
Part I: Project Information 

GEF ID
10780

Project Type
FSP

Type of Trust Fund
GET

CBIT/NGI
CBIT No
NGI No

Project Title 
Enhancing biodiversity considerations and effective protected area management to safeguard the Cook Islands 
integrated ecosystems and species

Countries
Cook Islands 

Agency(ies)
UNDP 

Other Executing Partner(s) 
National Environment Service 

Executing Partner Type
Government

GEF Focal Area 
Biodiversity

Sector 
Mixed & Others

Taxonomy 



Sustainable Development Goals, Biodiversity, Focal Areas, Protected Areas and Landscapes, Community 
Based Natural Resource Mngt, Terrestrial Protected Areas, Productive Landscapes, Coastal and Marine 
Protected Areas, Mainstreaming, Tourism, Infrastructure, Agriculture and agrobiodiversity, Biomes, Lakes, 
Tropical Rain Forests, Wetlands, Mangroves, Coral Reefs, Rivers, Strengthen institutional capacity and 
decision-making, Convene multi-stakeholder alliances, Influencing models, Transform policy and regulatory 
environments, Civil Society, Academia, Stakeholders, Non-Governmental Organization, Community Based 
Organization, Local Communities, Communications, Behavior change, Awareness Raising, Private Sector, 
Individuals/Entrepreneurs, SMEs, Beneficiaries, Type of Engagement, Partnership, Consultation, Information 
Dissemination, Participation, Participation and leadership, Gender results areas, Knowledge Exchange, 
Learning, Capacity, Knowledge and Research, Adaptive management, Indicators to measure change, Theory 
of change, Knowledge Generation, Capacity Development, Innovation, Gender Equality, Gender 
Mainstreaming, Sex-disaggregated indicators, Women groups, Access and control over natural resources

Rio Markers 
Climate Change Mitigation
Significant Objective 1

Climate Change Adaptation
Significant Objective 1

Biodiversity
Principal Objective 2

Land Degradation
No Contribution 0

Submission Date
7/25/2022

Expected Implementation Start
1/2/2023

Expected Completion Date
12/31/2028

Duration 
72In Months

Agency Fee($)
332,782.00



A. FOCAL/NON-FOCAL AREA ELEMENTS 

Objectives/Programs Focal Area 
Outcomes

Trust 
Fund

GEF 
Amount($)

Co-Fin 
Amount($)

BD-1-1 BD 1-1 Mainstream 
biodiversity across 
sectors as well as 
landscapes and 
seascapes through 
biodiversity 
mainstreaming in 
priority sectors

GET 1,202,968.00 16,192,720.00

BD-2-7 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

GET 2,300,000.00 11,451,920.00

Total Project Cost($) 3,502,968.00 27,644,640.00



B. Project description summary 

Project Objective
To safeguard globally significant biodiversity and core ecosystem services through mainstreaming 
environmental issues in key development sectors, facilitating more inclusive natural resource governance, 
and improving the management effectiveness of conservation areas.

Project 
Component

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($
)



Project 
Component

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($
)

Component 
1: 
Mainstreamin
g safeguards 
to conserve 
biodiversity 
and maintain 
ecosystem 
services 
across key 
development 
sectors

Technical 
Assistance

Outcome 1: 
Biodiversity 
and ecosystem 
services 
safeguards 
embedded in 
national and 
island 
governance 
frameworks, 
and policies, 
and 
institutional 
capacities 
strengthened 
across key 
development 
sectors (i.e., 
agriculture, 
infrastructure, 
tourism), as 
indicated by:

- Formal 
adoption and 
initial 
implementatio
n of four 
catchment 
management 
plans, four PA 
management 
plans and four 
island 
environmental 
management 
plans (within 
island 
development 
plans).

- New 
regulations 
formally 
adopted and 
under 
implementatio
n, (a) EIA 
(permitting 
and consent) 
regulations 
under the new 
Environment 
Act; (b) 
Agrichemical 
regulations 
under the 
Pesticides Act 
1987; (c) 
Protected Area 
(PA) 
regulations 
under the new 
Environment 
Act, aligning 
with the new 
Protected 
Areas 
Management 
Policy 
(PAMP).

- Improved 
institutional 
capacities of 
NES, CIT, ICI 
and MOA 
measured by a 
project 
adapted 
version of the 
capacity 
development 
scorecard.

Output 1.1. 
National 
legislation, 
policies, 
strategies and 
plans amended 
or created to 
include gender 
issues and  
safeguard 
KBAs and 
ecosystem 
services from 
unsustainable 
land use 
activities of 
key 
development 
sectors

Output 1.2. 
National 
Environment 
Information 
System (NEIS) 
developed and 
institutionalize
d to support 
intersectoral 
coordination, 
monitoring and 
integration of 
biodiversity 
and ecosystem 
safeguards in 
land use 
planning and 
development 
processes

Output 1.3. 
Regulatory and 
policy 
frameworks to 
safeguard 
KBAs and 
ecosystem 
services 
elaborated in 
Island 
Environmental 
Management 
Plans and 
applied to 
relevant 
catchment 
management 
plans and PA 
management 
plans

GET 773,755.00 5,892,000.00



Project 
Component

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($
)

Component 
1: 
Mainstreamin
g safeguards 
to conserve 
biodiversity 
and maintain 
ecosystem 
services 
across key 
development 
sectors

Investmen
t

Outcome 2: 
Ecosystem 
services 
restored, 
maintained 
and enhanced, 
and globally 
significant 
biodiversity 
safeguarded in 
priority 
catchments 
and managed 
areas, as 
indicated by:

- Priority 
actions in the 
intersectoral 
catchment 
management 
plans adopted 
in the work 
programmes / 
budgets of 
NES, MOA, 
ICI and CIT 
and under 
initial 
implementatio
n.

- Increased 
adoption of 
sustainable 
natural 
resource 
management, 
as measured 
by (a) 20 low-
value grants 
implemented, 
piloting 
innovative 
practices in 
the priority 
catchments; 
(b) zero 
households 
reporting use 
of glyphosate, 
paraquat, and 
imidacloprid, 
based on 
updated MOA 
agricultural 
census; (c) 
80% increase 
from baseline 
in the number 
of tourism 
operators 
certified under 
the Mana 
Tiaki Eco-
Certification 
Scheme.

Output 2.1. 
Audits 
completed for 
priority 
catchments, 
with key 
pollutant 
sources 
(including 
nutrients) and 
responsible 
parties 
identified and 
interventions 
prescribed

Output 2.2. 
Intersectoral 
catchment 
management 
plans and a 
management 
plan for the 
Manuae 
Managed Area 
developed and 
implemented in 
partnership 
with key 
stakeholders

Output 2.3. 
Improved 
gender 
sensitive 
natural 
resource 
management in 
priority 
catchments and 
the Manuae 
Managed Area 
achieved 
through 
adoption of 
innovative 
practices

GET 1,092,705.0
0

8,838,000.00



Project 
Component

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($
)

Component 
2: Improving 
the 
management 
framework to 
effectively 
conserve a 
national 
protected 
areas system 
representativ
e of Cook 
Islands 
biodiversity

Investmen
t

Outcome 3: 
Globally 
significant 
biodiversity 
protected 
across Cook 
Islands 
through 
effective 
selection, 
design, 
management, 
monitoring 
and 
enforcement 
of its PAs 
system, as 
indicated by:

- Improved 
science-based 
protected area 
management, 
as measured 
by the NEIS 
fully adopted, 
serving as 
platform to 
share 
biodiversity 
information.

- Biodiversity 
threats 
reduced, as 
measured by 
two sites 
reporting 
absence of 
invasive rats 
after 
eradication 
interventions.

Output 3.1. 
Management 
plans updated / 
developed and 
operational in 
target PAs, 
with legitimate 
governance 
structures in 
place that are 
inclusive of 
traditional 
management 
systems (i.e., 
House of 
Ariki), gender 
mainstreaming 
objectives, and 
collaborative 
arrangements 
with 
landowners 
and local 
communities

Output 3.2. 
Management 
capacities in 
target PAs 
strengthened 
through 
application of 
PACS, PAMP 
and tools (e.g. 
NEIS), and 
training and 
systems on 
biodiversity 
conservation, 
surveillance 
and monitoring

Output 3.3. 
Effective 
community 
conserved area 
demonstrated 
through a 
newly 
established 
Rarotonga 
Cloud Forest 
PA with 
collaborative 
agreements 
involving 
government, 
traditional 
leaders and 
communities

GET 1,100,000.0
0

8,680,000.00



Project 
Component

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($
)

Component 
3: Raising 
awareness, 
managing 
knowledge, 
mainstreamin
g gender and 
monitoring, 
evaluating 
and 
disseminating 
project 
results

Technical 
Assistance

Outcome 4: 
Globally 
significant 
biodiversity 
protected 
across Cook 
Islands 
through 
effective 
selection, 
design, 
management, 
monitoring 
and 
enforcement 
of its PAs 
system, as 
indicated by:

- Level of 
agreement to 
the following 
statement: 
conservation 
areas/Ra'ui 
have improved 
the status of 
ecological 
systems in the 
Cook Islands: 
strongly agree 
>50%; 
disagree <5% 

- Increase in 
flow of 
knowledge 
and 
information on 
best practices, 
as measured 
by (a) 1,000 
visits 
(between 
project start 
and terminal 
evaluation) to 
the website 
and social 
media 
platforms; (b) 
20 knowledge 
products 
generated and 
disseminated 
(PANORAM
A 
solutions/case 
studies, 
EXPOSURE 
photo-stories, 
factsheets, 
short videos, 
guidance 
documents, 
etc., including 
at least three 
focusing on 
gender 
mainstreaming
.

Output 4.1. 
Gender-
responsive 
Knowledge 
Management 
and 
Communicatio
ns Strategy 
developed and 
implemented, 
including 
annual action 
plans with 
targeted public 
awareness 
programmes to 
promote the 
values of 
biodiversity 
and ecosystem 
services

Output 4.2. 
Gender-
sensitive 
knowledge and 
information 
products on 
processes, best 
practices, 
innovations, 
lessons 
learned, and 
project 
findings 
developed and 
disseminated to 
stakeholders

Output 4.3. 
Participatory 
monitoring and 
evaluation, 
including 
gender 
mainstreaming, 
informs project 
implementation
, decision-
making and 
lessons learned

GET 369,700.00 2,918,000.00



Project 
Component

Financin
g Type

Expected 
Outcomes

Expected 
Outputs

Trus
t 
Fun
d

GEF 
Project 

Financing(
$)

Confirmed 
Co-

Financing($
)

Sub Total ($) 3,336,160.0
0 

26,328,000.0
0 

Project Management Cost (PMC) 

GET 166,808.00 1,316,640.00

Sub Total($) 166,808.00 1,316,640.00

Total Project Cost($) 3,502,968.00 27,644,640.00

Please provide justification 



C. Sources of Co-financing for the Project by name and by type 

Sources of 
Co-
financing

Name of Co-financier Type of 
Co-
financing

Investment 
Mobilized

Amount($)

Recipient 
Country 
Government

National Environment 
Service (NES)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

2,512,500.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

National Environment 
Service (NES)

Public 
Investment

Investment 
mobilized

2,512,500.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Ministry of Finance and 
Economic Management 
(MFEM)

Public 
Investment

Investment 
mobilized

3,596,656.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Infrastructure Cook 
Islands (ICI)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

798,823.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Infrastructure Cook 
Islands (ICI)

Public 
Investment

Investment 
mobilized

8,512,290.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Ministry of Agriculture 
(MOA)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

804,000.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Ministry of Agriculture 
(MOA)

Public 
Investment

Investment 
mobilized

723,600.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Cook Islands Tourism 
Corporation (CIT)

In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

2,008,797.00

Recipient 
Country 
Government

Cook Islands Tourism 
Corporation (CIT)

Public 
Investment

Investment 
mobilized

6,007,762.00

GEF Agency UNDP In-kind Recurrent 
expenditures

167,712.00

Total Co-Financing($) 27,644,640.00

Describe how any "Investment Mobilized" was identified



Recipient Country Government: Recipient government co-financing contributions have been confirmed 
from the National Environment Service (NES), Ministry of Finance and Economic Management (MFEM), 
Infrastructure Cook Islands (ICI), Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) and Cook Islands Tourism Corporation 
(CIT). The public investment co-financing contributions from NES include strengthening the management 
of the government-managed protected areas across the country, including the Suwarrow National Park and 
Takutea, as well as communications and knowledge management, consistent with Outputs 4.1 and 4.2. The 
in-kind (recurrent expenditures) contributions from NES are earmarked to support project management, 
covering the salaries and wages of the Project Manager and Project Coordinator, the professional time of 
NES management and other staff members, including translation services, expenses associated with the 
office space and services of the Project Management Unit (Environmental Partnerships Division), amongst 
other areas. Additional in-kind contributions are allocated to support the execution of project activities 
include logistical support, such as use of NES vehicles and equipment, etc. The public investment 
(investment mobilized) co-financing from MFEM include USD 2,626,410 of Green Climate Fund (GCF) 
financing under the ?Enhancing the National Adaptation Programme? (ENAP) and the ?Simplified 
Approval Process Project Preparation Facility? (SAP PPF). These correspond to investments in LiDAR 
remote sensing & mapping technology, assessments in vulnerability, adaptation and impact analysis, as 
well as support for traditional approaches. MFEM?s contributions also include USD 970,246 of public 
investment funding channeled from the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade (MFAT), which 
will further support the LiDAR remote sensing and mapping technologies. The USD 8,512,290 of public 
investments (investment mobilized) from ICI correspond to further development of policies, legislation, 
regulations, and strategies, such as updates to the Infrastructure Act 2019 and Roads policy and associated 
regulations relating to drainage and streams (contributing towards achievement of Outputs 1.1 and 1.3). 
Additionally, the investments capture improved infrastructure, maintenance and management of the Avatiu 
and Takuvaine streams, which are within the project?s priority catchment areas, and upgrading of culverts 
in the Ruatonga (Avatiu catchment) and Muri areas (adjacent to the Avana catchment) (aligned with 
Outputs 2.1 and 2.2). Furthermore, data collection for decision-making (Output 1.2) and best practice 
guidelines (Outputs 4.2 and 4.3) are part of ICI?s contributions. The USD 723,600 of public investments 
(investment mobilized) contributions from the MOA correspond to further development of policies, 
legislation, regulations, and strategies (contributing towards achievement of Outputs 1.1 and 1.3), 
improved management of and support for sustainable activities within priority catchment areas and 
ecosystems (aligned with Outputs 2.1 and 2.2), and improved communications, capacity building and 
knowledge management (consistent with Outputs 4.1 and 4.2). The USD 6,007,762 of public investments 
(investment mobilized) from CIT correspond to investment across both the Destination Development and 
Destination Marketing branches, such as further development of sustainable tourism policies and strategies 
(contributing towards achievement of Outputs 1.1 and 1.3), improved delivery of and support for 
sustainable tourism activities within key priority catchment areas and ecosystems (aligned with Outcomes 
2 and 3), and extensive communications and capacity building of environmental sustainability throughout 
the tourism sector (consistent with Outputs 4.1 and 4.2). UNDP: UNDP has confirmed USD 167,712 of in-
kind co-financing to support the successful implementation of the project. 



