 
Adopt a program for sharing information through direct 
interaction in-country, regionally and globally (e.g. 
through ‘twinning’’ exercises) 

On-going 
 

34 

Review of best lessons and practices from this project 
leading to formal publication and IW: LEARN Experience 
Notes for use by other SIDS and similar national 

circumstances.  

On-going 

 

35 
Lessons and best practices reviewed and revised into 
modular training courses and capacity building materials 

to feed into CB&T outputs and activities under 1.1 

Completed 
 

36 
Establishment of a specific section/body(s) within the 
PNMS and DFZ administration/ management to focus on 

Communications and Awareness 

Completed 
 

37 

Develop and adopt a Communications and Awareness 
Programme through stakeholder engagement and input 
that target relevant target bodies including a. general 

public, b. communities, c. states d. policymakers, e. 
private sector and f. the regional and global community 

Completed 

 

38 Project Coordination Unit established and staffed Completed  

39 
Regular reporting and assessment of project delivery 
undertaken as per UNDP requirements (Monitoring 
Plan) 

On-going 
 

40 
Independent Advisory Assessment of Project at Mid-
Term (not a formal MTR) 

Completed 
 

41 
Formal Independent Terminal Evaluation of project as 
per UNDP requirements 

On-going 
 

42 

Review of stakeholder engagement and stakeholder 
inputs to and involvement with Project Objective and 
Outcomes (also to be captured in Best Lessons and 

Practices above) 

Not implemented. There was 

some level of implementation 
which resulted in the report and 
recommendations for potential 

pathways to sustainable 

financing.   

Next steps were not feasible 

due to the on-going MSP 
exercise. 

43 
Assessment, revision and adoption of revised and 
updated Partnership Platform process and the role of 

the organizations engaged into management process 

Not implemented. 

Due to the MSP exercise, it is 

not feasible to establish a clear 
management process. 

Source: Project’s Records, 2025 
 

5.22 Project’s strategy 
• Strengthening institutional and management frameworks: Strengthen and fully implement the PNMS institutional, 

management, and regulatory framework through enhanced support at the national, regional, and global levels.  
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• Improved governance and management: Enhance the governance of the PNMS and DFZ by building capacity, skills, and 

knowledge at state, national, regional, and NGO levels. 

• Enforcement of regulations: Ensure effective and sustainable enforcement of all regulations and laws related to PNMS 

and DFZ in close collaboration with Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Convention (WCPFC), Forum Fisheries 

Agency (FFA), and Partners to the Nauru Agreement (PNA). 

• Financial sustainability: Ensure the financial sustainability of the PNMS and its administrative and management systems 

for the long term. 

• Broader stakeholder support: Foster stronger stakeholder backing for the PNMS and DFZ, including from state, 

national, and international communities, as well as for associated benefits and fees. 

 
5.23 Related projects/initiatives of PICRC contributing to the PNMS project 
1. Project with Ocean Exploration Trust 

• Mapping of the PNMS and various scientific research activities were conducted, along with outreach and education efforts. 

• The project also supported the development of Guiding Principles for Cultural Protocols in Offshore Scientific Expeditions. 

 

2. Project with the Marine Conservation Institute 

• With its support, the project facilitated outreach activities aligned with the PNMS offshore expedition in collaboration with 

Ocean Exploration Trust and their vessel, E/V Nautilus. 

 
3. Project with Blue Natura Alliance 

• The project focused on research activities in the PNMS, supporting a scientific expedition using a live-aboard vessel. 

 

5.24 Outcomes wise GRES scale and their rationale  
Outcome  Scale and its rationale  

1.1 PNMS Institutional, Management 
and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced 

national, regional and global support 

Responsive: It aligns with gender-responsive resilience levels by integrating 
inclusive governance, equitable access to resources, and gender-sensitive 

policies. Strengthened institutional mechanisms and global support ensure 

women’s leadership, participation in decision-making, and fair benefit-sharing, 

fostering equitable and sustainable resilience in ocean governance. 

1.2 PNMS Institutional, Management 

and Regulatory Framework and 

mechanisms strengthened and under 

Implementation through enhanced 

national, regional and global support 

National, regional level as well as 

NGOs) 

Responsive: By embedding inclusive governance, equitable access to resources, 

and gender-sensitive policies, it aligns with gender-responsive resilience levels. 

Strengthened frameworks and multi-level support foster women's active 

participation, leadership, and equitable benefit-sharing, driving sustainable and 

inclusive resilience in ocean governance. 

2.1 All regulations and laws 

pertaining to PNMS and DFZ 

enforced effectively and sustainably 

In further close collaboration with 

WCPFC, FFA and PNA  

Responsive: By ensuring inclusive enforcement of laws, equitable access to 

resources, and gender-sensitive regulatory measures, it aligns with gender-

responsive resilience levels. Strengthened collaboration with WCPFC, FFA, and 

PNA promotes women’s participation, leadership, and equitable benefits, 

contributing to sustainable and inclusive resilience in fisheries governance. 

3.1 Long-term mechanisms to 

support financial sustainability and 

security PNMS and its associated 

administrative and management 

arrangements are negotiated and 

identified 

Responsive: Ensuring equitable access to financial resources, inclusive decision-

making, and gender-sensitive funding mechanisms, this approach aligns with 

gender-responsive resilience levels. By strengthening long-term financial 

sustainability, it supports women’s active participation in marine resource 

management and economic opportunities, fostering equitable and sustainable 

resilience in governance. 

4.1 Strong stakeholder support for 

the PNMS and DFZ and associated 

benefits and fees at the broad 

stakeholder level including the state, 

national, and international 

Responsive: This approach aligns with gender-responsive resilience levels by 

ensuring equitable access to financial resources, inclusive decision-making, and 

gender-sensitive funding mechanisms. It strengthens long-term financial 

sustainability while supporting women’s active participation in marine resource 

management and economic opportunities, ultimately fostering equitable and 

sustainable resilience in governance. 

4.2 Effective Project Management, 

Monitoring and Evaluation  

 

Transformative: It drives gender-transformative change by embedding gender-

responsive project management, M&E, ensuring that policies and practices tackle 

underlying inequalities. By integrating gender-disaggregated data, equitable 

decision-making, and accountability mechanisms, it fosters systemic shifts 

toward inclusive, sustainable, and equitable resilience. 
Note: GRES addresses five scales: Negative, Blind, Targeted, Responsive, and Transformative, in a progressive manner. 

 
A thorough GRES analysis revealed that 5 outcomes were categorized as "responsive," while one was categorized as 

"transformative", see Table 9.
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5.25 Project budget and expenditures  

Outcome and PMC 
2021 2022 2023 2024 Total as of (2024) 

Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual Planned Actual 

Component 1 145,300 23,000.00 355,401 116,053.50 467,238.50 211,996.95 339,114.16 323,686.18 1,307,053.66 674,736.63 

Component 2 31,950 28,918.04 145,000 64,498.44 316,514.11 110,963.14 204,572.00 113,692.21 698,036.11 318,071.83 

Component 3 34,273 0 73,000 3,700.00 168,911.50 22,050.00 60,000.00 34,014.07 336,184.50 59,764.07 

Component 4 37,300 121,687.79 116,000 51,762.95 58,727.00 126,184.85 127,000.00 88,246.45 339,027.00 387,882.04 

PMU Costs 0 0 52,500 32,445.60 47,038.89 63,245.13 41,690.84 36,441.57 141,229.73 132,132.30 

 248,823.00 173,605.83 741,901.00 268,460.49 1,058,430.00 534,440.07 772,377.00 596,080.48 2,821,531.00 1,572,586.87 

*Planned budget is based on 2023 and 2024 approved AWP while the actual expenditures are based on CDRs as of February 1, 2025 

 

5.26 Project budget and expenditures (with percentage)  

Outcome and PMC 

2021 2022 2023 2024 Total as of (2024) 

Planned Actual % progress  Planned Actual % progress  Planned Actual % progress  Planned Actual % progress  Planned Actual % progress  

Component 1 145,300 23,000 15.83% 355,401 116,053.50 32.65% 467,238.50 211,996.95 45.37% 339,114.16 323,686.18 95.45% 1,307,053.66 674,736.63 51.62% 