D. Trust Fund Resources Requested by Agency(ies), Country(ies), Focal Area and the Programming of Funds 

Agen
cy

Tru
st 
Fun
d

Count
ry

Focal 
Area

Programmi
ng of 
Funds 

Amount($
)

Fee($) Total($)

UNDP GET Cook 
Islands

Biodiversi
ty

BD STAR 
Allocation

3,502,968 332,782 3,835,750.
00

Total Grant Resources($) 3,502,968.
00

332,782.
00

3,835,750.
00



E. Non Grant Instrument 

NON-GRANT INSTRUMENT at CEO Endorsement

Includes Non grant instruments? No
Includes reflow to GEF? No



F. Project Preparation Grant (PPG)

PPG Required   true

PPG Amount ($)
150,000

PPG Agency Fee ($)
14,250

Agenc
y

Trus
t 
Fun
d

Countr
y

Focal 
Area

Programmin
g of Funds 

Amount($
)

Fee($) Total($)

UNDP GET Cook 
Islands

Biodiversit
y

BD STAR 
Allocation

150,000 14,250 164,250.0
0

Total Project Costs($) 150,000.0
0

14,250.0
0

164,250.0
0



Core Indicators 

Indicator 1 Terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

400.00 1,378.00 0.00 0.00
Indicator 1.1 Terrestrial Protected Areas Newly created 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at TE)

118.00 118.00 0.00 0.00

Name of 
the 
Protecte
d Area

WDP
A ID

IUCN 
Category

Total Ha 
(Expected 
at PIF)

Total Ha 
(Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at TE)

      
Rarotonga 
Cloud 
Forest

      118.00 118.00  
 

Indicator 1.2 Terrestrial Protected Areas Under improved Management effectiveness 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at TE)

282.00 1,260.00 0.00 0.00

Name 
of the 
Prote
cted 
Area

WD
PA 
ID

IUCN 
Catego
ry

Ha 
(Exp
ecte
d at 
PIF)

Ha 
(Expect
ed at 
CEO 
Endors
ement)

Total 
Ha 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
MTR
)

Total 
Ha 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
TE)

METT 
score 
(Baseli
ne at 
CEO 
Endors
ement)

MET
T 
scor
e 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
MTR
)

MET
T 
scor
e 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
TE)



Name 
of the 
Prote
cted 
Area

WD
PA 
ID

IUCN 
Catego
ry

Ha 
(Exp
ecte
d at 
PIF)

Ha 
(Expect
ed at 
CEO 
Endors
ement)

Total 
Ha 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
MTR
)

Total 
Ha 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
TE)

METT 
score 
(Baseli
ne at 
CEO 
Endors
ement)

MET
T 
scor
e 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
MTR
)

MET
T 
scor
e 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
TE)

      
Suwarr
ow 
Nation
al Park

  
4256

National 
Park

162.0
0

980.00 60.00  
 

      
Takitu
mu 
Conser
vation 
Area

  
Habitat/
Species 
Manage
ment 
Area

155.00 64.00  
 

      
Takute
a 
Nature 
Reserv
e

  
5557
0517
6

Habitat/
Species 
Manage
ment 
Area

120.0
0

125.00 36.00  
 

Indicator 2 Marine protected areas created or under improved management 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

2,400.00 14,453.00 0.00 0.00
Indicator 2.1 Marine Protected Areas Newly created 

Total Ha 
(Expected at PIF)

Total Ha 
(Expected at CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at TE)

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Name of 
the 
Protecte
d Area

WDP
A ID

IUCN 
Category

Total Ha 
(Expected 
at PIF)

Total Ha 
(Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Indicator 2.2 Marine Protected Areas Under improved management effectiveness 

Total Ha 
(Expected at PIF)

Total Ha 
(Expected at CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved at TE)

2,400.00 14,453.00 0.00 0.00

Nam
e of 
the 
Prot
ecte
d 
Area

WDP
A ID

IUCN 
Catego
ry

Total 
Ha 
(Exp
ecte
d at 
PIF)

Total 
Ha 
(Expect
ed at 
CEO 
Endors
ement)

Total 
Ha 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
MTR
)

Total 
Ha 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
TE)

METT 
score 
(Baseli
ne at 
CEO 
Endors
ement)

MET
T 
scor
e 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
MTR
)

MET
T 
scor
e 
(Ach
ieve
d at 
TE)

  
Manu
ae 
MPA

  
7102
3

Habitat/
Species 
Manage
ment 
Area

400.0
0

1,403.00 24.00  
 

  
Suwa
rrow 
Natio
nal 
Park

  
4256

National 
Park

1,240.
00

12,995.0
0

60.00  
 

  
Takut
ea 
Natur
e 
Reser
ve

  
5557
0517
6

Habitat/
Species 
Manage
ment 
Area

760.0
0

55.00 36.00  
 

Indicator 4 Area of landscapes under improved practices (hectares; excluding protected areas) 



Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

2411.00 3130.00 0.00 0.00
Indicator 4.1 Area of landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity (hectares, 
qualitative assessment, non-certified) 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

2,411.00 3,130.00
Indicator 4.2 Area of landscapes under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity 
considerations 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

Type/Name of Third Party Certification 
Indicator 4.3 Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems 

Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

Indicator 4.4 Area of High Conservation Value or other forest loss avoided 

Disaggregation 
Type

Ha 
(Expected 
at PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha 
(Achieved 
at MTR)

Ha 
(Achieved 
at TE)

  
Indicator 4.5 Terrestrial OECMs supported 

Name of 
the 
OECMs

WDPA-
ID

Total Ha 
(Expected 
at PIF)

Total Ha 
(Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Documents (Please upload document(s) that justifies the HCVF) 

Title Submitted

Indicator 5 Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefit biodiversity (excluding 
protected areas) 



Ha (Expected at 
PIF)

Ha (Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Ha (Achieved at 
MTR)

Ha (Achieved at 
TE)

157.50
Indicator 5.1 Fisheries under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity considerations 

Number 
(Expected at PIF)

Number 
(Expected at CEO 
Endorsement)

Number 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Number 
(Achieved at TE)

158
Type/name of the third-party certification 
Indicator 5.2 Large Marine Ecosystems with reduced pollution and hypoxia 

Number 
(Expected at PIF)

Number 
(Expected at CEO 
Endorsement)

Number (achieved 
at MTR)

Number (achieved 
at TE)

0 0 0 0

LME at PIF
LME at CEO 
Endorsement LME at MTR LME at TE

Indicator 5.3 Marine OECMs supported 

Name of 
the 
OECMs

WDPA-
ID

Total Ha 
(Expected 
at PIF)

Total Ha 
(Expected at 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at MTR)

Total Ha 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Indicator 6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigated 

Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (direct)

78823
6

288638 0 0

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (indirect)

0 0 0 0

Indicator 6.1 Carbon Sequestered or Emissions Avoided in the AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and 
Other Land Use) sector 



Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (direct)

788,236 288,638

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (indirect)
Anticipated start year of 
accounting

2022 2023

Duration of accounting 20
Indicator 6.2 Emissions Avoided Outside AFOLU (Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use) Sector 

Total Target Benefit
(At 
PIF)

(At CEO 
Endorsement)

(Achieved 
at MTR)

(Achieved 
at TE)

Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (direct)
Expected metric tons of 
CO?e (indirect)
Anticipated start year of 
accounting
Duration of accounting

Indicator 6.3 Energy Saved (Use this sub-indicator in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable) 

Total Target 
Benefit

Energy 
(MJ) (At 
PIF)

Energy (MJ) (At 
CEO 
Endorsement)

Energy (MJ) 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Energy (MJ) 
(Achieved at 
TE)

Target 
Energy 
Saved (MJ)

Indicator 6.4 Increase in Installed Renewable Energy Capacity per Technology (Use this sub-indicator 
in addition to the sub-indicator 6.2 if applicable) 

Technolog
y

Capacity 
(MW) 
(Expected at 
PIF)

Capacity (MW) 
(Expected at CEO 
Endorsement)

Capacity 
(MW) 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Capacity 
(MW) 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Indicator 11 People benefiting from GEF-financed investments 

Number 
(Expected at 
PIF)

Number (Expected at 
CEO Endorsement)

Number 
(Achieved at 
MTR)

Number 
(Achieved 
at TE)

Female 5,801 4,892
Male 5,627 4,696
Total 11428 9588 0 0



Provide additional explanation on targets, other methodologies used, and other focal area 
specifics (i.e., Aichi targets in BD) including justification where core indicator targets are not 
provided 



Part II. Project Justification

1a. Project Description 

describe any changes in alignment with the project design with the original pif  

 

Changes in Alignment with the Project Design with the Original PIF

 

The following adjustments were made to some of the indicative outputs and outcomes outlined in the 
PIF.

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement

Project Objective: To mainstream biodiversity 
conservation and ecosystem services safeguards 
across Cook Islands key sectors, in partnership 
with traditional leaders and communities, to 
deliver sustainably managed protected areas and 
catchments.

Project Objective: To safeguard globally 
significant biodiversity and core ecosystem 
services through mainstreaming environmental 
issues in key development sectors, facilitating 
more inclusive natural resource governance, and 
improving the management effectiveness of 
conservation areas.

 

The phrasing of the project objective as revised in response to a comment raised by the STAP at the 
PIF stage, suggesting  to rephrase the objective ?to make more clearly reflective of what the project is 
trying to achieve?.

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement

Outcome 1: Biodiversity and ecosystem services 
safeguards embedded in national and island 
governance frameworks, policies and institutional 
capacities across key development sectors (i.e. 
agriculture, infrastructure, tourism).

Outcome 1: Biodiversity and ecosystem services 
safeguards embedded in national and island 
governance frameworks, and policies, and 
institutional capacities strengthened across key 
development sectors (i.e., agriculture, 
infrastructure, tourism).

 



The phrasing of Outcome 1 was revised in response to a comment raised by the STAP at the PIF stage: 
?For example, in Outcome 1 we were not sure what it was meant by ?embedding safeguards into 
institutional capacities.?

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement

Output 1.3: Regulatory and policy frameworks to 
safeguard KBAs and ecosystem services elaborated 
in Island Environmental Management Plans and 
applied to relevant catchment audits, PA 
management plans and EIAs.

Output 1.3: Regulatory and policy frameworks to 
safeguard KBAs and ecosystem services 
elaborated in Island. Environmental Management 
Plans and applied to relevant catchment 
management plans and PA management plans.

 

Catchment audits were revised to ?catchment management plans? in the phrasing of Output 1.3.

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement

Outcome 2: Ecosystem services restored, 
maintained and enhanced; and globally significant 
biodiversity safeguarded in priority catchments

Outcome 2: Ecosystem services restored, 
maintained and enhanced, and globally significant 
biodiversity safeguarded in priority catchments and 
managed areas

 

The phrasing of Outcome 2 was revised by adding the term ?managed areas?. The Manuae Managed 
Area was included among the target sites outside protected areas; however, the phrasing of Outcome 2 
in the PIF only mentioned the priority catchments.

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement

Output 2.2. Intersectoral catchment management 
plans developed and implemented, in partnership 
with key stakeholders.

Output 2.3. Improved SLM by households in 
priority catchments achieved through adoption of 
innovative agricultural practices, as a result of 
targeted awareness campaigns and training. 

Output 2.2. Intersectoral catchment management 
plans and a management plan for the Manuae 
Managed Area developed and implemented in 
partnership with key stakeholders.

Output 2.3. Improved gender sensitive natural 
resource management in priority catchments and 
the Manuae Managed Area achieved through 
adoption of innovative practices.

 



The phrasing of Output 2.2 was revised by including the management planning for the Manuae 
Managed Area. The term ?SLM? was revised to ?natural resource management? in the phrasing of 
Output 2.3, and ?innovative agricultural practices? was changed to ?innovative practices?, considering 
that agriculture is not the only sector expected to benefit from the innovative natural resource 
management practices, e.g., tourism and infrastructure are also targeted under Outcome 2. The gender 
mainstreaming dimension of Output 2.3 was also reflected in the phrasing of this output.

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement

Output 3.1. Management plans updated/ 
developed and operational in target PAs, with 
legitimate governance structures in place that are 
inclusive of traditional management systems (i.e. 
House of Ariki) and co-management options with 
communities.

Output 3.2 Management capacities in target PAs 
strengthened through application of PACS, PAMP 
and tools (e.g. NEIS), and training in biodiversity 
conservation and monitoring. 

Output 3.3. Effective co-management 
demonstrated in Rarotonga Cloud Forest PA, 
newly established with partnership agreement 
involving government, traditional leaders and 
communities.

Output 3.1. Management plans updated / 
developed and operational in target PAs, with 
legitimate governance structures in place that are 
inclusive of traditional management systems (i.e., 
House of Ariki), gender mainstreaming objectives, 
and collaborative arrangements with landowners 
and local communities

Output 3.2. Management capacities in target PAs 
strengthened through application of PACS, PAMP 
and tools (e.g. NEIS), and training and systems on 
biodiversity conservation, surveillance and 
monitoring.

Output 3.3. Effective community conserved area 
demonstrated through a newly established 
Rarotonga Cloud Forest PA with collaborative 
agreements involving government, traditional 
leaders and communities.

 

Apart from monitoring, ?surveillance? was added to the phrasing of Output 3.2, e.g., remote 
surveillance is one of the interventions planned under this output. The phrasing of Output 3.3, namely 
the term ?community conserved area? was concluded through PPG stakeholder consultations to be a 
more appropriate term for the proposed Cloud Forest PA.

 

Original PIF Change at CEO Endorsement



Output 4.1. National Communication Strategy 
developed, including annual Action Plan with 
targeted public awareness programmes to promote 
the values of biodiversity and ecosystem services. 

Output 4.2. Knowledge and information products 
on processes, best practices, innovations, lessons 
learned and project findings developed and 
disseminated to stakeholders

Output 4.1. Gender-responsive Knowledge 
Management and Communications Strategy 
developed and implemented, including annual 
action plans with targeted public awareness 
programmes to promote the values of biodiversity 
and ecosystem services.

Output 4.2. Gender-sensitive knowledge and 
information products on processes, best practices, 
innovations, lessons learned, and project findings 
developed and disseminated to stakeholders.

 

Under Output 4.1, the knowledge management was added as a part of the communications strategy, and 
the word ?national? was removed; this will be a project level knowledge management and 
communications strategy. Gender mainstreaming objectives were embedded in the phrasings of 
Outputs 4.1 and 4.2.

 

Changes to the end targets of the GEF-7 Core Indicators:

 

Some changes were made to the end targets of the GEF-7 Core Indicators over the course of the project 
preparation phase, as more information was gathered, and baseline analyses completed. For Core 
Indicator 1, the end target is greater than the 400-ha indicative target included in the PIF. The 
difference is primarily attributed to the size of the Suwarrow National Park (162 ha in the PIF, as 
compared to 980 ha in the CEO ER). A spatial analysis of an aerial photograph concluded that the 
terrestrial area of the national park covers 980 ha. Also, the Takitumu Conservation Area was 
inadvertently not included in the PIF stage core indicator worksheet, although this protected area was 
discussed in the PIF narrative.

 

The cumulative extent of marine protected areas under Core Indicator 2 has also been adjusted 
upwards. The end target of 14,453 ha exceeds the 2,400-ha indicative figure in the PIF. The difference 
is primarily attributed to the calculated size of the lagoon area of the Suwarrow National Park (12,995 
ha), estimated using Google Earth Pro to the outer reef (i.e., to the drop-off into deeper water). The 
lagoon size of Manuae was incorrectly indicated to be 400 ha in the PIF, while the calculated area is 
1,403 ha.

 

With regard to Core Indicator 4, the 3,130-ha end target is 719 ha larger than the 2,411-ha indicative 
figure in the PIF. A fourth catchment (Takuvaine) in Rarotonga was added in place of the indicative 
Aitutaki sites.



 

The estimation of greenhouse gas emissions mitigated (288,638 tCO2e lifetime (20-year) direct project 
GHG emissions) is lower than the 788,236 tCO2e indicative figure included in the PIF. The difference 
is based on updated information of vegetated areas and assumptions made. For example, the Suwarrow 
atoll contains only a few small patches of vegetation, making up approximately 5% of the terrestrial 
area.

 

The estimated number of direct beneficiaries (Core Indicator 11) is 9,588, including 4,892 women 
(51%) and 4,969 men. This is lower than the 11,428 direct beneficiaries indicated in the PIF. The PIF 
estimation included both resident and non-resident populations. The PPG team concluded that the 
estimation should only reflect the resident population.

 

Revisions to budget allocations across the project components:

 

The Component 2 budget was increased by 10% from the indicative value of USD 1,000,000 in the PIF 
to USD 1,000,000, in order to allocate sufficient funds for implementing of priority measures in the 
management plans of the protected areas and for facilitating the establishment of the proposed Cloud 
Forest PA. The budget for Component 3 was also increased by 10%, from USD 336,160 in the PIF to 
USD 369,700, to ensure funds for knowledge management, communications, gender mainstreaming 
and safeguards management, and monitoring and evaluation. The budget of Component 1 was 
respectively decreased by 6.7%, from USD 2,000,000 in the PIF to USD 1,866,460.

 

Co-financing contributions:

 

The overall amount of confirmed co-financing (USD 27,644,640) exceeds the USD 26,787,412 
indicative figure outlined in the PIF. The difference corresponds to higher investments associated with 
complementary GCF-funding projects, as well as from the New Zealand MFAT and governmental 
agencies.

 

The number of confirmed co-financing partners is lower than those listed in the PIF. Co-financing 
contributions, including from civil society organizations, private sector, academic institutions and other 
government agenices, will be sought during project implementation. The University of Newcastle 
Australia (UON) has signed a Memorandum of Understanding with NES (see Annex 31 to the Project 



Document) to provide technical support for the project. Co-financing contributions from UON will also 
be clarified during project implementation, including for supporting the execution of the catchment 
audits under project Output 2.1.

1a. Project Description. 

 

1) The global environmental and/or adaptation problems, root causes and barriers that need to be 
addressed (systems description)

 

Country Overview and Context

 

Cook Islands is a Polynesian island nation[1]1 within the South Pacific Ocean located between 8o and 
23o S latitude and 156o and 167o W longitude. It comprises 15 islands and atolls that amount to a land 
mass of 240 km? scattered across 1.9 million km? of ocean, which constitutes its Exclusive Economic 
Zone (EEZ). There is a Northern Group and a more populous Southern Group of six[2]2 and nine[3]3 
islands, respectively (see country map below in Figure 1 of the Project Document). Northern islands 
are low coral-reef islands and mainly atolls. Southern islands comprise one young volcanic island 
(Rarotonga), one almost-atoll (Aitutaki) and four uplifted limestone-volcanic islands (Mangaia, ?tiu, 
Ma?uke and Miti??ro) and three low coral-reef islands and atolls (Palmerston, Manuae and Takutea). 
The entire EEZ was designated Marae Moana (Cook Islands Marine Park) in 2017.

[1] The total resident population of the Cook Islands is about 14,800 (Cook Islands Census Report, 
2016).

[2] Suwarrow, Penryhn (Tongareva), Manihiki, Rakahanga, Pukapuka and Nassau.

[3] Rarotonga, Aitutaki, Manuae, Atiu, Takutea, Ma?uke, Miti??ro, Mangaia and Palmerston.
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Despite its relatively small terrestrial area, the Cook Islands hosts unique geological, ecosystem and 
species diversity, with many key types of habitats that provide refuge to various threatened, endemic 
and migratory species. Terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems include cloud forests, montane forests, 
remnants of coastal forest, makatea forest, strand vegetation, freshwater lakes and streams, dry and 
fresh water caves, lagoons, and tidal salt marshes.

 

Cook Islands form part of the Polynesia-Micronesia Biodiversity Hotspot[1], where extraordinarily 
high levels of biodiversity and endemism are coupled with severe threats and the highest rate of species 
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extinction on Earth[2]: just 21% of the region?s original vegetation remains in pristine condition[3].   
The Southern Cook Islands biomes were recognized as one of the Global 200 priority ecoregions for 
global conservation with its own designated Cook Islands Moist Tropical Forest Ecoregion[4]4. On 
Rarotonga, the largest and highest of the islands, most lowland forests have been converted through 
human use, but the moderately intact forests on the upper slopes are considered representative of the 
original montane and cloud forests of the Cook Islands. These remain the best examples of primary 
montane rain and cloud forest in Eastern Polynesia[5]5 but their status is considered 
critical/endangered.

[1] Allison A., Eldredge, L.G. 2004. Polynesia-Micronesia ? 197-203. In Mittermeier, R.A et al, 2004, 
Hotspots Revisited ? Earth?s Biologically Richest and Most Endangered Terrestrial Ecoregions, 
Mexico City, Mexico: CEMEX. 

[2] Steadman, D.W. 1995. Prehistoric Extinctions of Pacific Islands Birds: Biodiversity meets 
Zooarcheology. Science 267: 1123-1131.

[3] Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund, 2007, Ecosystem Profile: Polynesia-Micronesia Biodiversity 
Hotspot, Conservation International ? Melanesia Centre for Biodiversity Conservation, Apia, Samoa. 

[4] Olson, D. M., Dinerstein, E. 2002. The Global 200: Priority ecoregions for global conservation. 
Annals of the Missouri Botanical Garden 89(2):199-224.

[5] http://worldwildlife.org/ecoregions/oc0103

The southern islands of Miti?aro, Atiu, Ma?uke, and Mangaia are the remains of ancient volcanoes 
uplifted some 20-60 m above sea level. They have central volcanic hills surrounded by makatea (raised 
coral limestone). Palmerston and Manuae are atolls, Takutea is a small table reef and Aitutaki is almost 
an atoll, where the northern part is a volcanic island surrounded by a barrier reef[1]. 

 

Over 4,000 species have been identified in the Cook Islands and these are recorded in the Cook Islands 
Biodiversity Database[2]. Native and endemic species account for 62% and 2%, respectively, and 4% 
are threatened or endangered with extinction[3]. Endemic species include 6 land birds, of which four 
are in the IUCN Red List of Endangered Species, 20 flowering plants, 4 ferns and 26 land snails, of 
which 14 have become extinct in the last 140 years. The richest terrestrial flora and fauna is found on 
the largest island of Rarotonga, followed by Mangaia, ?tiu, Ma?uke and Miti??ro. 
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The Cook Islands lies along the West Pacific Flyway of migratory birds, many species of which are 
listed in the appendices of the Convention of Migratory Species (CMS), to which the Cook Islands has 
been a party since 2006. Listed species are found on atolls and coral reef islands, notably uninhabited 
Suwarrow, Manuae and Takutea. Where quality survey data is present (i.e., Suwarrow and Takutea) 
these islands have been identified as Important Bird Areas (IBAs) and are designated as protected areas 
for this reason. Birdlife International recognizes 2 endemic bird areas (EBAs). The uninhabited island 
of Takutea is home to the most significant number of seabirds within the Cook Islands. Many seabird 
species that feed or migrate through Cook Islands waters are globally threatened with extinction.

 

Wetlands are limited but key freshwater habitats in the Cook Islands. The four main types are: 
freshwater marshes and swamps on Rarotonga, Mangaia, Atiu, Miti?aro, Ma?uke; permanent 
freshwater lakes on Mangaia, Atiu and Miti?aro; a tidal salt marsh on Rarotonga that is the only 
remaining habitat on the island to one native crab species; and mountain streams on Rarotonga. Being 
the largest (6,739 ha) and only mountainous island (650 m) in the country, Rarotonga has 114.4 ha of 
wetlands and 190.9 ha of swamps.

 

The diversity of marine ecosystems in the Cook Islands ranges between the high islands in the south, 
with shallow lagoons and fringing reefs, and atolls in the northern group characterized by large, deep 
lagoons encircled by coral reef.  Other notable marine ecosystems include two isolated reefs (Flying 
Venus and Tema), seamounts, seabeds and the open ocean water columns. Sixty-one marine species 
present in Cook Islands waters are globally threatened with extinction, including a significant number 
of endemic species that are locally threatened.

 

From the 2021 review of Cook Islands? conservation areas[4], only two terrestrial areas currently meet 
the internationally accepted IUCN definition of a protected area. The IUCN defines a protected area as 
?a clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal or other 
effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services 
and cultural values?. These islands/atolls are Suwarrow and Takutea.

 

Suwarrow, an uninhabited coral atoll in the Northern Group, was declared a National Park in 1978 due 
to the abundant marine, turtle and seabird wildlife it supports. As a KBA and IBA, Suwarrow provides 
key habitat and breeding grounds for many bird species, including Red-tailed Tropicbirds (3% of the 
global population) and Lesser Frigatebirds (9% of the global population) that breed on Suwarrow and 
the migratory Bristle-thighed Curlew[5]. Suwarrow is also home to megafaunal marine species such as 
green turtle (Chelonia mydas; IUCN Red List Endangered: EN), humphead wrasse (Cheilinus 
undulatus; IUCN Red List: EN), giant manta ray (Mobula birostris; IUCN Red List: EN) and whale 
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shark (Rhincodon typus; IUCN Red List: EN; Green Status: Largely Depleted LD), and sperm whale 
(IUCN Red List: VU). 

 

Takutea is a sandy cay of prime uninhabited habitat. It was a sanctuary under individual ownership 
from 1903 until 1950, when it was vested by court order in a board of trustees that included most of the 
Aronga Mana of Atiu. It has since been declared a ?community conserved area under the management 
and control of the Trustees of Takutea? under Section 4 of the Environment (Atiu and Takutea) 
Regulations 2008, which specify that "Takutea" means the island of Takutea and its waters within 12 
nautical miles. Takutea is globally recognised as an IBA with respect to its significant resident colonies 
of seabirds, including the Bristle-thighed Curlew (IUCN Red List NT), listed as a key migratory 
species under the Convention on Migratory Species, as well as the Red-footed Booby (Sula sula; IUCN 
Red List: Least Concern LC), Masked Booby (Sula dactylatra; IUCN Red List: LC), Red-tailed 
Tropicbird (Phaethon rubricauda; IUCN Red List: LC) and Frigatebirds. Coconut crabs (Birgus latro; 
IUCN Red List: VU) are relatively abundant on the island, and it is an important turtle nesting site. The 
GEF-5 Ridge-to-Reef project recorded an as yet unidentified endemic plant during 2019 terrestrial 
assessment of Takutea.

 

Protecting areas for biodiversity are traditionally an integral part of Cook Islands life and culture. 
Various forms of Locally Managed Areas (LMA), including Community Conservation Areas and 
Ra?ui sites, exist without formal protected areas status. A successful example is Takitumu 
Conservation Area, established by private landowners in 1987 and the primary remaining habitat for 
the endemic Rarotonga Monarch (Pomarea dimidiate; IUCN Red List: Vulnerable VU), Rarotonga 
Starling (Aplonis cinerascens; IUCN Red List: VU) and Cook Islands Fruit-dove (Ptilinopus 
rarotongensis; IUCN Red List: Near threated NT), as well as other native fauna and flora. Takitumu is 
managed by the landowners with technical and financial support from NES, local NGOs and agencies 
such as New Zealand Department of Conservation. 

 

Another example is the uninhabited Manuae atoll, managed by a court appointed committee of the 
private landowners. As communicated during the PPG phase, the landowners are currently setting up a 
conservation trust for the sustainable conservation management of this site. The status as a ?protected 
area? (wildlife sanctuary) has been unclear, but the establishment of a conservation trust by the 
landowners would be consistent with the definition of a protected area in Schedule 3 of the draft 
Environment (Aitutaki and Manuae) Regulations 2020[6]6. A recent marine survey[7]7 found that both 
the lagoon and outer reef are in very good condition, and there is an abundance of giant clams, though 
these face high poaching pressure.



 

In 2012, two key events propelled biodiversity conservation to the forefront of the Cook Islands 
development strategy: (i) declaration of the Cook Islands Marine Park (CIMP), an area of 1.1 million 
km2 (61% of the EEZ), later expanded to the whole EEZ and named Marae Moana; and (ii) an 
assessment of Cook Islands? Key Biodiversity Areas (KBAs)[8]8, as part of the Polynesia Micronesia 
Hotspot initiative[9]9 to provide a blueprint of priority sites to target conservation efforts within the 
CIMP that was later extended to the entire EEZ. 

 

Nine terrestrial and four marine KBAs are recognized within the Cook Islands, with a further three 
candidate KBA sites. These are distributed across 13 Cook Islands (exceptions being Nassau and 
Manuae due to lack of survey data), with three located on Rarotonga. Due to the small size of the 
islands (100 ha to 5,200 ha) and widespread distribution of some species on each island, this has 
resulted in entire islands being considered a KBA, with the exception of Rarotonga. A national 
classification system has been drafted for protected areas and a next step is to assess the extent to which 
KBAs are protected.

 

More information is described in the Baseline report on the target catchments, managed areas and 
protected areas in Annex 13 to the Project Document.

 

Global environmental problems, threats and root causes:

 

With its limited land area and increasing urbanization, much of which can be attributed to 
tourism[10]10, intense competing pressures on land resources for housing, agriculture, tourism, water 
and other needs are increasingly exposing Cook Islands ecosystems to anthropogenic impacts that 
threaten endemic terrestrial, coastal and marine biodiversity. Additionally, most of the Cook Islands are 
small, low-lying and isolated, making them particularly vulnerable to climate change impacts such as 
cyclones, droughts and sea-level rise. Specific threats to biodiversity are detailed below.