Component 2 31,950 28,918.04 90.51% 145,000 64,498.44 44.48% 316,514.11 110,963.14 35.06% 204,572.00 113,692.21 55.58% 698,036.11 318,071.83 45.57% 

Component 3 34,273 0 0.00% 73,000 3,700.00 5.07% 168,911.50 22,050.00 13.05% 60,000.00 34,014.07 56.69% 336,184.50 59,764.07 17.78% 

Component 4 37,300 121,687.79 326.24% 116,000 51,762.95 44.62% 58,727.00 126,184.85 214.87% 127,000.00 88,246.45 69.49% 339,027 387,882.04 114.41% 

PMU Costs 0 0   52,500 32,445.60 61.80% 47,038.89 63,245.13 134.45% 41,690.84 36,441.57 87.41% 141,229.73 132,132.30 93.56% 

 248,823 173,606 69.77% 741,901 268,460 36.19% 1,058,430 534,440 50.49% 772,377 596,080 77.17% 2,821,531 1,572,587 55.74% 

*Planned budget is based on 2023 and 2024 approved AWP while the actual expenditures are based on CDRs as of February 1, 2025 
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Annex 6: Evaluation question matrix  
This matrix would be used during the KIIs. The synopsis of the KIIs would be reflected in the evaluation report in quantitative form. Disaggregated data would be included to the extent 

possible.  
Evaluative criteria questions/sub-questions Indicators Data source Methodology 

1. Relevance: How does the project relate to the main objectives of the GEF Focal area, and to the environment and development priorities at the local, regional and national level? 

1.1 Does the project’s objective align with the priorities and policies of the 

government of GRoP local, regional and national level? 
Sub-questions 

• Does the project’s objective align with the priorities and policies of the GRoP? 

• Does the project’s objective reflect the priorities of local 
stakeholders/communities? 

• Level of coherence between project 

objectives and stated priorities of local 
stakeholders 

• Linkages between project objectives and 

elements of relevant policies  

• Reports of GRoP and IP  

• Relevant policies and project document  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports 

• Websites 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• KIIs 

• Desk review 

• Document analysis 

 
 

1.2 Does the project objective fit GEF's focal area and strategic priorities? 

 Sub-questions 

• Does the project objective align with GEF’s strategic priorities? 

• Does the project objective support GEF’s overarching goals? 

• Level of coherence between project 

objective and GEF strategic priorities 
(including alignment of relevant focal area 

indicators)  

• Reports of GRoP and IP  

• Relevant policies and project document  

• Websites 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Desk review  

• KIIs 

• Document analysis 

 

2. Coherence: What synergies and interlinkages exist between this intervention and other initiatives undertaken by UNDP? Additionally, how consistent is the intervention with the efforts of other actors operating in the same context? 

2.1 What synergies and interlinkages exist between this project's interventions 

and other initiatives undertaken by UNDP (internal coherence)? 

• How does the project align with UNDP’s broader strategies and ongoing 
initiatives within the same thematic area or region? 

• In what ways does the project leverage resources, knowledge, or partnerships 
from other UNDP interventions to enhance its impact and efficiency? 

2.2 How consistent is the intervention with the efforts of government’s 

priorities? To what extent does it demonstrate complementarity, 
harmonization, and coordination, and how effectively does it add value while 
avoiding duplication of efforts? 

• How well does the intervention align with the priorities, strategies, of the 
government working in the same context? 

• What mechanisms were used to ensure complementarity, harmonization, and 

coordination with other actors, and how successful were they in minimizing 
duplication while maximizing value? 

 

• Measures how well the project's activities 

complement or integrate with UNDP’s 
broader strategic goals or other initiatives in 
the same thematic area or region. 

• Tracks instances of resource sharing, joint 
programming, or coordinated actions, as 
well as the effectiveness of these efforts in 

enhancing project outcomes. 

• Reports of government and implementing 

partners (IPs)  

• Relevant policies and project document  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Desk review  

• KIIs 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

• Measures the level of collaboration and 
coordination with stakeholders working in 

the same context. 

• Assesses the degree to which the 
intervention complements and harmonizes 

with the efforts of other actors while 
adding unique value. 
 

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Relevant policies and project document  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Desk review  

• KIIs 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 

•  

3. Effectiveness: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been achieved? 

3.1 Are the project’s expected outcomes and objectives likely to be met? To 
what extent are they likely to be met?  

Sub-questions 

• Were the project's expected outcomes and objectives achieved? 

• To what extent were these outcomes and objectives fulfilled? 

 

• Level of progress toward project indicator 
targets relative to expected level at current 

point of implementation  

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Observation 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
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3.2 What are the key factors reported to achievements and barrier that are 
responsible for under achievement? 

Sub-questions 

• What are the key factors reported to the project’s success? 

• What factors are reported to any underachievement in the project? 
 

 

• Level of documentation of and preparation 
for project risks, assumptions and impact 

drivers  

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Observation 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 

  

4. Efficiency: Was the project implemented efficiently, in line with international and national norms and standards? 

4.1 Is the project cost-effective?  Are expenditures in line with national and 

international norms and standards? To what extent is the project leveraging 
additional resources (co-financing)? 
Sub-questions 

• Based on your information, are the project expenditures aligned with 

international standards and norms? 

• Did you observe or report any issues that may undermine the transparency of 

the project's finances? 

• Quality and adequacy of financial 

management procedures (in line with UNDP 
and national policies, legislation, and 
procedures)  

• Financial delivery rate vs. expected rate  

• Management costs as a percentage of total 
costs  

• Cost of project inputs and outputs relative 
to norms and standards for GEF projects in 
the country or region  

• Reports of government and implementing 

partners (IPs)  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Relevant policies and project document  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• Audit reports 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 

 

4.2 Is the project implementation approach efficient/timeliness for delivering 
the planned project results?  

Sub-questions 

• Is the project implementation approach efficient in delivering the planned 
results? 

• Is the project being implemented promptly to achieve the planned outcomes? 

• Adequacy of implementation structure and 
mechanisms for coordination and 

communication  

• Planned and actual level of human resources 
available  

• Extent and quality of engagement with 

relevant partners/partnerships  

• Quality and adequacy of project monitoring 

mechanisms (oversight bodies’ input, quality 
and timeliness of reporting, etc.) 

• Project milestones in time  

• Planned results affected by delays  

• Required project adaptive management 

measures related to delays  

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Training reports  

• Audit reports 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 

 

5. Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, socio-political, and/or environmental risks to sustaining long-term project results? 

5.1 To what extent will the project results depend on continued financial 
support, and is there a likelihood that the required resources will be available 
to sustain them after GEF assistance ends? 
Sub-questions 

• To what extent will the project results depend on continued financial support? 

• Is there a likelihood that the required resources will be available to sustain the 

project results after GEF assistance ends? 

• Financial requirements for maintenance of 
project benefits  

• Level of expected financial resources 

available to support maintenance of project 
benefits  

• Potential for additional financial resources 

to support maintenance of project benefits 

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• Audit reports  

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
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5.2 To what extent are the project results dependent on social and o-political 
factors?  

Sub-questions 

• To what extent are the project results dependent on socio-political factors? 

• How might socio-political factors influence the achievement of the project 
results? 

• Existence of socio-political risks to project 
benefits  

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Media reports, case studies  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

•  Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

5.3 To what extent are the project results dependent on issues relating to 
institutional frameworks and governance?  
Sub-questions 

• What spot checks or audit findings have contributed to improving national 
capacities, as identified during the design phase through the micro-capacity 
assessment? 

• How might issues related to institutional frameworks and governance affect the 
project results? 

• Existence of institutional and governance 
risks to project benefits  

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Training reports  

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

5.4 Are there any environmental risks that can undermine the future flow of 
project impacts and Global Environmental benefits?  
Sub-questions 

• Are there any environmental risks that could undermine the future impact of 
the project? 

• How might these environmental risks affect the generation of global 

environmental benefits? 