 

As illustrated in the generalized problem tree illustrated in Figure 2 of the Project Document, the main 
threats and root causes contributing to the environmental problems that will be addressed by the project 
are described below:



 

Unplanned/unsustainable land development: The quality and conditions of the country's inland 
waters and wetlands is poor status and deteriorating with low data confidence (Cook Islands State of 
the Environment, 2018). There is strong pressure from landowners to in-fill wetlands for residential and 
commercial development, altering natural water flow and drainage, further contributing to flood 
events.  In Rarotonga, decreasing land availability generates concerns of development progressing 
towards the mid-slope and upland ecosystems. This demands more stringent land use planning policies 
and associated monitoring and enforcement of development, especially to preserve catchments where 
settlements are encroaching riparian areas, and the remaining unique upland and cloud forest 
ecosystems that are identified as a KBA for their endemic species. The more accessible coastal areas, 
particularly in Rarotonga and Aitutaki, have experienced a significant reduction in their lowland 
forests, salt marshes and other types of wetlands, which remain under threat (especially on Rarotonga) 
from multiple sources, including agriculture, infrastructural development (including tourism) and 
settlement. This has been driven largely by an escalating tourism industry pre-COVID-19, documented 
above20; and the construction of private dwellings over previous decades[11]11. Such development, 
also reflected in an increasingly urban population[12]12, is contributing to removal and fragmentation 
of sensitive habitats, as well as other consequential impacts such as increasing water discharge, runoff 
and nutrient inputs into inland waterways and marine ecosystems. In the immediate foreshore area, 
construction for tourism and other development reduces available habitat for native species, including 
nesting sites of sea turtles and birds, and increases erosion damage to properties and beaches.  Resorts, 
hotels and smaller accommodations have been constructed and are continuing to be constructed in the 
coastal fringes of Rarotonga and Aitutaki. Construction of facilities along coastlines, including sea 
walls and jetties, can dramatically affect the movements of ocean currents, leading to large increases in 
sediment, as well as erosion, with associated negative impacts on the local marine ecosystem.

 

Pollution is considered to be one of the most important threats to Cook Islands? biodiversity, as 
reflected in the degradation of aquatic and lagoon environments from land-based sedimentation, 
nutrient overload and eutrophication, and pollution in the form of agricultural chemicals (pesticides, 
herbicides and fertilizers), other chemicals (e.g. detergents), sewage and other wastes. Land clearance 
and excavation on steep slopes and other poorly designed/executed or inappropriate infrastructural 
development activities contribute significantly to increased freshwater runoff into lagoons, which can 
change the delicate ecological balance in these ecosystems. Although use of agricultural chemicals 
declined with the end of large-scale commercial agricultural production (e.g. pineapple and citrus 
plantations) in the 1980s and continues to decline in the outer islands due to population loss, the use of 
fertilizer continues to produce nutrient loading, and use of harmful chemicals (e.g. Paraquat) continues 
to poison aquatic and marine species. Excess sedimentation and inputs in lagoons are most severe 
around stream mouths and can be critical during the rainy summer season. This is evident from 
seasonal algae blooms in Rarotonga and Aitutaki lagoons and other areas, exacerbated by increased 



temperatures, and confirmed by climate and water quality analyses, the latter demonstrating the 
presence of nutrients such as phosphates and nitrates, as well as ammonia from human and organic 
waste products and fertilizers. These land-based pollutants have significant ecological impacts across 
land and seascape biodiversity, such as freshwater ecology, lagoon nurseries, associated fish and 
invertebrate abundance, coral health and also human health (e.g., ciguatera toxins from reef fish). 
Pollution reduces marine productivity and resilience, particularly in the face of climate change. It has 
considerable socio-economic costs to the Cook Islands economy, which is highly reliant on tourism and 
the strong dependence of local communities on these ecosystems for subsistence fishing, livelihoods 
and wellbeing.

 

Invasive species (such as rats and invasive plant species) constitute one of the most serious but under-
acknowledged threats to sustainable development in small island developing states. Among the Key 
Biodiversity Areas (KBAs), invasive species are indicated as the largest threat to globally significant 
biodiversity.[13]13  The impacts of invasive species are enormous, insidious, and difficult to reverse, 
especially given the particularly high vulnerability of small island developing states arising from their 
small size, geographic isolation, and ecological fragility.[14]14 On most small, inhabited islands, the 
land and freshwater systems have been subjected to significant introductions of alien species that have 
replaced indigenous flora and fauna, resulting in major biodiversity loss, often drastically changing 
whole ecosystems. Management action against invasive species should aim to prevent new species 
introductions and eradicate or control established populations. Given that the problem of invasive 
species control and eradication is still not well understood, research should be encouraged. This 
approach will help ensure that strategies and policies on invasive species are based on the latest 
scientific knowledge. A lot is changing in our understanding of the wide-ranging conservation and 
biodiversity benefits attributed to rat eradications on tropical islands, for example Graham et al 
(2018)[15]15 in a letter to scientific journal Nature note that: "Rat eradication on oceanic islands should 
be a high conservation priority, as it is likely to benefit [both] terrestrial ecosystems and enhance coral 
reef productivity and functioning by restoring seabird-derived nutrient subsidies from large areas of 
ocean ? total biomass of the reef-fish community was 48% greater adjacent to rat-free islands. ? In a 
time of unprecedented threats to coral reefs from climate change, enhancing productivity and key 
ecosystem functions will give reefs the best possible chance to resist and recover from future 
disturbances."

 

Climate Change Impacts: The South Pacific is highly vulnerable to general climatic factors such as El 
Ni?o and La Ni?a cycles and climate variability. Worsening extreme climatic events in recent years has 
reinforced the need for a targeted approach to water, land, forest and coastal management. Available 
scenario modelling indicates that greenhouse gas emissions will raise temperatures by at least 1.5oC, 



which have significant impacts on Cook Islands biodiversity, including coral reefs and other 
ecosystems. Higher seawater temperatures are likely to increase coral bleaching, while more extreme 
and frequent storm events will lead to storm surges, inundation and flooding. Such events pose threats 
to Cook Islands? freshwater bodies, which in turn impacts on public water supplies, particularly if the 
issue is exacerbated by saltwater intrusion associated with sea level rise and over-pumping.  Changes in 
rainfall patterns and amounts will impact ecosystems such as cloud forests, while changes in sea 
temperatures and currents will likely shift the distribution patterns and movements of marine species.  
Climate change and disaster risks also threaten livelihoods, whether based on agriculture, fisheries, 
forestry, tourism or trade, and in some cases local populations living on atolls may be required to 
relocate due to anticipated sea-level rise.  Food security is also likely to become a challenge over the 
coming decades. The above considerations indicate that many of the most significant drivers of habitat 
degradation and biodiversity decline in the Cook Islands in the immediate term result from or are 
exacerbated by anthropogenic land-based impacts. Consequently, activities proposed for this project 
are focused on addressing land development across the infrastructural, tourism and agricultural sectors, 
which are recognized as posing the highest risk to biodiversity[16]16 and the wider environment in the 
Cook Islands, including downstream impacts on the marine environment.

 

In 2017, a total economic valuation (TEV) of the Cook Islands? natural capital and ecosystem services 
amounted to NZD 2.375 billion, 80% (USD1.9 billion) of which was attributed to direct use values 
such as tourism, fisheries and agriculture; 16% (USD377 million) to indirect use values such as 
catchment protection, landscape and regulating services; and 4% (US $96 million) to non-use values of 
biodiversity and landscape[17]17. This highlights the vital ecological, socio-cultural and economical 
importance of conserving the country?s diversity of species and ecosystems. Furthermore, healthy and 
stronger ecosystems will enhance the Cook Islands? natural abilities to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change impacts. Thus, it is critical that such threats are reduced by direct, focused efforts.

 

Unsustainable harvesting (poaching) of food resources from protected areas and community 
conservation areas: There are very few court-enforced ?legal? restrictions governing the harvesting of 
food species from community conservation areas, Ra?ui and protected areas in the Cook Islands. 
Generally, the traditional landowners and/or government agencies have made it known to the 
community that the poaching of giant clams, coconut crabs, bats, seabirds, pigeons etc., is illegal in 
these conservation areas. But the consequences of breaching these (legal) regulations are rarely (if 
ever) enforced. In the case of the Takitumu Conservation Area controls on harvesting seem to be 
effective in discouraging poaching. But in the case of Takutea and Manuae, the poaching of giant clams 
and coconut crabs is a serious, growing and immediate problem.[18]18 These two islands are visited 
regularly by small boats from Atiu and Aitutaki. These visits have increased markedly in recent years 



due to the availability of cost-effective locally manufactured aluminium boats coupled with the 
availability of reliable and affordable outboard motors. Suwarrow is occasionally visited by 
commercial fishing boats and inter-island cargo ships. Based on testimonial evidence, e.g., photos and 
comments on social media, these island visits are primarily to harvest giant clams (pa?ua) and coconut 
crabs, many of these are harvested for sale to restaurants in Aitutaki and Rarotonga. They can also be 
found (as a luxury food item) at many family gatherings in the Cook Islanders and overseas.  The 
species most impacted historically were turtles (and their eggs), plus seabirds (and their eggs); this 
harvesting is now much reduced due to changing diets and conservation awareness. There are currently 
limited options for enforcing owner-mandated conservation measures on Takutea and Manuae due to a 
lack of resident rangers/wardens on these two islands.

[1] http://worldwildlife.org/ecoregions/oc0103

[2] Cook Islands Natural Heritage Trust: http://cookislands.bishopmuseum.org/search.asp

[3] State of Environment Report, 2018

[4] Twyford, K. 2021. Protected Areas Classification System (PACS) Policy Paper, GEF 5 report to the 
NES.

[5] Evans, J. 2012. Priority sites for conservation in the Cook Islands: Key Biodiversity Areas and 
Important Bird Areas. Te Ipukarea Society.

[6] Twyford, K. 2021. Protected Areas Classification System (PACS) Policy Paper, GEF 5 report to the 
NES.

[7] Morejohn, K. Ainley, L. Kora, J. 2019. Aitutaki and Manuae nearshore assessment. Ministry of 
Marine Resources.

[8] Evans, 2012. Priority Sites for Conservation in the Cook Islands: Key Biodiversity Areas & 
Important Bird Areas. Te Ipukarea Society, Rarotonga, Cook Islands. 39p.

[9] Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund, 2007, Ecosystem Profile ? Polynesia-Micronesia Biodiversity 
Hotspot, Conservation International ? Melanesia Centre for Biodiversity Conservation, Apia, Samoa.

[10] Numbers of visitors increased from 49,000 in 1998 to 71,000 in 2002, by when tourism had 
become the dominant economic sector (Mellor, C.S. 2003. Pacific Economic Bulletin 18 (1). Numbers 
continue to rise, from125,130 in 2015 to 171,550 in 2019. 
(http://www.mfem.gov.ck/images/documents/Statistics_Docs/4.Tourism/2020/10October/Mig_Statistic
s_Report_202010.pdf )

[11] Cook Islands Population Census Report 2016

[12] Cook Islands urban population increased from under 7,000 in 1955 to 9,500-12,000 during the 
period 1970-2000, since when numbers have fluctuated between 13,000 and 14,000. (Source: UN 
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Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division. World Population Prospects: The 
2019 Revision. (Medium-fertility variant).

[13] Source: https://www.keybiodiversityareas.org 

[14] UNEP 2014. Emerging issues for Small Island Developing States. Results of the UNEP Foresight 
Process. United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), Nairobi, Kenya

[15] Graham, N.A.J., et al. 2018. Seabirds enhance coral reef productivity and functioning in the 
absence of invasive rats. Nature 559, 250-253. https://www.nature.com/articles/s41586-018-0202-3

[16] State of Environment Report 2018

[17] Connor & Madden, 2017: Valuing Ecosystem Services and Natural Capital for the Cook Islands.

[18] Confirmed in the baseline METT assessments and stakeholder consultations conducting during 
PPG phase.

Long-term Vision of the Project:

 

The long-term vision is that Cook Islands biodiversity and ecosystems are resilient, safeguarded and at 
reduced risk from key threats posed by unsustainable resource use driven by key development sectors.

 

Barriers towards Achieving the Long-term Vision:
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Barrier 1: Limited capacity, practical frameworks and tools. The Cook Islands have limited 
capacity, frameworks and tools to manage biodiversity conservation; protected areas development; and 
integrate biodiversity considerations across key development sectors. The enforcement of 
environmental laws and regulations (related to land use and resource management) is weak, and many 
national policies, legislation, strategies, and regulatory frameworks are outdated and lack cohesion. 
Furthermore, efforts to implement integrated, landscape level approaches to environmental 
conservation and sustainable resource management have met with barriers, including a history of 
fragmented, single sector development efforts. Knowledge, experience and capacity are limited in 
linking sustainable land management (SLM) in catchments with the livelihood needs of downstream 
coastal residents and ecosystems (through Integrated Catchment/Coastal Management); and, despite the 
reliance of the economy on natural resources, there is no clear strategy, tools or process to mainstream 
the benefits of a nature-based economy and protect biodiversity and land/seascapes across sectors.

 

Barrier 2: Insufficient institutional awareness and capacity among development sectors. There is 
insufficient institutional capacity and awareness of the role of ecosystem services and biological 
diversity in economic development, public health and environmental protection; practitioners often 
overlook the root causes of ecosystem services degradation at the landscape level and fail to adopt an 
integrated approach to addressing it. A key challenge is poor access to information biodiversity and 
ecosystem functions. Planning and sustainable land management need co-ordination with the traditional 
customary rights to land and must also take into account the ?public interest?, including the planning 
and protection of water resources such as water catchments and groundwater lenses. Similarly, existing 
management structures and capacities in the Cook Islands to manage the growth and practices of the 
tourism, agriculture, infrastructure and private dwellings do not meet current needs and standards. 

 

Agriculture, though small in its contribution to GDP (3%), remains an important sector in terms of food 
production, food security, employment and livelihoods, especially on the more remote outer islands[1]. 
About 24.4% of all Cook Islands households manage land for agriculture purposes[2]. Of those 
employed in the sector, only 29% are under 40; a more mature demographic engaged in agriculture 
generally maintains past practices of fertilizer and pesticide use that are now recognized to be 
detrimental to environmental health. Changes in attitudes and habitual activities, as well as introducing 
innovation and alternative practices and solutions, both at the small-scale household and commercial 
levels, requires enhanced efforts in awareness raising, education and support to guide and foster more 
sustainable behaviour, attitudes and practices. Strengthening of legislation to restrict the importation 
and distribution of synthetic agricultural products, the promotion and upscaling of alternative land 
management practices to reduce the need for agrichemicals, increased availability of organic inputs, as 
well as enhanced monitoring and enforcement capacity are needed.