• Existence of environmental risks to project 
benefits  

• Reports of government and implementing 
partners (IPs)  

• Media reports, case studies  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
  

6. Impact: Are there indications that the project has contributed to, or enabled progress toward reduced environmental stress and/or improved ecological status? 

6.1 Are the anticipated outcomes likely to contribute to the achievement of 
the project objective? 

Sub-questions 

• Are the anticipated outcomes likely to contribute to the project’s objective? 

• How likely are the anticipated outcomes to help achieve the project’s objective? 

• Existence of logical linkages between project 

outcomes and impacts  

• Media reports, case studies  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• KIIs 

• Desk review 

• Most significant change  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

6.2 Are impact level results contributed to reduced environmental stress 

and/or improved ecological status? 
Sub-questions 

• Have impact-level results contributed to reducing environmental stress? 

• Have impact-level results improved the ecological status? 

• Environmental indicators  

• Level of progress through the project’s 
Theory of Change  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Most significant change 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

7. Cross-cutting issues  
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Gender, risk assessment and disability  
7.1 How did the project contribute to gender equality and women’s 

empowerment, and in what ways did its gender results advance the project’s 

outcomes? Is the project ensuring that the issues and concerns of people with 
disabilities are addressed? 
Sub-questions 

• What were the key results reported by the project in advancing gender equality 
and women’s empowerment? 

• How were these results achieved, and what factors contributed to their success? 

• If significant contributions were claimed but not realized, what were the key 
challenges or barriers? 

• Was the project effectively addressing gender issues throughout its 

implementation?  

• What actions should UNDP and the government take in the next phase to 
strengthen gender mainstreaming and women’s empowerment? 

• Level of progress of gender action plan and 
gender indicators in results framework  

• Existence of logical linkages between gender 

results and project outcomes and impacts  

• Number of PwDs reached from the project 

services  

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 
Primary data collected during TE mission 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

7.2 How did the project identify different categories of risks, and how is it 

safeguarding against them through the SESP? How has SESP been instrumental 

in analyzing disaster risk reduction, climate change mitigation and adaptation, 
as well as crisis prevention and recovery? 

• How did the project identify and categorize different risks, and what measures 

are in place to safeguard against them through the Social and Environmental 
Standards Procedure (SESP)? 

• In what ways has SESP been instrumental in addressing key issues related to 

disaster risk reduction, climate change mitigation and adaptation, and crisis 
prevention and recovery? 

• Percentage of identified risks categorized 

and mitigated through the application of the 

Social and Environmental Standards 
Procedure (SESP) in project activities. 

• Extent to which SESP has contributed to the 

analysis and integration of disaster risk 
reduction, climate change mitigation and 
adaptation, and crisis prevention and 

recovery in project design and 
implementation. 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• KIIs 

• Desk review  

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 

•  

Human rights 

6.3 To what extent have project integrated “human rights-based approach” in 
the design, implementation and monitoring of the project?  
Sub-questions 

• To what extent has the project integrated a human rights-based approach in its 

design and implementation? 

• How has the human rights-based approach been incorporated into the 

monitoring of the project? 

• Level of achievement (as laid out in the log-

frame, target vs. achievements) 

• Achievement of outputs (qualitative, 

quantitative) and description of activities 

• Achievements on partnership, GESI and 

human rights 

 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 

• Primary data collected during TE mission 

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• KIIs 

• Desk review 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

Other (climate change mitigation and adaptation, disaster prevention 
and recovery)  
6.2 To what extent has the project addressed the issues under “other” in 

the design, implementation and monitoring of the project?  
Sub-questions 

• To what extent has the project addressed the issues categorized as "other" in 

its design, implementation, and monitoring phases?   

• How effectively have these "other" issues been integrated into the project’s 
overall strategy and evaluation process? 

• Percentage of project activities or 
components where "other" issues were 
explicitly incorporated during design, 

implementation, and monitoring stages. 

• Percentage of stakeholders who agree or 
strongly agree that the project adequately 

addressed "other" issues throughout its 
design, implementation, and monitoring 
phases. 

• Media reports, case studies  

• PIR/PIMS/monitoring reports  

• Meeting minutes  

• Training reports  

• Project documentation 

• Websites 

• Project staff and project partners 
Primary data collected during TE mission 

• KIIs 

• Desk review 

• Document analysis 

• Data analysis 
 

 

Annex 7: Evaluation question  
a. Key informant interview 

Criteria and evaluation questions Government 
officials  

Non-government 
officials  

Project 
staff 

UNDP 
officials  

A. Relevance     

1. Does the project’s objective align with the priorities and policies of the GRoP local, regional and national level? x x x x 
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2. Does the project objective fit GEF's focal area and strategic priorities? x  x x 

B. Coherence      

3. What synergies and interlinkages exist between this project's interventions and other initiatives undertaken by UNDP (internal coherence)? x  x x 

4. How consistent is the intervention with the efforts of other actors in the same context? To what extent does it demonstrate complementarity, 
harmonization, and coordination, and how effectively does it add value while avoiding duplication of efforts? 

x x x x 

C. Effectiveness      

5. Are the project’s expected outcomes and objectives likely to be met? To what extent are they likely to be met? x x x x 

6. What are the key factors contributing to project success (achievement) and risks/barrier that are responsible for under achievement?  x  x x 

D. Efficiency     

7. Is the project cost-effective?  Are expenditures in line with national and international norms and standards? To what extent is the project 

leveraging additional resources (co-financing)? 

x  x x 

8. Is the project implementation approach efficient/timeliness for delivering the planned project results?  x  x x 

E. Sustainability     

9. To what extent will the project results depend on continued financial support, and is there likelihood that the required resources will be available 
to sustain them after GEF assistance ends? 

x  x x 

10. To what extent are the project results dependent on socio-political factors?  x x x x 

11. To what extent are the project results dependent on issues relating to institutional frameworks and governance? x x x x 

12. Are there any environmental risks that can undermine the future flow of project impacts and Global Environmental benefits? x x x x 

F. Impact      

13. Are the anticipated outcomes likely to contribute to the achievement of the project objective? x x x x 

14. Are impact level results contributed to reduced environmental stress and/or improved ecological status? x  x x 

G. Gender, risk assessment, and disability      

15. How did the project identify different categories of risks, and how is it safeguarding against them through the SESP? How has SESP been 
instrumental in analyzing disaster risk reduction, climate change mitigation and adaptation, as well as crisis prevention and recovery? 

x x x x 

16. How did the project contribute to gender equality and women’s empowerment, and in what ways did its gender results advance the project’s 
outcomes? Is the project ensuring that the issues and concerns of people with disabilities are addressed? 

x x x x 

H. Human rights     

17. To what extent has the project integrated a “human rights-based approach” in the design, implementation, and monitoring of the project?  x x x x 

I. Other (climate change mitigation and adaptation, disaster prevention and recovery)     

18. To what extent has the project addressed the issues under “other” in the design, implementation and monitoring of the project?  x x x x 

 

b. Checklist and guide question for FGDs 

1. How many individuals are on your committee/group/network, categorized by gender and any other special designations?  

2. What are the primary objectives of this committee/group/network?  

3. What activities are you involved in within this project? Which activities and processes did you find most engaging, and why? 

4. What were the processes used in selecting the communities, target people/groups, and types of interventions/activities for the project? Are you satisfied with these selection processes? 

If so, what were the reasons for your satisfaction? If not, what challenges did you encounter, and how did the project address those challenges? What alternative approaches can be 

taken to avoid these challenges? 

5. In your view, what are some noteworthy strengths/good practices observed as a result of this project? 

Introduction and Consent 

Hello, my name is ... I am employed by UNDP as an independent consultant tasked with evaluating the performance of this Project. The aim of this evaluation is to assess the project's 

success in meeting its objectives and its efficiency and effectiveness in resource mobilization. I am keen to hear your insights and experiences regarding this project to enable me to make 

more accurate evaluative judgments. I anticipate taking approximately 30 to 45 minutes of your time. Please rest assured that all information you share will be kept confidential and used 

solely for the purposes of this evaluation. 
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6. What areas could be improved to enhance the project's performance? Please provide some examples. 

7. What is the key observable/transformable changes in people’s lives, economy, and overall well-being as a result of this project? Can you provide some solid examples? 