 

With private dwellings increasing in recent decades alongside the booming tourism industry, a 
significant portion of the population is employed in construction or development-related work; and 
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public infrastructure continues to be developed in line with national development goals and agendas. It 
remains a challenging balance of off-setting development goals with environmental management and 
conservation concerns, particularly in cases of emergency that need to be prioritized. Stronger 
procedures and consideration of impacts on biodiversity and ecosystems needs to be built into cross-
agency (NES and  ICI) planning and approval processes, such as EIAs, as well as raising awareness of 
best practices and promoting guidelines within the industry. Regulations and penalties can be greatly 
improved, with more resources focused on monitoring and enforcement to ensure a higher 
environmental standard is applied across the sector. Institutional capacities require considerable 
strengthening to overcome these challenges.

 

Baseline institutional capacity assessments were made during the project preparation phase, utilising 
the UNDP-GEF capacity development scorecard methodology, adapted for the Cook Islands GEF-7 
project by the PPG team.  The scorecards focus on the role of each institution in Sustainable Land 
Management (SLM), which for the purpose of the capacity assessment is defined as ?practices that 
integrate the management of land, water and other natural resources to ensure conservation of 
biodiversity, durable ecosystem services, and sustainable livelihoods?. The agencies were assessed 
across 15 key capacity indicators, grouped within five thematic ?Capacity Result? strategic areas, with 
the baseline results presented below in Table 2 of the Project Document.

[1] Cook Islands Agriculture Census, 2011

[2] Cook Islands Census report, 2016

Project Document Table 2: Baseline institutional capacity assessment results

CR1 CR2 CR3 CR4 CR5
Institution

Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline Baseline

National 
Environment 
Service (NES)

44% 33% 33% 33% 33%

Cook Islands 
Tourism (CIT) 67% 60% 22% 50% 50%

Infrastructure 
Cook Islands 
(ICI)

56% 27% 44% 0 17%

Ministry of 
Agriculture 
(MOA)

33% 40% 56% 33% 33%

Capacity result (CR) definitions: CR1: Capacities for Engagement; CR2: Capacities to Generate, Access 
and Use Information and Knowledge; CR3: Capacities for Strategy, Policy and Legislation 
Development; CR4: Capacities for Management and Implementation; CR5: Capacities to Monitor and 
Evaluate.
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These shortcomings and needs collectively demonstrate that strengthened capacity, practical 
frameworks and management tools are essential to better apply biodiversity considerations across key 
development sectors (i.e., tourism, agriculture and infrastructure). More information on baseline 
institutional capacity is provided in Annex 19 to the Project Document: Capacity baseline and needs 
assessment.

 

Barrier 3: Weak cross-agency planning and approval processes. Stronger cross-agency planning 
and approval processes, such as EIAs, as well as raising awareness of best practices and promoting 
guidelines within the industry are essential. Regulations and penalties can be greatly improved, with 
more resources focused on monitoring and enforcement to ensure a higher environmental standard is 
applied across the sector. Institutional capacities require considerable strengthening to overcome these 
challenges.

 

Barrier 4: Lack of legal framework for biodiversity conservation and protected areas. There is a 
need for the more effective management of conservation areas, this is hampered by the lack of a legal 
framework and plans clearly focused on conservation activities necessary to protect key species and 
habitats. Efforts to manage biodiversity in the Cook Islands to date have been generally limited, 
fragmented and sporadic. At present, there is no legal framework specifically designed to underpin the 
protected areas system and its management and monitoring. Legal provisions for the designation, 
declaration and management of protected areas have yet to be clearly articulated and there are gaps, 
areas of overlap, and redundant and conflicting provisions in the various laws under which protected 
areas are managed. Furthermore, most of the existing legislation used to address protected area-related 
issues is out of date and/or not supported by specific, detailed regulations or accompanying policy 
guidance.

 

Barrier 5: Inconsistent recognition and engagement with community conservation area 
landowners. The existing environmental legislation lacks provisions regarding ownership and 
management by communities, private landowners or traditional leaders. For example, there is no legal 
standing or recognition for Community Conservation Areas and Ra?ui sites that are declared by 
landowners, traditional leaders or Island Councils. This lack of legislation is compounded by limited 
experience and capacity to engage stakeholders, especially non-governmental and community-based 
organisations and a more general lack of coordinated public involvement in natural resources 
conservation and management. Such an oversight in the effective management of Cook Islands 
protected areas must be addressed in order to minimise impacts on biodiversity, on livelihoods, public 
health and on the nation?s economy. Progress has been made recently under the GEF-5 R2R project to 
address issues relating to understanding the history of Cook Islands? 100 or so protected and other 
?managed? areas, their current legal status, and developing a criteria-based protected areas 



classification system that is aligned to internationally accepted standards. Hence, this GEF-7 project is 
very timely with respect to building on this momentum. Early steps include developing (mutually 
agreed) protocols, with the aim of creating/strengthening biodiversity conservation and sustainable 
livelihoods in community conservation areas, which may include setting up collaborative partnerships 
between the government agencies, the stakeholders, and the landowners.

 

Baseline management effectiveness assessments were made during the project preparation phase of the 
target protected and managed areas using the GEF-7 biodiversity tracking tool; the Suwarrow National 
Park, and the indigenously owned islands and forested areas in the southern Cook Islands, namely 
Manuae, Takutea, Takitumu. As recorded in the baseline METT assessments, Takitumu and Suwarrow 
are well managed for conservation, with resident rangers/staff for most of the year. Suwarrow is well 
supported by the Cook Islands government, and Takitumu by the local landowners and community. 
The training and equipment supplied to the rangers could/should be greatly enhanced, and this is under 
consideration by the National Environment Service. Manuae urgently needs a detailed resource 
inventory/biodiversity survey - as none exists. This type of wide-ranging survey (of natural resources, 
such as fresh water, vegetation and other biodiversity) is essential before the planning process can 
proceed. Both Manuae and Takutea need management and operational plans, and regular reviews and 
monitoring of these plans is essential and will increase their effectiveness in the long term. More 
information on management effectiveness is provided in Annex 14 to the Project Document: METT 
baseline assessments; and Annex 15 to the Project Document: Report on assessment of management 
planning status of target and planned protected areas.

 

Barrier 6: Limited public and institutional awareness of conservation. Weak public and 
institutional awareness and understanding of the threats posed by development on biodiversity and their 
appropriate prevention, control and mitigation. Whilst awareness of environmental issues becomes 
more apparent with increased flooding events, algal blooms, crown of thorns outbreaks, an 
understanding of the drivers of these events and their impacts is lacking. Furthermore, even with such 
knowledge, there remains a void in practical support and training opportunities for communities to 
become more directly involved in biodiversity and ecosystem conservation activities and support more 
sustainable approaches. These barriers to achieving global environmental objectives include limitations 
in environmental governance, high staff turnover, weak information systems, national budgetary 
constraints, inadequate science programmes and limited research capabilities.

 

One of the methods used during the PPG phase to obtain stakeholder feedback and information on the 
baseline scenario was the design and delivery of a rapid knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) 
survey, administered through an online survey over the Google Forms platform. A total of 59 people 
were invited to participate in the rapid KAP survey, and 24 respondents completed the online 
questionnaire over the period of February-March 2022. Participants were selected from those who had 
been part of the PPG community consultations, and from those who had attended the PPG workshop. 



29.2% of the respondents indicated that they strongly agree that ?conservation areas/ra?ui have 
improved the status of ecological system in the Cook Islands?, and 16.7% disagreed with this 
statement. More information on the findings of the rapid KAP survey is provided in Annex 17 to the 
Project Document: Report on rapid knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) survey.

 

These barriers to achieving global environmental objectives and standards reflect the continuing 
challenges faced by Pacific Island Countries and Territories (PICTs) and Small Island Developing 
States (SIDS). These include limitations in environmental governance, high staff turnover, weak 
information systems, national budgetary constraints, inadequate science programmes and limited 
research capabilities. They are further exacerbated by the current COVID-19 pandemic, which has 
further reduced national GDP, government budgets and eco-tourism revenue that had previously been 
established as a sustainable financing mechanism. These barriers will be addressed through:

        i)            Mainstreaming safeguards to conserve biodiversity and maintain ecosystem services 
conservation across infrastructure, tourism and agriculture sectors. 

      ii)            Improving the management framework to effectively conserve a national system of 
protected areas representative of Cook Islands biodiversity. 

    iii)            Recognising and supporting landowners in the development of their community 
conservation areas.

    iv)            Raising awareness, managing knowledge, mainstreaming gender, and monitoring, 
evaluating and disseminating project results.

 

2) The baseline scenario and any associated baseline projects

 

Baseline Scenario

 

Under the baseline scenario, species and their ecosystems are under significant risk, resulting in 
declining conservation status of species, reduced habitat quality and increasing ecosystem degradation.

 

The Government of the Cook Islands has recently issued the National Sustainable Development 
Agenda (NSDA), broken down into three forward-looking documents:

?         1. Te Ara Akapapa?anga Iti 2021 ? 2026, The five-year scorecard provides metrics to measure 
our progress towards attaining our midterm outcomes and ultimately our vision of Turanga Memeitaki.



o   Protect Areas Indicator 11.2 Percentage of protected areas. This indicator will look at protected 
areas on land and the ocean. The Cook Islands have made an international commitment to conserve and 
sustainably manage areas of the Cook Islands Ocean under the Marae Moana Act 2017. This will be 
monitored for any changes under this indicator. The target is to Increase land protected areas by 25% 
by 2031.

o   Protecting our Biodiversity Indicator 11.6 Biodiversity Index. This index tries to understand and 
track Biodiversity in the Cook Islands. Though not exhaustive it captures a snapshot of this important 
sector. Biodiversity refers to the variety of life at all its levels.

?         2. Te Ara Akapapa?anga Uki 2021 ? 2046. Our Generational Plan which outlines our targets 
and midterm outcomes with specific projects over the next 25 years. Our ocean and environment will 
be protected to the highest level and sustainably integrated into the economy. 

?         3. Te Ara Akapapa?anga Nui 2021 ? 2121. Our 100-year vision towards Turanga Memeitaki- 
Wellbeing. It also includes our shared understandings and our 15-star pledge (areas of importance) over 
the 100-year period or four generations.

o   To Tatou Ao Ora Natura ? Our ocean and environment. Our Environment and Natural Heritage 
will be protected to the highest level and sustainably integrated into the economy.

 

Under the umbrella of the NSDA are key national policy instruments that provide the framework for 
protecting, conserving and sustainably managing the Cook Island?s biodiversity and other natural 
resources. These include the Marae Moana Policy (2016-2020)[1]; Offshore Fisheries Policy 2013; 
Draft Policy for Coastal Fisheries Resources 2016; National Cultural Policy 2017-30; Cook Islands 
National Agriculture Policy 2017-21; Cook Islands National Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental 
Catch of Seabirds (NPOA-Seabirds); Cook Islands Ministry of Marine Resources Action Plan for Sea 
Turtle Mitigation 2008; Seabed Minerals Policy 2014; Cook Islands Aquaculture Development Plan 
2012-2016; Cook Islands National Maritime Transport Policy 2014; Climate and Disaster Compatible 
Development Policy 2013-2016; Cook Islands National Integrated Water Resource Management 
Policy; Draft Cook Islands Trade Policy Statement; Draft Tourism Master Plan Update Cook Islands 
Tourism: 2005-2015; Draft Ministry of Marine Resources Policy Paper for the Cook Islands Whale 
Sanctuary Bill; Draft Rarotonga Environment Council Policy on the Foreshore 2002; Draft Rarotonga 
Environment Council Policy on Sloping Lands 2002; Draft Rarotonga Environment Policy on 
Wetlands 2002.

?         In addition to the above, specific legislation is in place to regulate the use of natural resources. 
The Environment Act 2003 is the primary overarching legislation concerned with the protection, 
conservation and management of biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems across both land and sea. It 
establishes the National Environment Service (NES) as the agency to carry out and regulate these 
activities. It also provides emphasis and further management measures on key vulnerable areas such as 
wetlands, foreshore and sloping lands. However, the Act does not automatically apply to every island 
within the Cook Islands, as it is subject to local island councils adopting the Act. Five islands are 
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currently covered by the Environment Act: Rarotonga, Aitutaki, Atiu, Mauke and Miti?aro; and 
separate Island Environment Authorities have been established on Mangaia, Pukapuka, Nassau and 
Rakahanga. A National Environment Policy, supported by the GEF-5 Ridge to Reef Project and New 
Zealand High Commission, is currently under public consultation. This will inform the revision of the 
2003 Environment Act.

?         A Ministry of Agriculture Bill 2017 is under development to provide for the functions and 
powers of the Ministry of Agriculture under modern and reformed arrangements. Under provisions of 
the Pesticides Act 1987, which controls the importation and use of agricultural chemicals in the Cook 
Islands, the Pesticides Board was re-established recently to strengthen the application and enforcement 
of this Act.

?         The Islands Government Act (2012-2013) has increased the authority of Island Councils in the 
outer islands to manage their own affairs, including conservation and resource use decisions and 
policies. Island Governments have to promote sustainable and environmentally friendly management of 
their natural resources. Bylaws, consistent with the Environment Act 2003, can be made with regard to 
promoting the importance of conserving and sustaining the environment of the island.

?         The Marae Moana Act (2017) establishes ?Marae Moana? (Cook Islands Marine Park) within 
the EEZ of the Cook Islands and provides for its integrated management, with the purpose of protecting 
and conserving the ecological, biodiversity, and heritage values of the Cook Islands marine 
environment. 

?         The following legislation is also relevant to this project: Traditional Knowledge Act 2013; 
House of Ariki Act 1966; Natural Heritage Trust Act 1999; Prevention of Marine Pollution Act 1998; 
Marine Resources Act 2005; and Marine Resources (Shark Conservation) Regulations 2012.

?         Although written in 2018, the Cook Islands State of Environment Report (SOE) has only 
recently been endorsed and formally launched in 2020. It highlights many of the drivers and issues to 
be addressed by this GEF-7 project, reflecting its timeliness of this proposal to pilot scalable solutions 
that can be replicated throughout the country. 

?         The Ministry of Infrastructure (ICI) plans to manage stormwater in key areas, including some 
sites targeted by this project. This provides further opportunity to apply natural green solutions in 
tandem with engineering solutions and further mainstream the ecosystem service benefits of catchment 
areas.

 

The socioeconomic disruption due to the COVID-19 pandemic has enabled a re-evaluation of national 
priorities and how best to move forward appropriately. The Government of the Cook Islands has 
highlighted the priority need to put environment at the centre of all other activities. This is reflected in 
Government?s introduction of a ?Green Economy Incentive?, which offered accelerated tax 
depreciation until the end of 2021 to encourage investment in environmentally sustainable initiatives 



and assets. With the pandemic prolonging into 2022, the timing of the GEF-7 project is opportune, in 
complementing the green recovery initiatives.