8. How comprehensively has the project integrated gender equality throughout its design, implementation, and monitoring phases? Could you offer evidence and examples? 

9. What was the overall partnership mechanism between the project's partners and the communities? What areas could be further improved? 

10. Has the project effectively addressed the rights of marginalized and excluded populations through its services? 

11. What is your overall feedback and what recommendations do you have for designing future projects of a similar nature? Which actions should be continued, which should be 

discontinued, and what additional activities or processes should be included to achieve a larger impact?  
 

Annex 8: Summary of field visits (KII’s note) 
Project design/formulation   

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Clear, feasible objectives aligned with national policies (11). 

• NIM governance appropriate (12),  

• Stakeholder roles clearly defined; some gaps in coordination and 

evolving priorities. Missing key stakeholders hindering planning (10). 

• 82%: Clear, feasible objectives aligned with  

• Effective gender integration—equal participation, decision-making, and 

benefit sharing (13). 

• Strong gender expertise demonstrated through documentation and 
GAP (12). 

• Strong alignment with national policies; delayed implementation by 16 
months. 

• Clear and robust ToC; policy shifts mitigated through governance and 

financial strategies. 

• Continued national and state government support remained a valid 
assumption (11). 

• Internal/external challenges—limited gov’t capacity, enforcement, and 
resources for PNMS (13). 

• Project aligned with Strong output-outcome alignment via ToC, 

reinforcing strategic relevance 13. 

• ToC—clear, robust, with well-defined problem analysis and targeted 

strategies (12). 

• Concerns that PNMS changes could harm Palau’s ocean conservation 
leadership (12). 

• Some results not fully matured due to early policy shifts and confusion 
(13). 

• best practices using past evaluations for marine conservation (12). 

• Clear role definition, but limited involvement of key agencies in 
implementation (12). 

• Strong PNMS linkages with related initiatives, enhancing impact and 

partnerships (12). 

• GAP’s context-specific analysis prioritized gender equality (11). 

• Well-defined risks; government support remained valid; climate and 

disaster risks underemphasized. 

• Integrated lessons from past conservation efforts, ensuring an 

informed approach. 

• Effective conservation framework; concerns over potential policy 

changes affecting biodiversity leadership. Clear, feasible objectives 

aligned with national policies (10). 

• Strong output-outcome alignment via ToC, reinforcing strategic 

relevance 12 

• Strong gender strategy aligned with national policies; GEDSI 
integration in PMU needs strengthening. 

• Social and environmental safeguards integrated; US$17,500 allocated 
for monitoring. 

• Internal/external challenges—limited gov’t capacity, enforcement, and 

resources for PNMS (11). 

• Project aligned with best practices using past evaluations for marine 

conservation (11). 

• Clear role definition, but limited involvement of key agencies in 
implementation (11). 

• ToC—clear, robust, with well-defined problem analysis and targeted 
strategies (10). 

• Concerns that PNMS changes could harm Palau’s ocean conservation 

leadership (10). 

• Some results not fully matured due to early policy shifts and confusion 
(10). 

• NIM governance appropriate (9). 

• Missing key stakeholders hindering planning (10). 

• Continued national and state government support remained a valid 

assumption (10). 

• Strong PNMS linkages with related initiatives, enhancing impact and 

partnerships (12). 

• GAP’s context-specific analysis prioritized gender equality (12). 

• Effective gender integration—equal participation, decision-making, and 

benefit sharing (12). 

• Strong gender expertise demonstrated through documentation and 
GAP (11). 

 

• Project aligned with best practices using past evaluations for marine 

conservation (7). 

• Strengthened governance, institutional capacity, and regulatory 
enforcement. 

• Financial sustainability strategies incorporated for long-term 
conservation effort’s Clear role definition, but limited involvement of 
key agencies in implementation (7). 

• Strong PNMS linkages with related initiatives, enhancing impact and 
partnerships (5). 

• GAP’s context-specific analysis prioritized gender equality (7). 

• Effective gender integration—equal participation, decision-making, and 
benefit sharing (7). 

• Clear, feasible objectives aligned with national policies (7). 

• Some results not fully matured due to early policy shifts and confusion 
(3). 

• NIM governance appropriate (7).  

• Missing key stakeholders hindering planning (4). 

• Strong output-outcome alignment via ToC, reinforcing strategic 

relevance 7. 

• ToC—clear, robust, with well-defined problem analysis and targeted 

strategies (6). 

• Concerns that PNMS changes could harm Palau’s ocean conservation 
leadership (4). 

• Continued national and state government support remained a valid 
assumption (8). 

• Internal/external challenges—limited gov’t capacity, enforcement, and 

resources for PNMS (7). 

• Strong gender expertise demonstrated through documentation and 
GAP (7). 

• COVID-19 challenges impacted shipments and travel but did not alter 
core risk framework. 

• Aligned with biodiversity conservation goals, promoting sustainable 

fisheries management. 
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Project implementation 

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Strategic partnerships aligned efforts; coordination and resource gaps 

limited effectiveness. 

• Financial delivery at 86%; delays in disbursement due to clearance issues 
and missing documents. 

• Gaps in documenting best practices for regulatory influence and project 
positioning (12). 

• More institutional engagement needed for policy and regulatory impact 

(10). 

• Greater visibility, alignment, and accountability would strengthen 
participation (10). 

• Co-financing secured at 38.61%; planning and tracking in-kind contributions 
need improvement 

• Implementation refined based on policy shifts, feedback, and challenges (10). 

• Participatory approach used, but execution gaps limited effectiveness (8). 

• Inclusive consultations ensured diverse input in decision-making (10). 

• COVID-19 disruptions hindered planned co-financing (11). 

• Co-financing identified and secured, but tracking mechanisms inadequate 
(12). 

• Low co-finance leveraging due to policy shifts and confusion (9). 

• UNDP Fiji MCO’s support ensured robust reporting and risk management 
(12). 

• PICRC ensured timely delivery; 80% of funds utilized (12) 

• Financial efficiency (12) 

• More effort needed to maintain stakeholder visibility and engagement (10). 

• External funds enhanced project outcomes and sustainability (11). 

• Strong M&E plan supported by workshops, board meetings, audits, and 

reviews (12). 

• GEF OFP’s M&E role appreciated despite not being on the project board 
(12). 

• Stakeholder engagement key, but M&E training gaps limited GEDSI data 
collection (9). 

• M&E system well-structured; refining target-setting could enhance progress 

tracking. 

• $147,000 allocated for M&E; gaps in GEDSI-disaggregated data collection. 
Procurement transparency, no financial mismanagement despite COVID-19 

delays (13). 

• Project Board focused on AWP approvals rather than strategic discussions 
(10). 

• Grievance mechanism effectively operationalized, transparent and accessible 
(12). 

• Confident in system's responsiveness and timely resolution, maintaining 

integrity and satisfaction (10). 

• Adaptive management refined implementation based on policy shifts and 

stakeholder feedback. 

• Gaps in documenting best practices for regulatory influence and 

project positioning (10). 

• PICRC managed operations efficiently; procurement and financial 
transparency maintained. 

• Regular project board updates ensured informed decision-making 
and risk response. 

• More institutional engagement needed for policy and regulatory 

impact (6). 

• Greater visibility, alignment, and accountability would strengthen 
participation (12). 

• Inclusive consultations ensured diverse input in decision-making (8). 

• Implementation refined based on policy shifts, feedback, and 
challenges (10). 

• Participatory approach used, but execution gaps limited 
effectiveness (8). 

• COVID-19 disruptions hindered planned co-financing (12). 

• Co-financing identified and secured, but tracking mechanisms 
inadequate (10). 

• Low co-finance leveraging due to policy shifts and confusion (9). 

• More effort needed to maintain stakeholder visibility and 
engagement (10). 

• External funds enhanced project outcomes and sustainability (10). 

• Strong M&E plan supported by workshops, board meetings, audits, 
and reviews (12). 

• GEF OFP’s M&E role appreciated despite not being on the project 
board (12). 

• Stakeholder engagement key, but M&E training gaps limited GEDSI 

data collection (8). 

• UNDP Fiji MCO’s support ensured robust reporting and risk 
management (12). 

• PICRC ensured timely delivery; 80% of funds utilized (12)  

• Financial efficiency (12) 

• Procurement transparency, no financial mismanagement despite 
COVID-19 delays (12). 

• Project Board focused on AWP approvals rather than strategic 

discussions (8). 

• Grievance mechanism effectively operationalized, transparent and 
accessible (12). 

• Confident in system's responsiveness and timely resolution, 
maintaining integrity and satisfaction (12). 

• UNDP oversight ensured accountability, risk management, and 

adaptive learning. 

• Confident in system's responsiveness and timely resolution, 

maintaining integrity and satisfaction (5). 

• Risk management integrated; PIMS+ Risk Dashboard enabled timely 
mitigation. 

• Grievance redress mechanism operational; responsive to social and 
environmental issues. 

• Implementation refined based on policy shifts, feedback, and 

challenges (5). 

• Participatory approach used, but execution gaps limited effectiveness 
(2) 

• Gaps in documenting best practices for regulatory influence and 
project positioning (6). 

• More institutional engagement needed for policy and regulatory 

impact (2). 

• Greater visibility, alignment, and accountability would strengthen 
participation (6). 

• Inclusive consultations ensured diverse input in decision-making (6). 

• Stakeholder engagement key, but M&E training gaps limited GEDSI 

data collection (1). 

• UNDP Fiji MCO’s support ensured robust reporting and risk 
management (7). 

• PICRC ensured timely delivery; 80% of funds utilized (5) 

• Financial efficiency (4) 

• Procurement transparency, no financial mismanagement despite 

COVID-19 delays (5). 

• Project Board focused on AWP approvals rather than strategic 
discussions (1). 

• Grievance mechanism effectively operationalized, transparent and 
accessible (5). 

• COVID-19 disruptions hindered planned co-financing (6). 

• Co-financing identified and secured, but tracking mechanisms 
inadequate (6). 

• Low co-finance leveraging due to policy shifts and confusion (4). 

• More effort needed to maintain stakeholder visibility and engagement 
(7). 

• External funds enhanced project outcomes and sustainability (7). 

• Strong M&E plan supported by workshops, board meetings, audits, 
and reviews (7). 

• GEF OFP’s M&E role appreciated despite not being on the project 
board (3). 

• Policy shifts and pandemic affected financial commitments and 

stakeholder engagement 
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Relevance 

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Strong alignment with Palau’s National Development Strategy; 

jurisdictional and legal uncertainties posed enforcement challenges. 

• Integrated marine conservation with sustainable resource  

• Expanded opportunities for women in sustainable fisheries and 

ecotourism (10). 

• management, economic resilience, and global ocean governance. 
 

• Supported regulatory frameworks, financing mechanisms, and 

capacity building for marine conservation. 

• Aligned with UNDP’s Multi-Country Program Document, UN 
Pacific Strategy, and UNSDCF. 

• Expanded opportunities for women in sustainable fisheries and 
ecotourism (12). 

• Addressed climate change, biodiversity loss, and sustainable 

marine management in the Pacific. 

• Strengthened policy integration at national and sub-national levels for 

ecosystem-based conservation. 

• Enhanced effectiveness and financial sustainability of protected areas, 
reinforcing conservation frameworks. 

• Expanded opportunities for women in sustainable fisheries and ecotourism 
(7). 

• Contributed to SDGs by promoting marine ecosystem resilience and 

biodiversity protection. 

Coherence  

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 

respondents  

IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Strong internal coherence, enhancing UNDP synergies (13). 

• Improved science communication via visuals, training, and 

interactive tools (12). 

• Aligned with UNDP’s Multi-Country Program and complemented 

other biodiversity initiatives. 

• UNDP Fiji MCO provided oversight via board meetings, technical 
groups, and missions (10). 

• Advanced biodiversity and marine conservation through strong 
coordination (10). 
 

• Innovations in outreach, including school programs and radio, 

strengthened community engagement. 

• Advanced biodiversity and marine conservation through strong 
coordination (10). 

• Improved science communication via visuals, training, and 
interactive tools (12). 

• Strong internal coherence, enhancing UNDP synergies (12). 

• UNDP Fiji MCO provided oversight via board meetings, technical 
groups, and missions (10). 

• Contributed to regional and global biodiversity goals, reinforcing 

international conservation efforts. 

• Strong coordination by UNDP Fiji MCO; integrated climate adaptation and 

biodiversity protection. 

• Fostered external collaboration with key stakeholders, enhancing marine 
conservation efforts. 

• Strong internal coherence, enhancing UNDP synergies (7). 

• UNDP Fiji MCO provided oversight via board meetings, technical groups, and 
missions (33). 

• Advanced biodiversity and marine conservation through strong coordination (7). 

• Improved science communication via visuals, training, and interactive tools (5). 

• Partnerships with regional organizations expanded impact and sustainability. 

 

Effectiveness 

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Effective gender-responsive strategies, including skill development for 
women (14). 

• Advanced Palau’s environmental goals, aligning with national 
priorities, SDGs, and UNDP strategies. 

• Developed PNMS Science and Monitoring Strategy (2024-2034) and 

PNMS Strategic Plan (2025-2030). 

• Positive contributions to program outcomes, SDGs, and national 
priorities (13). 

• Strategic adaptations minimized deviations despite setbacks (13). 

• Transformative impact on Palau’s biodiversity sector (12). 

• Mitigation measures minimized risks, except for uncontrollable policy 

shifts (13). 

• Required additional resource mobilization for full implementation of 

strategies and plans. 

• Empowered Indigenous people through skills, entrepreneurship, and 

inclusive policies (12). 

• Advanced gender equality via a human rights-based, inclusive 
approach (12). 

• Faced challenges due to policy shifts, legal delays, and boundary 
uncertainties of PNMS and DFZ. 

• Mitigation measures minimized risks, except for uncontrollable policy shifts 
(12). 

• Empowered Indigenous people through skills, entrepreneurship, and 

inclusive policies (12). 

• Positive contributions to program outcomes, SDGs, and national priorities 
(12). 

• Strategic adaptations minimized deviations despite setbacks (12). 

• Transformative impact on Palau’s biodiversity sector (12). 

• Advanced gender equality via a human rights-based, inclusive approach (11). 

• Effective gender-responsive strategies, including skill development for 
women (12). 

• Strengthened PNMS institutional, regulatory, and management framework 
with national and international support. 

 

• Advanced gender equality via a human rights-based, inclusive 
approach (6). 

• Effective gender-responsive strategies, including skill development 
for women (6). 

• Used adaptive management, risk mitigation, and flexible strategies 

to sustain progress. 

• Ensured stakeholder engagement, institutional coordination, and 
gender-responsive implementation. 

• Positive contributions to program outcomes, SDGs, and national 
priorities (7). 

• Strategic adaptations minimized deviations despite setbacks (7). 

• Transformative impact on Palau’s biodiversity sector (7). 

• Mitigation measures minimized risks, except for uncontrollable 

policy shifts (7). 

• Empowered Indigenous people through skills, entrepreneurship, 

and inclusive policies (6). 

• Urgent need to consolidate unfinished activities and enhance 
knowledge management. 

Efficiency  

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Effective in policy development, capacity-building, and knowledge 
management (11). 

• Training unit cost lower than similar projects, except UNDP’s IAS 
Project (12). 

• Enhanced gender roles in decision-making (6). 
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• Addressed systemic inequalities, boosting inclusion and economic 
participation (13). 

• Improved biodiversity access for marginalized groups reliant on local 

resources (13). 

• Demonstrated cost-effectiveness with strategic resource allocation and 

86.1% expenditure rate. 

• Maintained transparent financial management with no severe risks 
identified in audits. 

• PMU’s cost-effective strategy ensured transparency and adherence to 
procurement protocols (12). 

• Strong transparency and compliance optimized resource use (11). 

• Training unit cost lower than similar projects, except UNDP’s IAS 
Project (12). 

• Enhanced gender roles in decision-making (13). 