 

GEF and other donor projects and initiatives

 

Former and ongoing GEF and other donor/NGO-financed biodiversity and PA projects have provided a 
strong foundation of knowledge, experience and lessons on which the current project can build. Some 
of the significant achievements are summarized below in Table 1 of the Project Document. This will 
include the GEF-7 Inclusive Conservation Initiative from which the House of Ariki has recently 
secured funds for knowledge and awareness of traditional governance and stewardship, improved 
management of natural and cultural resources, and organisational and financial management capacity. 
The management of natural resources component is focused on spatial planning on ?managed areas? 
and MPAs established under Marae Moana Act.

 

Project Document Table 1: Baseline programmes / projects

Programme/Project Content Building blocks

GEF-7 Sixth National 
Report to the CBD 
(Pacific - UNEP)

(2020)

Progress made towards national 
targets such as wetlands, biodiversity 
and water quality, contributions to 
Aichi targets, and effectiveness of 
implementation measures.

Identification of priority areas where 
enhanced efforts needed towards national 
and global goals. Project design has been 
aligned with this report, such as 
conserving BD, improving PAs 
management and catchments, supporting 
traditional knowledge and customs, and 
addressing impacts of deteriorating water 
quality and associated reef degradation 
from land-based sources (e.g., 
agricultural products).

Adaptation Fund - Pa 
Enua Action for 
Resilient Livelihoods 
(PEARL) 

(2018 ? 2021)

Build and implement an integrated 
approach to increase adaptive capacity 
of remote island communities and 
ecosystems to disaster risk and 
climate change impacts. Focus on 
water security management and 
revitalizing agricultural production 
systems in the outer islands.

Good practices and lessons learned, 
particularly strong community 
involvement and interventions. Built 
capacity of outer island agricultural 
sector and their ability to export to 
Rarotonga to enhance livelihoods. Also 
identified areas for diversified project 
activities for enhanced complementarity.



Programme/Project Content Building blocks

GCF Enhancing Climate 
Information and 
Knowledge Services for 
resilience in 5 island 
countries of the Pacific 
(regional)

(Approved 2020)

Pacific islands require reliable, timely, 
actionable information and early 
warning on local weather, climate and 
ocean systems. Aims to increase 
generation and use of climate 
information in decision making, 
strengthen adaptive capacity and 
reduce exposure to climate risks, and 
strengthen awareness of climate 
threats and risk-reduction processes.

Will increase capacities and local 
knowledge and resources available for 
more effective responses to climate 
impacts. This will enable communities to 
adopt new climate-resilient livelihood 
practices by using improved climate 
information and risk knowledge 
transforming to increased resilience and 
enhanced livelihoods.

Tonkin and Taylor 2020 
report on Cook Islands 
Permitting Process and 
SPREP 2018 review of 
Cook Islands natural 
resource and 
environment related 
legislation

These reports highlighted areas within 
the development process that require 
continued strengthening, capacity and 
support. These especially relate to the 
EIA process in terms of oversight, 
management, monitoring and 
compliance of the development 
sector.

Specific recommendations on governance 
frameworks for development, in addition 
to capacity building needs in these areas 
as well as education and awareness 
campaigns to raise understanding within 
the private and public sectors of the 
importance of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services.

Mei Te Vai Ki Te Vai 
(MTVKTV)

(2017-2020)

Identification of sources of erosion, 
sedimentation, and land-based 
pollutants as primary impacts on 
marine ecosystems within the Muri 
area of Rarotonga. 

 

Recommendations from this research 
focus on addressing the land-based 
impacts and drivers, primarily relating to 
strengthening of riparian areas, erosion & 
sedimentation control measures and 
increased conservation efforts around 
water catchments including wetlands, 
with associated frameworks, education 
and monitoring of such activities, in 
order to decrease inputs and consequently 
relieve pressures on the marine habitats 
to increase ecological quality.

GEF-5 Ridge-to-Reef 
project (2015-2021)

R2R project sought to enhance Cook 
Islands capacities to effectively 
manage its PA estate and sustainably 
manage its productive landscapes at 
local scales, including 
operationalization of the CIMP, and 
the establishment and strengthening 
of various forms of protected and 
locally managed areas within the 
CIMP, including Protected Natural 
Areas, Community Conservation 
Areas and Ra?ui Sites. 

Lessons learned from R2R project have 
informed this project design so that 
successes can be replicated and applied 
to this GEF-7 project, whilst challenges 
addressed can provide momentum for the 
GEF-7 project to forge ahead. Also, 
baseline information and data collected 
during GEF-5 project helped identify 
where key issues are and which sites 
require additional support from GEF-7 
project to better protect valuable habitats 
and species. Re: policy, GEF-7 project 
will build on and support application of 
PAs Classification System and 
development of a consolidated Protected 
Areas policy. 



Programme/Project Content Building blocks

GEF-5 Pacific Islands 
Ridge-to-Reef National 
Priorities ? Integrated 
Water, Land, Forest and 
Coastal Management to 
preserve BD, ESS, Store 
Carbon, Improve 
Climate Resilience and 
Sustain Livelihoods

(2014-2020)

The regional R2R project activities in 
the Cook Islands were focused in the 
Muri area of Rarotonga and assessed 
impacts on lagoon health and 
biodiversity through a rapid coastal 
assessment (RapCA). It identified and 
confirmed some of the main input 
issues such as storm water inputs, 
nutrient loading from erosion and 
sediment, piggeries and agricultural 
waste, etc.

Identified and confirmed biodiversity and 
ecosystem threats in a specific pilot site 
area, developed Erosion and Sediment 
Control Guidelines and Piggeries policy 
to mitigate impacts on freshwater and 
lagoon health. Muri lagoon continues to 
experience these issues, with enhanced 
enforcement needed in this area, hence it 
has been included in the proposed project 
sites for Rarotonga so the outcomes of 
this project can be continued and 
implemented further.

GEF-5 National 
Biodiversity Planning to 
Support Implementation 
of CBD 2011-2020 
Strategic Plan in Cook 
Islands

(2014)

Draft National Biodiversity Strategy 
and Action Plan 2017-2021

Alignment of this project with 2 of the 5 
Themes of the NBSAP, namely: Theme 2 
conservation of ecosystems and Theme 5 
Management of knowledge, science and 
technology related to biodiversity.

GEF-5 Strengthening the 
Resilience of our Islands 
and our Communities to 
Climate Change (SRIC - 
CC)

Project improved livelihoods of Cook 
Islands communities through food 
security, water harvesting, capacity 
building, and policy support for CCA 
and DRM, tourism, coastal 
management, health and 
communications. Under SRIC-CC 
Program, Climate Change Adaptation 
and disaster risk management 
mainstreamed in development plans 
of key sectors in each island.

Good practices and lessons learned from 
community level interventions, and 
sectoral CCM/CCA mainstreaming 
efforts.

National water quality 
testing conducted 
collaboratively between 
Ministry of Marine 
Resources (MMR) and 
National Environment 
Service (NES)

Identification of key stream outlets in 
Rarotonga that are particularly prone 
to land-based pollutants. 

 

This information has been used to 
identify key sites that should be targeted 
within this project.



Programme/Project Content Building blocks

Adaptation Fund ? 
Strengthening the 
Resilience of our Islands 
and our Communities to 
Climate Change

(2011-2018)

Enhancing knowledge and 
understanding of climate change and 
options for adaptation and mitigation. 
Strengthening the ability of the Cook 
Islands, particularly outer islands, to 
effectively and strategically plan and 
respond to climate change pressures 
thus reducing vulnerability to disaster 
risk impacts. 

Good practices and lessons learned, 
strengthened coordination between 
agencies, mitigating vulnerabilities of 
climate impacts on future project 
activities.

GEF3 LDC/SIDS 
Capacity Building for 
Sustainable Land 
Management in Cook 
Islands

(2007-2013)

The SLM project has succeeded in 
raising awareness, building capacity 
and improving the baseline 
understanding of SLM at the 
individual, institutional and systemic 
levels; the project assisted with the 
understanding across community and 
government of the benefits of a land 
use planning system to assist with 
SLM mainstreaming and 
implementation. 

Best practices and lessons learned from 
the operation of the Soil School and 
pragmatic trials in sustainable farming 
practices at the demonstration sites in 
Rarotonga and Mauke. Also, from 
community awareness and 
communications efforts and the 
participatory development of models for 
land use planning analysis. 

 

Lessons learned from the GEF-5 Ridge to Reef (R2R) project:

 

Several of the lessons documented in the terminal evaluation (TE)[2] of the GEF-5 R2R project were 
considered in the formulation of the GEF-7 project strategy. Firstly, the scope of the GEF-7 project was 
developed to be implementable within the time and budget parameters set forth. The implementation 
timeframe was designed to be six years, to allow sufficient time for the inception phase, further 
socialising the project, allocating time for capacities to be built up, and enabling enough time for 
execution of activities in the field.

 

The partner agencies were closely involved throughout the PPG phase. And the intersectoral catchment 
management processes are designed to actively engage NES, MOA, ICI and CIT, with priority actions 
integrated into their agency work programmes and budget frameworks. The stakeholder engagement 
plan provides practical direction on ensure genuine involvement of governmental and non-government 
stakeholders. Involvement of landowners, local NGOs and private sector enterprises is an important 
part of the project strategy.
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Substantial resources have been allocated for an international Chief Technical Advisor, to be involved 
from project inception, providing overall technical and strategic guidance.

 

The Resident Representative of the UNDP Multi-Country Office (MCO) in Samoa will be a member of 
the Project Board, and the UNDP MCO and the Asia-Pacific regional hub in Bangkok will provide 
project assurance services.

 

An attempt has been made to look at the issue of conservation and environment from the bottom up - 
rather than from the top down - hence, the main biodiversity and protected areas priorities that arose 
from the extensive community consultations have been integrated into the project strategy at all levels.

 

Language that threatens community and landowner?s rights and misrepresented past achievements has 
been avoided where possible. This project needs to be seen as an opportunity, not a threat to the local 
communities? control of their land and resources.

 

Considerations and lessons regarding engagement of landowners:

 

Almost all land in the Cook Islands is considered under customary or native ownership.  This usually 
means that this type of native freehold title is recognised as belonging to families or groups of families, 
although some islands in the Pa Enua have different tenure arrangements, they all uphold their land 
rights vigorously.  Leasehold arrangements are very common, where land is leased by non-owners for 
an extended period (often 60 years).  Apart from the island of Suwarrow, there is very little Crown-
owned land.

 

This has important governance implications for decision-making relating to SLM and protected areas.  
It is common in the Pacific, and elsewhere around the world, for external funders and entities to 
promote ?co-management? of terrestrial or marine protected areas between indigenous communities 
and the state.  This co-management is often presented as a pragmatic compromise whereby the state 
cedes exclusive decision-making power, and the community agrees to (perhaps temporarily) put aside 
some aspects of its historical grievance, in order to achieve environmental management goals.  Such 
co-management arrangements are only an option in the marine/lagoon areas of the Cook Islands - as all 
(dry) land is under private (customary and often collective) ownership, hence, there is no incentive for 
landowners to share management with the state; nor can a co-management regime be established 
without extinguishing some elements of landowner authority.  A far more appropriate role for 



government agencies is to encourage and support landowners to manage their land in ways that yield 
environmental benefits: this may be through strengthening SLM practices, helping the landowners 
establish their own protected areas, or other measures.

 

This has important implications when considering the establishment of small-scale protected areas 
(such as the caves and lakes of Atiu) or the conservation management of whole islands (Manuae and 
Takutea). Of particular relevance to this GEF-7 project is the proposed Rarotonga Cloud Forest 
protected area.  This area covers the montane centre of the island, including the ridgelines that 
represent the convergence of many of the ancient tribal boundaries of Rarotonga.  There are different 
measures of the extent of the Cloud Forest itself, but even the smallest of these encompass many 
different parcels of land and many thousands of landowners; if the whole rainforest area is considered, 
the landowners are said (anecdotally) to represent almost every family on Rarotonga, including their 
absentee descendants.

 

Any collective decisions about the management or legally scheduled protection of the Cloud Forest are 
therefore extremely complicated in some ways - but simplified in others, especially by the power of the 
courts to set up elected committees to represent the landowners, as in the example of the newly elected 
Manuae landowners committee. One important lesson that can be drawn from other indigenous 
peoples? negotiation with governments about land management is the need for collective agreement 
about: (a) whether negotiations should take place at all; (b) the objectives of these negotiations from the 
point of view of the community; and (c) who is endorsed to negotiate with government agencies on 
behalf of the landowning community or communities.  Furthermore, the most enduring collective 
agreements are very often those that are instigated by traditional leaders or elders, rather than by 
representatives of the government or external bodies.

 

3) The proposed alternative scenario with a description of outcomes and components of the project

 

Based on the above context and global significance of Cook Islands biodiversity, the detrimental 
impacts of land-based development that threaten its biodiversity and drive environmental degradation, 
the identified barriers where future efforts must focus and the foundations in place and on which to 
build and strengthen the protection and conservation of such vital ecosystems and biodiversity: this 
project aims to bring about a paradigm shift towards delivering effective and scalable solutions at key 
target sites through enhanced ridge-to-reef, land/seascape and catchment scale approaches that bring 
together relevant sectors and other interested parties in an integrated, coordinated manner that will 
foster the necessary enabling conditions for achieving long-term environmental sustainability across 
entire islands, lagoons and coastal waters. Thus, the GEF alternative scenario builds on lessons learned 
from previous GEF and other experiences with respect to demonstrating integrated ridge-to-reef and 



land/seascape approaches. It will be further enhanced, where appropriate, by adopting a catchment-
scale framework to secure the integrity of ecosystems and sustain their functioning within a given area 
defined by natural topographic boundaries.

 

The project aims to reduce and mitigate negative environmental impacts of the key development 
sectors (agriculture, infrastructure, tourism), which are the main national drivers of biodiversity and 
habitat degradation, through mainstreaming integrated, sustainable management of land and coastal 
waters across the National Environment Service (NES), Infrastructure Cook Islands (ICI), Cook Islands 
Tourism Corporation (CIT), and the Ministry of Agriculture (MOA). This will be achieved by 
enhancing policy and institutional frameworks that are in place to regulate and monitor activities 
relating to these industries; improving knowledge-sharing platforms within and between agencies; 
increasing awareness and understanding of biodiversity; strengthening capacity and better equipping 
these public sectors to apply and enforce such frameworks and supporting safeguard measures. 
Transformed understanding, improved policies and enhanced capacities into action will be 
demonstrated in selected key catchments to improve the quality of terrestrial, freshwater and marine 
habitats by addressing the sources and contributory factors of land-based pollution to land/seascapes.

 

In addition to the above integrated approach to public sector development, the project will apply the 
PACS Policy, once approved, to the PAs system and follow up on the ground by support for effective 
conservation management and conservation action. 