• Reduced costs through partnerships, including MoJ and Japan’s support 
for surveillance equipment. 

• Enhanced gender roles in decision-making (11). 

• Effective in policy development, capacity-building, and knowledge 

management (10). 

• Addressed systemic inequalities, boosting inclusion and economic 
participation (11). 

• Improved biodiversity access for marginalized groups reliant on local 
resources (12). 

• PMU’s cost-effective strategy ensured transparency and adherence to 

procurement protocols (11). 

• Strong transparency and compliance optimized resource use (10). 

• Government and PICRC staff involvement lowered operational costs 

and improved sustainability. 

• Effective project management structure enabled timely decision-making 
and adaptive management. 

 

• Effective in policy development, capacity-building, and knowledge 
management (4). 

• Addressed systemic inequalities, boosting inclusion and economic 

participation (5). 

• Improved biodiversity access for marginalized groups reliant on local 

resources (7). 

• Financial protocols ensured compliance but sometimes delayed fund 
disbursement. 

• MTR recommended a no-cost extension, but PICRC chose to 
accelerate activities instead. 

• PMU’s cost-effective strategy ensured transparency and adherence to 

procurement protocols (6). 

• Strong transparency and compliance optimized resource use (6). 

• Training unit cost lower than similar projects, except UNDP’s IAS 

Project (5). 

• Focused on meeting project goals efficiently despite initial delays in 

inception reporting. 

Sustainability 

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Private sector and international partnerships boosted capacity-building 

and business development (12). 

• Improved understanding; systematic lesson-sharing needed for 

knowledge transfer (12). 

• Community engagement, PMU dedication, and UNDP oversight 
ensured success (12). 

• Knowledge products enhanced accountability and transparency (11). 

• Gender initiatives improved representation and addressed GBV (12). 

• Local, national, and global collaboration bolstered environmental 

compliance (10). 

• Coral reef resilience and conservation efforts support marine resource 
continuity (12). 

• Palau ensured PNMS financial sustainability through funds, legal 
commitments, taxation, and alternative financing strategies. 

• PNMS remained a national priority with strong government and local 

support, facing no immediate socio-political risks. 

• Transformative impact on biodiversity, but financial risks remain (12). 

• Legal frameworks require data-driven sustainable financing (12). 

• Sustainable funding depends on well-documented outcomes and policy 
clarity (12). 

• PNMS reinforced biodiversity conservation, marine management, and 
SDG commitments (13). 

• Biodiversity is a top government priority, integral to economy and 

culture (12). 

• Strengthening research, advocacy, and engagement ensures PNMS 
sustainability (11). 

• Stakeholder engagement led to a national blue economic strategy (12). 

• Proposed PNMS amendments challenged legal frameworks, delaying 

key strategic plans and requiring stronger policy advocacy. 

• Institutional collaboration reinforced governance, transparency, and 

regulatory frameworks, supporting long-term sustainability. 

• Strict policies minimized environmental risks, reducing pollution, 

improving waste management, and banning toxic sunscreens. 

• Strengthening research, advocacy, and engagement ensures PNMS 
sustainability (10). 

• Stakeholder engagement led to a national blue economic strategy (11). 

• Private sector and international partnerships boosted capacity-building 
and business development (10). 

• Improved understanding; systematic lesson-sharing needed for 

knowledge transfer (8). 

• Transformative impact on biodiversity, but financial risks remain (11). 

• Legal frameworks require data-driven sustainable financing (11). 

• Sustainable funding depends on well-documented outcomes and policy 

clarity (10). 

• PNMS reinforced biodiversity conservation, marine management, and 
SDG commitments (12). 

• Biodiversity is a top government priority, integral to economy and 
culture (11). 

• Community engagement, PMU dedication, and UNDP oversight 

ensured success (11). 

• Knowledge products enhanced accountability and transparency (11). 

• Gender initiatives improved representation and addressed GBV (10). 

• Local, national, and global collaboration bolstered environmental 
compliance (11). 

• Coral reef resilience and conservation efforts support marine resource 

continuity (11). 

• Knowledge products enhanced accountability and transparency (4). 

• Gender initiatives improved representation and addressed GBV (7). 

• Local, national, and global collaboration bolstered environmental 

compliance (7). 

• Coral reef resilience and conservation efforts support marine 
resource continuity (6). 

• DFZ expansion concerns persist, but partnerships strengthened 
marine monitoring and illegal fishing enforcement. 

• Adaptive management helped navigate challenges, reinforcing 

biodiversity conservation and global commitments. 

• Transformative impact on biodiversity, but financial risks remain (5). 

• Legal frameworks require data-driven sustainable financing (6). 

• Sustainable funding depends on well-documented outcomes and policy 
clarity (6). 

• PNMS reinforced biodiversity conservation, marine management, and 
SDG commitments (7). 

• Biodiversity is a top government priority, integral to economy and 

culture (7). 

• Strengthening research, advocacy, and engagement ensures PNMS 
sustainability (7). 

• Stakeholder engagement led to a national blue economic strategy (4). 

• Private sector and international partnerships boosted capacity-building 
and business development (5). 

• Improved understanding; systematic lesson-sharing needed for 
knowledge transfer (4). 

• Community engagement, PMU dedication, and UNDP oversight 

ensured success (4). 

• Scientific research, stakeholder engagement, and data-driven decision-

making essential for PNMS’s resilience and sustainability. 
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Gender equality and women’s empowerment  

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Women assumed leadership roles, influencing policy decisions and 

reinforcing gender equality commitments. 

• Promoted women’s participation and leadership, enhancing resilience 
to environmental and climate challenges (12). 

• Included gender considerations, encouraged women in fisheries and 
ecotourism, but limited impact on closing gender gaps in resource 
access and control (11). 

• Project enhanced women’s participation in environmental governance 
and fisheries management despite structural barriers. 

• Promoted women’s participation and leadership, enhancing resilience 

to environmental and climate challenges (10). 

• Gender outcomes were not fully transformative but increased 
women's participation and awareness. 

• Included gender considerations, encouraged women in fisheries and 
ecotourism, but limited impact on closing gender gaps in resource 
access and control (10). 

• Systemic challenges persisted in closing gender gaps in resource access 
and control. 

• Included gender considerations, encouraged women in fisheries and 

ecotourism, but limited impact on closing gender gaps in resource 
access and control (7). 

• Project laid the groundwork for future advancements in gender equity 

in marine resource management. 

• Promoted women’s participation and leadership, enhancing resilience 
to environmental and climate challenges (5). 

 

Cross-cutting issues  

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Strengthened marine monitoring and enforcement, addressing illegal fishing and 

depletion (12). 

• Promoted environmental justice by curbing overexploitation and safeguarding Palauans’ 
rights (10). 

• Bolstered scientific data collection, enabling independent stock assessments and 

monitoring (12). 

• Protecting 80% of waters revitalized coastal fisheries, ensuring healthier fish stocks 
(11). 

• Created a dedicated regulatory body for effective sanctuary management and 
compliance (12). 

• Restricting industrial fishing boosted fish stock recovery and ecosystem resilience (12). 

• Assessed potential for scaling and replicating initiatives for other SIDS (11). 

• Launched public awareness campaigns and educational materials for conservation (10). 

• Collaborated with youth and NGOs to inspire ocean stewardship through hands-on 
activities (11). 

• Project supported poverty alleviation by promoting sustainable livelihoods and 

reducing reliance on industrial fishing. 

• Protecting Palau’s waters revitalized coastal fisheries, boosting subsistence and income 
generation. 

• Promoted eco-tourism, sustainable aquaculture, and capacity-building for fishers and 
entrepreneurs. 

• Launched public awareness campaigns and educational 

materials for conservation (10). 

• Collaborated with youth and NGOs to inspire ocean 
stewardship through hands-on activities (8). 

• Strengthened local expertise in marine conservation, 

enforcement, and sustainable fisheries management. 

• Protecting 80% of waters revitalized coastal fisheries, 
ensuring healthier fish stocks (11). 

• Created a dedicated regulatory body for effective 
sanctuary management and compliance (10). 

• Restricting industrial fishing boosted fish stock 

recovery and ecosystem resilience (12). 

• Strengthened marine monitoring and enforcement, 

addressing illegal fishing and depletion (12). 

• Promoted environmental justice by curbing 

overexploitation and safeguarding Palauans’ rights 

(12). 

• Bolstered scientific data collection, enabling 
independent stock assessments and monitoring (11). 

• Assessed potential for scaling and replicating initiatives 
for other SIDS (11). 

• Improved scientific data collection and empowered Palauan institutions 

in ecosystem monitoring and stock assessments. 

• Strengthened marine monitoring and enforcement, addressing illegal 
fishing and depletion (5). 

• Promoted environmental justice by curbing overexploitation and 

safeguarding Palauans’ rights (5). 

• Bolstered scientific data collection, enabling independent stock 
assessments and monitoring (7). 

• Protecting 80% of waters revitalized coastal fisheries, ensuring healthier 
fish stocks (6). 

• Created a dedicated regulatory body for effective sanctuary 

management and compliance (5). 

• Restricting industrial fishing boosted fish stock recovery and ecosystem 

resilience (4). 

• Assessed potential for scaling and replicating initiatives for other SIDS 

(7). 

• Launched public awareness campaigns and educational materials for 
conservation (7). 

• Collaborated with youth and NGOs to inspire ocean stewardship 

through hands-on activities (7). 
 

GEF Additionality 

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Promoting community ownership was crucial for sustaining outcomes and achieving 

GEF's objectives (9). 

• Project ensured sustainable biodiversity conservation and long-term financial 
sustainability. 

• GEF contributions enabled success, positioning Palau as a marine conservation leader. 

• Effective policy reforms and stakeholder engagement were key to the project’s impact. 

• Created a conservation-friendly environment, ensuring long-term marine ecosystem 

sustainability (12). 

• GEF support helped Palau set a regional precedent for MPAs, positioning it as a leader 
in ocean governance (12). 

• Targeted interventions and strong ownership were key for long-term sustainability (13). 
 

• GEF support helped Palau set a regional 

precedent for MPAs, positioning it as a leader in 
ocean governance (11). 

• Targeted interventions and strong ownership 

were key for long-term sustainability (10). 

• Created a conservation-friendly environment, 
ensuring long-term marine ecosystem 

sustainability (11). 

• Promoting community ownership was crucial for 
sustaining outcomes and achieving GEF's 

objectives (10). 

• Palau's success influenced global environmental strategies. Created a 

conservation-friendly environment, ensuring long-term marine ecosystem 
sustainability (7). 

• GEF support helped Palau set a regional precedent for MPAs, positioning it 

as a leader in ocean governance (5). 

• Targeted interventions and strong ownership were key for long-term 
sustainability (7). 

• Promoting community ownership was crucial for sustaining outcomes and 
achieving GEF's objectives (3). 
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Catalytic/ replication effect  

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Innovative model spurred regional discussions on sustainable marine 

governance, especially among PICTs (12). 

• Project set a global precedent for sustainable marine practices. 

• Palau’s EEZ model inspired other Pacific island countries. 

• Integrated PNMS-inspired policies into broader conservation initiatives 
(11). 

• Successful knowledge transfer through manuals, reports, materials, and 

workshops (11). 

• Platforms like workshops and social media raised awareness and spread 
strategies (10). 

• Socio-political factors, including policy shifts, impacted outcomes and 
replication potential (10). 

• A more detailed exit strategy and sustainability plan could have ensured 

long-term success (12). 

• Successful knowledge transfer through manuals, reports, 

materials, and workshops (11). 

• Platforms like workshops and social media raised 
awareness and spread strategies (11). 

• Socio-political factors, including policy shifts, impacted 
outcomes and replication potential (11). 

• A more detailed exit strategy and sustainability plan could 

have ensured long-term success (11).  

• Innovative model spurred regional discussions on 
sustainable marine governance, especially among PICTs 

(11). 

• Integrated PNMS-inspired policies into broader 
conservation initiatives (10). 

• Knowledge transfer through diverse platforms fostered 
replication and long-term sustainability. 

• Regional discussions on sustainable governance and ecosystem-based fisheries 

management increased. Innovative model spurred regional discussions on 
sustainable marine governance, especially among PICTs (6). 

• Integrated PNMS-inspired policies into broader conservation initiatives (6). 

• A more detailed exit strategy and sustainability plan could have ensured long-
term success (6). 

• Successful knowledge transfer through manuals, reports, materials, and 

workshops (6). 

• Platforms like workshops and social media raised awareness and spread 
strategies (4). 

• Socio-political factors, including policy shifts, impacted outcomes and replication 
potential (5). 

Progress to impact 

Stakeholders (government/non-government agencies): 14 respondents  IP (PICRC):  12 respondents UNDP Officials (Pacific, MCO and regional): 8 respondents   

• Project reduced environmental stress through research, community 
engagement, and advanced technologies. 

• Drone surveillance improved enforcement and data collection, 
boosting marine biodiversity. 

• Positive impact on biodiversity (10). 

• Community engagement (education, traditional knowledge) supported 
sustainability (11). 

• Research provided data for sustainable EEZ use and reinforced 
international commitments (11). 

• Palau Council of Chiefs and outreach efforts expanded awareness (12). 

• Blended traditional knowledge with modern practices, promoting 
gender inclusivity (12). 

• Strengthened enforcement with improved surveillance and drone tech 

(11). 

• Effective follow-up (policy integration, capacity-building, institutional 
development) 13. 

• Expanded surveillance and enforcement enhanced government 
oversight (10). 

• Identified challenges: limited capacity, dependency on funding, climate 

change (9). 

• Cultural resistance to new conservation measures needs ongoing 

community engagement (10). 

• Strengthened local capacity, empowering stakeholders to adopt 

sustainable biodiversity solutions with lasting benefits (11). 

• Increased stakeholder engagement, ownership, and empowerment (13). 

• Integration of biodiversity into national policies ensured long-term 
conservation success. 

• Strengthened institutional capacity supported sustainable biodiversity 
efforts. 

• Blended traditional knowledge with modern practices, promoting 

gender inclusivity (9). 

• Strengthened enforcement with improved surveillance and drone tech 

(12). 

• Effective follow-up (policy integration, capacity-building, institutional 

development) 12. 

• Expanded surveillance and enforcement enhanced government 
oversight (11). 

• Identified challenges: limited capacity, dependency on funding, climate 

change (8). 

• Cultural resistance to new conservation measures needs ongoing 
community engagement (12). 

• Strengthened local capacity, empowering stakeholders to adopt 
sustainable biodiversity solutions with lasting benefits (11). 

• Increased stakeholder engagement, ownership, and empowerment 

(12). 

• Follow-up arrangements and policy integration were crucial for 
continued progress. 

• Positive impact on biodiversity (11). 

• Community engagement (education, traditional knowledge) supported 

sustainability (10). 

• Research provided data for sustainable EEZ use and reinforced 
international commitments (11). 

• Palau Council of Chiefs and outreach efforts expanded awareness (11). 

• Scientific research and traditional knowledge contributed to long-term 
marine resource sustainability. 

• Capacity-building efforts enhanced local expertise and ensured 
ongoing biodiversity protection. 

• Positive impact on biodiversity (5). 

• Community engagement (education, traditional knowledge) supported 
sustainability (6). 

• Research provided data for sustainable EEZ use and reinforced 
international commitments (4). 

• Palau Council of Chiefs and outreach efforts expanded awareness (5). 

• Blended traditional knowledge with modern practices, promoting 
gender inclusivity (6). 

• Strengthened enforcement with improved surveillance and drone tech 

(5). 

• Effective follow-up (policy integration, capacity-building, institutional 
development) 6. 

• Expanded surveillance and enforcement enhanced government 
oversight (7). 

• Identified challenges: limited capacity, dependency on funding, climate 

change (4). 

• Cultural resistance to new conservation measures needs ongoing 

community engagement (6). 

• Strengthened local capacity, empowering stakeholders to adopt 

sustainable biodiversity solutions with lasting benefits (6). 

• Increased stakeholder engagement, ownership, and empowerment (6). 