 

Where appropriate, the government and conservation community need to collaborate with the 
landowners in developing conservation projects on their own land. This new approach to conservation 
development in the Cook Islands will demonstrate how supporting the landowners opens up many 
opportunities for small, medium, and large-scale conservation gains in the Cook Islands. Equally 
important and productive is supporting the House of Ariki, Aronga Mana, and local communities, plus 
the local and international NGOs towards urgently needed conservation gains. By supporting the 
conservation aspirations of the landowners and the local community, funding agencies show respect for 
the local (indigenous) culture and the legally binding land laws of the Cook Islands. Best practices and 
lessons learned from these efforts will be replicated across the ?protected areas? system and other 
?managed areas? following in the wake of this project.

 

Significant attention and support will be given to the private sector such as development contractors, 
tourism providers and small-scale farmers, as well as the wider community, not only to mainstream 
biodiversity safeguards but also to foster innovative and original solutions and stimulate private sector 
involvement and investment in conservation efforts. Additionally, awareness and education campaigns 
will be paramount to bring about a paradigm shift in the way the Cook Islands considers and prioritizes 



its biodiversity in development activities at all levels, whilst also ensuring that gender equality and 
social inclusion are mainstreamed across all activities and opportunities. Civil society organisations 
will play a key role in developing and delivering these activities.

 

Theory of Change:

 

The GEF alternative scenario is based on the project theory of change depicted in Figure 3 of the 
Project Document and explained below. The theory of change for the project is broken down into the 
following three causal pathways: (1) strengthening the enabling environment, (2) improving 
management practices and effectiveness, and (3) facilitating adaptive management. The project results 
are expected to be sustained after GEF funding ceases, leading the following long-term outcomes:

?         Strengthened enabling environment facilitates biodiversity mainstreaming.

?         Biodiversity and ecosystem services protected through updated adoption of SLM practices.

?         Durable achievement of conservation objectives through improved management of protected 
areas.

?         Stable populations of globally threatened species through improved management. 

?         Enhanced well-being and resilience  of local communities, inclusive of women and  other 
marginalized groups, through participatory approaches.

?         Adaptive management facilitated through effective knowledge sharing and durable collaboration 
with enabling partners.

 

The overall vision is that Cook Islands biodiversity and ecosystems are resilient, safeguarded and at 
reduced risk from key threats posed by unsustainable resource use driven by key development sectors. 

 

Achieving this vision will result in healthy populations of indigenous species conserved and improved 
quality of their habitats; better managed land/seascapes for biodiversity at catchment scales, where 
applicable; better managed production areas; reduced forest encroachment; maintenance and 
enhancement of ecosystem services across land/seascapes; and sequestration of carbon and avoidance 
of its loss.

 

The assumed links across the causal pathways to achieve the desired longer-term outcomes include:



If government policy, coordination and regulations are improved, then government investments in 
conserving biodiversity and combatting land degradation will be more effective and mainstreaming 
across other sectors facilitated.

If capacity of government officials is enhanced this will lead to improved delivery of mandates and 
greater implementation and enforcement of legislation.

If capacity of communities in SLM and biodiversity conservation techniques and approaches is 
enhanced, then this will solicit their greater engagement and participation.

If awareness is raised of the values of biodiversity and ecosystem services, this will lead to 
behavioural shifts and increase support for biodiversity conservation and SLM across communities, 
government ministries and key development sectors.

If tangible economic incentives and resilient, sustainable livelihoods are identified and developed for 
local communities, this will further enhance desirable behaviour shifts and uptake in SLM and 
biodiversity conservation practices.

If opportunities are made to engage with SLM impacting sectors (i.e., infrastructure, agriculture and 
tourism), raised awareness and understanding about the values of biodiversity will result in more 
biodiversity- and land-friendly attitudes and practices.  
 

These potential pathways have been used to inform the project?s components and integrated approach, 
which is based on the premise that biodiversity and ecosystems degradation are fundamentally inter-
connected and can be successfully resolved by addressing them simultaneously in ways that deliver 
benefits to local communities. Hence, the project strategy proposes that:

To remove the barriers to addressing threats, best practices in biodiversity conservation and SLM need 
to be mainstreamed across key sectors (notably agriculture, infrastructure and tourism) and 
communities to raise awareness of sustainable development pathways and promote them. Effort is 
required to improve inter-sectoral and vertical coordination, regulations, government capacity and the 
availability of up-to-date information and tools to support decision-making. 

Demonstrations are required at catchment scale to show how the development and implementation of 
integrated management plans involving government, communities and the private sector can effectively 
conserve indigenous species and habitats and deliver sustainable land management, while 
simultaneously supporting nature-based livelihoods. Based on the Cook Islands context, an integrated 
Ridge to Reef approach deployed at catchment scales across landscapes and seascapes needs to be 
promoted and strengthened.

Empowering the community within these land/seascapes to adopt and promote sustainable livelihood 
options that are environmentally friendly and support the perpetuation of ecosystem services will 
provide the foundation for sustainable, diversified livelihood opportunities resilient to environmental, 
including economic, shocks. 

A concerted effort in awareness raising and knowledge sharing is necessary to generate a sound 
understanding and appreciation of the values of biodiversity and the importance of addressing threats to 
PAs and ecosystem services through integrated approaches involving relevant stakeholders. 
 



The theory of change has led to the formulation of four project Outcomes that will work in synergy to 
achieve: 

1.       Biodiversity and ecosystem services safeguards embedded in national and island governance 
frameworks, policies and institutional capacities across key development sectors (agriculture, 
infrastructure, tourism).

2.       Ecosystem services restored, maintained and enhanced; and globally significant biodiversity 
safeguarded in priority catchments.

3.       Globally significant biodiversity protected across Cook Islands through effective selection, 
design, management, monitoring and enforcement of its PAs system.

4.       Greater understanding of values of conserving Cook Islands biodiversity in PAs and sustainably 
managing catchments to provide ecosystem services; adaptive management informed by M&E results; 
and dissemination of knowledge gained, and lessons learned.

 

The theory of change is predicated on a number of explicit assumptions, notably: 

       a)            Government maintains its political, institutional and co-financing support for the project.

      b)            Landowners continue to accept a role for government in the conservation of their land.

       c)            A significant portion of the funding is available for on-the-ground actions and operations 
focused on biodiversity conservation and protected areas enhancement.

      d)            Improved nature-based livelihoods increase community participation in biodiversity 
conservation and SLM.

       e)            Improved knowledge management, supported by adaptive management, M&E and gender 
mainstreaming increase capacity and resilience, leading to enhanced sustainability and up-scaling of 
project outcomes.

The project is managed efficiently, effectively and adaptively, not jeopardized by COVID-19. 

[1] This Policy continues to apply and is not currently scheduled to be revised.

[2] Final TE report, July 6, 2021. UNDP-GEF ?Conserving biodiversity and enhancing ecosystem 
function through a ridge to reef? approach in Cook Islands?, GEF ID 5348, UNDP IMS 5168.
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Descriptions of Project Objective, Components, Outcomes, Outputs, and Indicative Activities:

 

Project objective: To safeguard globally significant biodiversity and core ecosystem services through 
mainstreaming environmental issues in key development sectors, facilitating more inclusive natural 
resource governance, and improving the management effectiveness of conservation areas.

 

Component 1: Mainstreaming safeguards to conserve biodiversity and maintain ecosystem 
services across key development sectors

 

The focus of component is strengthening the enabling environment, ensuing that biodiversity 
safeguards are institutionalized within legal and governance frameworks to provide long-term 
sustainable solutions to national development by integrating them across key sectors within national 
processes. Thus, the project?s legacy will be safeguarded beyond its life, fostering national ownership 
and sectoral responsibilities to address the key drivers of biodiversity and ecosystem degradation.

 

Outcome 1: Biodiversity and ecosystem services safeguards embedded in national and island 
governance frameworks, and policies, and institutional capacities strengthened across key 
development sectors (i.e., agriculture, infrastructure, tourism)



 

Outcome 1 directly seeks to strengthen the development and implementation of national and island-
level governance frameworks for the conservation of globally and nationally important biodiversity, 
and the maintenance of ecosystem services at catchment scales. Outcome 1 will include the following 
initiatives:

-       The 2021 Protected Areas Classification System (PACS) and draft Protected Areas 
Management Policy (PAMP), key outputs of GEF-5 R2R project, are due to be incorporated in the 
revised Environment Act to strengthen the foundations, management and accountability of the PAs 
system. The project will also provide legal assistance in the drafting of EIA permitting and consent 
regulations and agricultural regulations under the Pesticides Act 1987.

-       Island level regulations will be updated or created for those islands subject to the revised 
Environment Act. This may include new functions to identify and legislate PAs and protected species, 
as well as more stringent EIA processes and safeguards against destructive development activities. This 
will provide the legislative framework at local island level to protect, manage and sustain their unique 
ecosystems and species in line with the national Environment Act, with emphasis on island-specific 
considerations with respect to native, threatened, endemic or migratory species, as well as PAs. Better 
monitoring and enforcement of environmental safeguards across the Cook Islands is also planned.

-       A National Environmental Information System (NEIS) will be developed for purposes of 
managing and sharing data and information on environment, including biodiversity and ecosystems; 
monitoring, for example, the effectiveness of managing the PAs system (using the METT) and the 
status/condition of its biodiversity (using indicators that can double up for purposes of reporting to 
national and/or global goals); processing (and monitoring) permits; and providing links to other portals 
hosting data and/or information on Cook Islands biodiversity and other natural resources, for example 
the database of Cook Islands plant and animal species managed by the Natural Heritage Trust12 and 
government?s geoportal managed by Infrastructure Cook Islands that will provide ministries with 
access to spatial planning data. The geoportal potentially provides opportunities for NES to develop its 
own mapping applications for such purposes as PA, catchment and Island Environment management 
plans. NEIS will also provide a valuable and readily accessible repository for its technical reports, 
research studies, publications, guidelines, policies, strategies and training materials.

-       Island Environmental Management Plans (IEMPs) will be piloted, applying regulatory and 
policy frameworks to safeguard biodiversity and ecosystem services in an integrated and holistic 
manner that is based on a whole-island approach, in consultation with island communities, landowners, 
traditional leaders, island governments and other stakeholders. The IEMPs will be based on the 
requirements of  UNDP SES 1, ensuring compliance with the necessary stipulations and principles of 
the SES and most notably those relating to Biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of living 
natural resources. Such strategies will benefit from the wealth of traditional, local and ecological 
knowledge and experience specific to each island, as well as commitment and support arising from the 
inclusive consensus-building stakeholder engagement process. It may be helpful, as appropriate given 
that all land is traditionally owned, to apply policies and safeguards spatially, using a GIS application 
to the extent possible, to inform management planning at catchment and PA scales, environmental 



impact assessments (EIAs) and for other purposes. Inclusion of such maps within IEMPs would help 
stakeholders visualise the safeguards in place and to be enforced island wide. IEMPs might be 
accompanied by guidelines for the private sector, communities or general public in relation to key areas 
of vulnerability (e.g., Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guidelines, Riparian Planting Guidelines, 
Foreshore Planting Guidelines).

 

Linked to these innovative activities to increase the institutional capacities of NES, MOA, CIT and ICI, 
who are primarily involved in the consideration of biodiversity within the development sector.

 

Results expected through achievement of Outcome 1 include:

?         Formal adoption and initial implementation of four catchment management plans, four PA 
management plans and four island environmental management plans (within island development 
plans).

?         New regulations formally adopted and under implementation, including (a) EIA permitting and 
consent regulations, agrichemicals regulations, and PA regulations.

?         Improved institutional capacities of NES, CIT, ICI and MOA measured by a project adapted 
version of the capacity development scorecard.

 

The Outcome 1 results will be achieved through the implementation of the following three outputs.

 

Output 1.1. National legislation, policies, strategies and plans amended or created to include gender 
issues and safeguard KBAs and ecosystem services from unsustainable land use activities of key 
development sectors

 

Under Output 1.1, the project will provide environmental law and policy assistance in updating key 
legislation and preparing derivative regulations that include gender issues and safeguard KBAs and 
ecosystem services from unsustainable practices across key development sectors. Based on 
consultations during the PPG phase, the regulations include the EIA permitting and consent 
regulations, agricultural regulations under the Pesticides Act 1987, and the protected area regulations 
under the new Environmental Act and aligning with the new PAMP, which will also be developed 
based on the existing discussion paper. Project resources are also allocated for facilitating consultations 
and finalising the PACS.



 

A scoped Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) will be conducted by the 
international and local consultants providing environmental law and policy assistance under this 
Output, to assess the potential environmental and social impacts associated with the upstream activities 
supported by the project, namely the development of derivative regulations (Activity 1.1.1), the 
finalisation of the Protected Areas Management Policy (Activiti 1.1.2) and the integration of regulatory 
and policy frameworks to safeguards KBAs and ecosystem services into catchment management plans 
under Output 2.2 and PA management plans under Output 3.1 (Activity 1.3.3).

 

Delivering capacity building and awareness-raising on the developed and strengthened legislation, 
policies, regulations and strategies is an important dimension of this output. A set of online courses (e-
courses) will be developed and delivered to governmental stakeholders, NGOs, private sector, and the 
general public. The project will also deliver a series of gender mainstreaming training sessions, through 
seminars, webinars, or similar modalities. The training sessions and e-courses will also be available to 
Pa Enua communities.

 

To ensure intersectoral coherence the project will develop and implement protocols to ensure 
coordination between the GEF-7 institutional partners in policy development and implementation.

 

Indicative activities under Output 1.1 include:

1.1.1. Utilising SESA approaches, provide environmental law and policy assistance in updating 
legislation and preparing draft derivative regulations, expected to include the EIA permitting and consent 
regulations, agricultural regulations under the Pesticides Act 1987, and the protected area regulations 
under the new Environmental Act and aligning with the new PAMP.

1.1.2. Utilising SESA approaches, develop the Protected Areas Management Policy (PAMP) based on the 
existing discussion paper. 

1.1.3. Facilitate consultations (in line with UNDP SES 6 requirements and FPIC) and finalise the 
Protected Area Classification System (PACS). 

1.1.4. Deliver capacity building and awareness-raising  on legislation, policies, regulations and strategies 
to government stakeholders, NGOs, private sector, general public, through development of online courses 
(e-courses) available for both public sector officials, practitioners, NGOs, and other stakeholders.

1.1.5. Deliver a series of gender mainstreaming training sessions, through seminar, webinar, or similar 
modalities, including to Pa Enua communities.

1.1.6. Deliver training on EIA best practices for addressing and formulating mitigation measures for 
wetland, riparian, and coastal ecosystems.



1.1.7. Develop and implement protocols to ensure coordination between the GEF-7 institutional partners 
in policy development and implementation.