• Empowerment of local stakeholders ensured lasting adoption of 
sustainable solutions. 

Note: The numbers in parentheses represent the highest frequency of responses from each stakeholder category. 
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Annex 9: Theory of change  
Theory of Change – Page 1 

 
STRENGTHENING THE PALAU NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY FOR THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF 

GLOBAL MARINE BIODIVERSITY AND SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES 

 

 

 

Project Component 1 

Institutional and Governance Realignment for Effective Monitoring and Adaptive 

Management within the PNMS 

Project Component 2 

Enhanced Monitoring, Control and Surveillance of Activities within the 

Established PNMS Boundaries 

Project Component 3 

Ecosystem Assessment and Financial Planning for a Long-term Sustainability 

Strategy for the PNMS 

Project Component 4 

Knowledge Management, Monitoring and Evaluation 

Outcome 1.1: PNMS Institutional, Management and Regulatory Framework 

Strengthened and under full Implementation through enhanced national, 

regional and global support  

Outcome 1.2:  Improved and effective management and governance of 

PNMS/DFZ through strengthened capacity, skills and knowledge (including at 

the State, National, regional level as well as NGOs) 

Outcome 2.1:  All regulations and laws pertaining to PNMS and DFZ 

enforced effectively and sustainably In further close collaboration with 

WCPFC, FFA and PNA  

Outcome 3.1: Financial sustainability and security for PNMS and its associated 

administrative and management arrangements are negotiated and identified  

Outcome 4.1:  Strong stakeholder support for the PNMS and DFZ and 

associated benefits and fees at the broad stakeholder level including the state, 

national, and international community 

Outcome 4.2:  Effective Project Management, Monitoring and Evaluation 
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Theory of Change – Page 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STRENGTHENING THE PALAU NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY FOR THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF 

GLOBAL MARINE BIODIVERSITY AND SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES 

Outputs 

A 5-Year Strategic Plan and Roadmap implemented for 

effective institutionalization of the PNMS within 

management, monitoring and enforcement bodies 

A Platform for Partnerships alongside the PNMS to 

support the activities in the Strategic Plan with an 

agreed process for delivery of said support 

MCS role implemented through closer linkages with 

Ministry responsible for enforcement and compliance 

A roadmap and work-plan for sustainable management 

within the domestic fishery zone, plus adoption of 

ecosystem-based harvest strategies 

Compliance of PNMS and DFZ with international 

treaties and conventions and other due processes for 

consolidating the international status of PNMS 

 

Outputs 

Implementation and Delivery of a Capacity 

Building and Training Program  

Outputs 

Full activation and implementation of the MSC 

Operations Room, staff and equipment with 

international linkages for better MCS 

Implementation of interactive monitoring of 

EEZ/PNMS through combining satellite information on 

vessel movements with aerial reconnaissance (drones 

and patrol aircraft) leading to more effective 

deployment of patrol vessels 

Adoption of innovative technology for monitoring 

fisheries within Domestic Fishing Zone, including use 

of E-Monitoring and E-Reporting as appropriate 

 

Outcome 1.1:  PNMS Institutional, Management and 

Regulatory Framework Strengthened and under full 

Implementation through enhanced national, regional and 

global support  

Outcome 1.2:  Improved and effective management and 

governance of PNMS/DFZ through strengthened capacity, 

skills and knowledge (including at the State, National, 

regional level as well as NGOs) 

Outcome 2.1:  All regulations and laws pertaining to 

PNMS and DFZ enforced effectively and sustainably In 

further close collaboration with WCPFC, FFA and PNA  

 

PNMS fully functional with work plan/budget 

Effective national MPA coverage increased  

Capacity enhanced through partnerships 

Adaptive management under implementation 

PNMS fully integrated with international 

treaties/commitments 

EEZ formally agreed confirming extent of MPA 

 

IUU fishing eliminated throughout Palau 

waters 

Domestic Fishing Zone function effectively  
Threat to fish stocks in EEZ removed 
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Theory of Change – Page 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

STRENGTHENING THE PALAU NATIONAL MARINE SANCTUARY FOR THE CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF GLOBAL MARINE BIODIVERSITY 

AND SUSTAINABLE FISHERIES 

Outputs 

Detailed assessment of the economic value of the 

market and non-market marine ecosystem services 

within the oceanic jurisdiction of Palau 

A sustainable funding roadmap adopted and under 

implementation that identifies and confirms cost 

recovery and financing mechanisms (e.g. from 

tourism, levies and taxation on fisheries products, 

etc.) 

Outputs 

Lessons and practices from other similar projects and 

initiatives both within and outside the GEF ‘stable’ 

incorporated into project activities and deliverables, 

along with sharing of information and close 

cooperation on complementary activities 

Capture and appropriate distribution of Best Lessons 

and Practices from the Project in a user-friendly 

format to support further capacity building and 

training and to encourage replication and/or scaling 

up as and where appropriate 

A communications and awareness outreach program 

established and delivered that explains the function 

and benefits derived from the PNMS and DFZ 

 

Outputs 

Project management structure in place, functional 

and under appropriate monitoring for delivery of the 

GEF Project Objectives including full use of a formal 

M&E process  

Updated stakeholder and partner engagement 

process/strategy in the project in support of its long-

term objectives 

 

Outcome 3.1:   Financial sustainability and security for 

PNMS and its associated administrative and management 

arrangements are negotiated and identified 

Outcome 4.1: Strong stakeholder support for the PNMS and 

DFZ and associated benefits and fees at the broad 

stakeholder level including the state, national, and 

international community 

Outcome 4.2: Effective Project Management, Monitoring 

and Evaluation  

 

Best lessons and practices for MPA management and 

sustainable fisheries captured and replicated as 

appropriate 

Stakeholders informed, aware and interacting 

Efficient and sustainable management of the PNMS 

and DFZ proven through monitoring 

Broad Stakeholder Engagement and Partnerships 

PNMS financially sustainable 

Ocean ecosystem goods and services conserved and 

supporting Palau economy 

Awareness of value of PNMS enhanced 
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Annex 10: TE Rating scales 
Ratings for Outcomes, Effectiveness, Efficiency,  

M&E, Implementation/Oversight, Execution, Relevance  

Sustainability ratings:   

  

• 6 = Highly Satisfactory (HS): exceeds expectations and/or no 
shortcomings   

• 5= Satisfactory (S): meets expectations and/or no or minor 
shortcomings  

• 4= Moderately Satisfactory (MS): more or less meets expectations 
and/or some shortcomings  

• 3 = Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU): somewhat below expectations 
and/or significant shortcomings  

• 2 = Unsatisfactory (U): substantially below expectations and/or major 
shortcomings  

• 1 = Highly Unsatisfactory (HU): severe shortcomings  

• Unable to Assess (U/A): available information does not allow an 
assessment  

• 4 = Likely (L): negligible risks to 
sustainability  

• 3 = Moderately Likely (ML): 
moderate risks to sustainability  

• 2 = Moderately Unlikely (MU): 
significant risks to sustainability  

• 1 = Unlikely (U): severe risks to 
sustainability  

• Unable to Assess (U/A): Unable to 
assess the expected incidence and 
magnitude of risks to sustainability  

  

 

Annex 11: Signed UNEG Code of Conduct form  

 

Evaluation Consultant Agreement Form  

Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN system:  

Name of Evaluator: Dr. Dhruba Gautam 

Name of Consultancy/organization: N/A  

 I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct for 

Evaluators:  

  

Signed at: Kathmandu on Jan 14, 2025 

  
 

Signature:  
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Annex 12: Signed TE Report Clearance form  
 

Terminal Evaluation Report for Strengthening the Palau National Marine Sanctuary for the 

Conservation and Management of Global Marine Biodiversity and Sustainable Fisheries  

 

Reviewed and Cleared By:  

  

Commissioning Unit (M&E Focal Point)  

  

Name:  

  

Signature:                                                       Date:  

  

Regional Technical Advisor (Nature, Climate and Energy)  

  

Name:  

 

Signature: __________________________________________     Date:  

  

Annex 13: TE Audit trail (in separate file)  

 

Annex 14: GEF core indicators (in separate file)  
 