 

Output 1.2. National Environment Information System (NEIS) developed and institutionalized to 
support intersectoral coordination, monitoring and integration of biodiversity and ecosystem 
safeguards in land use planning and development processes

 

This output includes development and operationalization of the national environmental information 
system (NEIS), an important platform that has long been needed for enabling science-based 
management decisions and improving information-sharing across governmental and non-governmental 
sectors. The first step will be a gender-sensitive feasibility assessment for the NEIS, looking at best 
practices and recommending a system that is fit-for-purpose and cost-effective and that allows flexible 
development, as new information and technology continue to emerge. The feasibility assessment will 
also prioritise collaboration and coordination with other information systems, including the biodiversity 
database managed by the Natural Heritage Trust. Based on the findings of the feasibility assessment, 
project resources are allocated for development of the NEIS, formulation of a roadmap for continuous 
improvement of the system, delivery of training on the applications of the system. Technical 
investment assistance for operationalization of the NEIS includes subscription charges for the platform, 
e.g., ArcGIS or similar, tablet computers for the NES compliance team, and drones for aerial surveys of 
protected areas, catchments and other ecosystems. Professional time is also required for populating the 
system with available information from different sectors and for translating documentation and 
disseminating the NEIS across the stakeholder community.

 

The design of the NEIS will include linking to available regional and international platforms, for 
example the UN Biodiversity Lab[1], a free, open-source environment providing access to over 400 
global datasets on nature, climate change, and sustainable development. A priority is enabling policy 
makers to use spatial data for conservation and socioeconomic development.

 

Indicative activities under Output 1.2 include:
1.2.1. Carry out a gender-sensitive feasibility assessment for the national environment information 
system (NEIS). 

1.2.2. Provide technical assistance for development of the inclusive NEIS; formulation of a sustainability 
roadmap for continuous improvement of the system, and delivery of training on the use of the system; 
interpretation of data, and management decisions. 
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1.2.3. Provide technical investment assistance for operationalization of the NEIS, including subscription 
charges for the NEIS platform (e.g., ArcGIS); tablet computers for the compliance team and drones for 
aerial surveys; and professional time for populating the system, including translation of specific 
information.

 

Output 1.3. Regulatory and policy frameworks to safeguard KBAs and ecosystem services elaborated 
in Island Environmental Management Plans and applied to relevant catchment management plans 
and PA management plans

 

Under Output 1.3, regulatory and policy frameworks to safeguard KBAs and ecosystem services will 
be elaborated in gender-responsive Islands Environmental Management Plans (IEMPs) that will be 
developed and integrated into Island Development Plans (IDPs) for Atiu and three other outer islands 
(Pa Enua). The selection of the three Pa Enua apart from Atiu will be made during project 
implementation, based on the level of interest, commitment from enabling local stakeholders and other 
criteria. The GEF resources will catalyse a replicable process that can be upscaled to other Pa Enua.

 

The project will also support integration of the regulatory and policy frameworks to safeguards KBAs 
and ecosystem services into catchment management plans under Output 2.2 and PA management plans 
under Output 3.1. 

 

Indicative activities under Output 1.3 include:

1.3.1. Develop and integrate gender-responsive Island Environmental Management Plans (integrating 
UNDP SES requirements[2] where necessary) into Island Development Plans (Atiu and 3 other outer 
islands ? Pa Enua).  

1.3.2. Facilitate Pa Enua consultations (following UNDP SES 6 requirements on FPIC), socializing the 
IEMPs among local stakeholders. 

1.3.3. Utilising SESA approaches, support integration of regulatory and policy frameworks to safeguards 
KBAs and ecosystem services into catchment management plans under Output 2.2 and PA management 
plans under Output 3.1.

 

Outcome 2: Ecosystem services restored, maintained and enhanced, and globally significant 
biodiversity safeguarded in priority catchments and managed areas
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Outcome 2 is focused on demonstrating how safeguards can be applied to a selection of priority 
catchments to conserve biodiversity and sustain ecosystems services through avoidance and reversal of 
degrading land use practices. A total of four catchments have been prioritised in Rarotonga to address 
deteriorating terrestrial, freshwater and marine ecosystem quality issues resulting from increased land-
based human pressures. These catchments embrace terrestrial KBAs, or parts of them, and abut marine 
KBAs that are de facto MPAs under the Marae Moana Act (see Annex 13 to the Project Document: 
Baseline report on the target catchments, managed areas, and protected areas). It is proposed to 
conduct full catchment audits, led by the University of Newcastle, Australia (UON) as part of national 
capacity building efforts, to identify key nutrient sources impacting these catchments. This will be 
complemented by the agricultural census carried out by Ministry of Agriculture (MOA) to assess 
current practices that may be contributing to catchment degradation, including changes in the types and 
quantities of agrochemicals used. 

 

Equipped with both environmental data from catchment audits and data from the MOA agricultural 
census, it will be possible to apply more science-based decision-making with specific safeguards and 
solutions across an array of management options (capacity building, education and awareness, 
monitoring, policies, regulations, etc.). This will enable the threats to habitat health and ecosystem 
functioning to be directly addressed through such measures as: erosion and sediment control, 
strengthening riverbanks, monitoring and enforcement against commercial and agricultural waste to 
reduce inputs to waterways. 

 

Intersectoral catchment management plans will be developed in close consultation with their respective 
community and other local stakeholders, focusing particularly on KBAs or parts of them that are not 
designated PAs. Capacities of households and commercial growers in applying innovative natural 
resource management practices will be improved through increased awareness and training in 
innovative agricultural practices, including soil and water conservation, agricultural runoff control, 
mixed cropping, terracing, organic waste management (green waste and livestock manure), organic 
fertilizer use etc. Interventions will target riparian ecosystems to enhance the natural capabilities of 
these ecosystems to retain, reduce and filter water flows, thereby improving freshwater and marine 
habitats downstream. Replanting with native plants in riparian areas that benefit other native species 
and habitats and sustain ecosystem functions and services will be promoted. Improvements in water 
quality will be monitored to track cumulative improvements in habitat health, aquatic organisms and 
other ecosystem services, including resilience to climate change.

 

Outcome 2 also includes facilitating sustainable natural resource management practices in the Manuae 
Managed Area. A resource inventory will support the development of a management plan for Manuae, 
and implementation of specific management measures will be initiated, e.g., eradication of invasive 
rats.



 

Results expected through achievement of Outcome 2 include:

?         Work programmes and budgets of the designated agencies adopted and priority catchment 
management actions under initial implementation.

?         (a) 20 low-value grants implemented, piloting innovative practices in the priority catchments; (b) 
zero reported use of glyphosate, paraquat, and imidacloprid, based on updated MOA agricultural 
census; (c) 80% increase in certified operators from baseline.

 

The Outcome 2 results will be achieved through the implementation of the following three outputs.

 

Output 2.1. Audits completed for priority catchments, with key pollutant sources (including 
nutrients) and responsible parties identified and interventions prescribed

 

Led by the University of Newcastle Australia (UON), catchment audits will be designed and conducted 
in the Avana, Avatiu, Takuvaine and Turangi catchments in Rarotonga. The UON team will work 
closely with national counterparts, delivering training on the audit process and interpretation of results 
obtained. In collaboration with the activities under Output 1.1, local capacity will be further built up 
through development of e-courses on freshwater ecology and water resource management. These audits 
will consider/be conducted in alignment with the requirements and objectives of UNDP SES 1. The 
project will convene community meetings with landowners and local communities, including women, 
youth, persons with disabilities and other vulnerable groups, to communicate the purpose and results of 
the catchment audits. Resources are also allocated under this output for technical and investment 
assistance on strengthening capacities and systems for conducting catchment audits and performing 
follow-up monitoring and evaluation. 

 

Indicative activities under Output 2.1 include:

2.1.1. Design and conduct catchment audits of four priority catchments (in alignment with the 
requirements and objectives of UNDP SES 1), and deliver training to key stakeholders on interpretation 
of results, including development of e-courses (linked with Output 1.1) on freshwater ecology and water 
resource management. 

2.1.2. Convene community meetings (including women, youth, persons with disabilities, and other 
vulnerable groups) to communicate the results of the catchment audits.



2.1.3. Provide technical and investment assistance (e.g., field analytical equipment for freshwater quality 
and ecology assessment and monitoring) on strengthening capacities in conducting catchment audits, as 
well as follow-up monitoring and evaluation. 

 

Output 2.2. Intersectoral catchment management plans and a management plan for the Manuae 
Managed Area developed and implemented in partnership with key stakeholders

 

The results of the catchment audits completed in Output 2.1 will inform the development of gender-
responsive intersectoral catchment management plans for the four priority catchments, through 
participatory consultations with NES, MOA, CIT, ICI and other stakeholders. Development of a 
management plan for the Manuae Managed Area is also included under this output, as Manuae is not 
yet classified as a protected area. The Manuae management plan will also be developed through 
participatory processes and based on an updated resource inventory of the area.

 

The project will support advocacy and awareness-raising of the management plans to key stakeholders, 
including landowners, community groups, women groups, women led CSOs, women, youth and people 
with disabilities, and other vulnerable groups. And training sessions will be delivered to key 
institutional stakeholders, including NES, MOA, CIT, ICI and others, on implementation of the 
management plans.

 

In response to the increasing threat of invasive plants on Rarotonga, the project will work in 
collaboration with the Ministry of Agriculture in building capacities, strengthening systems, and 
demonstrating management of invasive alien species, including development of guidelines on best 
practice planting, use and handling of agrochemicals, flood management, erosion prevention, etc., 
development and dissemination of communication materials on biosecurity.

 

For the Manuae Managed Area, specific management measures will be implemented, including 
eradication of invasive rats in target sites to protect globally significant biodiversity, using proven, 
cost-efficient and effective methods. A rat eradication plan will be developed for the intervention based 
on best practice and a site-specific risk assessment. NES and UNDP will review and approve the 
eradication plan for compliance with UNDP Social and Environmental Standards (SES) and 
government regulations. Experienced service providers will be contracted to carry out the work, based 
on competitive bidding. The project Technical Officer will support intervention oversight, and the 
service provider will be required to conduct invasive species monitoring during and after the 
eradication intervention. 



With respect to the planned eradication intervention, the GEF funds are meant to be catalytic, i.e., used 
to demonstrate cost effective and innovative methods for eradication of invasive rat species, through 
partnerships with enabling stakeholders, such as Department of Conservation or Landcare Research in 
New Zealand, University of Newcastle in Australia, Te Ipukarea Socieity (a local environmental NGO 
that collaborates with BirdLife International), etc. It is also important to note that the definition of 
?site? may, for example, refer to a single motu, not the entire terrestrial area of Manuae. The 
eradication plan will cover the entire island ? which will help facilitate funding from other sources. 
Moreover, certain cost efficiency gains will be applied, e.g., the use of the Ministry of Marine 
Resources (MMR) boat in Aitutaki (subject to scheduling with MMR and availability) that was 
procured as part of the GEF-5 project. 

Proposed methods and existing strategies are described in Annex 16 to the Project Document (Rat 
eradication background information). The GEF funding provides the opportunity to implement locally 
appropriate and innovative methods, including application of eradication agents that are specifically 
relevant for the Pacific rats, e.g., utilizing natural lures (such as coconut oil), using baits that are not 
attractive to land crabs, and possibly using drones to deliver baits when rats are most active, such as 
during the nighttime. The likelihood of reintroduction is considered low, as access to Manuae is only 
by small boats, in which inadvertent transport of rats is unlikely. 

A few species that are expected to benefit from the rat eradication activities include but are not limited 
to the following: Atiu Swiftlet (Aerodramus sawtelli; IUCN Red List: Vulnerable VU); K?ker?ri-
Rarotonga Flycatcher (Pomarea dimidiata; IUCN Red List: VU); and Rarotonga Starling (Aplonis 
cinerascens; IUCN Red List: VU).

 

Indicative activities under Output 2.2 include:

2.2.1. Develop gender responsive intersectoral catchment management plans for the priority catchments 
in Rarotonga. 

2.2.2. Develop a gender responsive management plan for the Manuae Managed Area, through inclusive, 
participatory processes and based on an updated resource inventory.

2.2.3. Provide advocacy and awareness-raising of the management plans to key stakeholders, including 
landowners, community groups, women groups, women led CSOs, women, youth and people with 
disabilities, and other vulnerable groups. 

2.2.4. Design and deliver train-the-trainer sessions with key stakeholders, including NES, MOA, CIT, 
ICI, and others, on implementation of the management plans. 

2.2.5. In collaboration with the Ministry of Agriculture, build capacities, strengthen systems, and 
demonstrate management of invasive alien species, including development of guidelines on best practice 
planting, use and handling of agrochemicals, flood management, erosion prevention, etc., development 
and dissemination of communication materials on biosecurity. 



2.2.6. Implement specific management measures in the Manuae Managed Area, including eradication of 
invasive rats to protect locally and globally significant biodiversity using proven, cost-efficient and 
effective methods (process to include a risk assessment, approval for project from relevant agencies, and 
before, during, and after eradication monitoring); etc.

 

Output 2.3. Improved gender sensitive natural resource management in priority catchments and the 
Manuae Managed Area achieved through adoption of innovative practices

 

The focus of Output 2.3 is on building capacities and implementing innovative natural resource 
management practices, according to the priorities identified in the catchment management plans and the 
management plan for Manuae Managed Area. Capacity building will be delivered in cooperation with 
NES, MOA, ICI, CIT and other enabling stakeholders, and targeted sessions will be provided to 
women and youth on skills development, financial management, and learning-by-doing activities. The 
project team will facilitate the development of MOUs between the GEF-7 institutional partners, 
landowners and other stakeholders as appropriate, on the implementation of specific actions outlined in 
the catchment management plans.

 

Through a low-value grant modality, investment assistance will be provided to local community groups 
and landowners for implementing innovative practices. e.g., soil conservation, climate resilient crops, 
water conservation, erosion control, organic fertilizers, community nurseries, invasive plant control 
with youth volunteers and/or women?s groups, eco-tourism experiences, etc. NES, as Implementing 
Partner and administrator of the low-value grants, will be required to adhere to the UNDP On-Granting 
Provisions described in Annex 27 to the Project Document. The low-value grant process will follow the 
Grant Management Policies and Procedures of the Ministry of Finance and Economic Management 
(MFEM) that are presented in Annex 32 to the Project Document. . Grant agreements will be reviewed 
by UNDP prior to signature by the Implementing Partner and the grantees. The project team will 
monitor and evaluate the activities in the field for compliance with UNDP SES, as well as other 
specifications described in the grant agreements. Progress and completion reports submitted by the 
grantees will document compliance.

 

As part of the selection of grant recipients under Output 2.,3, , the proposed activities will be 
individually screened for compliance with the environmental and social standards of UNDP using the 
UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP) template in order to ensure that any 
potential unwanted impacts of these activities are anticipated, avoided, reduced, or mitigated. Each 
grant request will be rated by risk category (low, moderate, high) in line with the SES requirements for 
the SESP, which will determine what further action is required. Any proposed activities categorized as 
High will be disqualified (unless the activities can be redesigned to fully avoid the High risk) and will 
not be undertaken.



 

Furthermore, grant proposal selection will adhere to the following exclusionary criteria; i.e., the Project 
Board shall not approve demonstration projects that involve any of the following elements: 

?         Forced evictions of individuals or communities (as prohibited by the SES); 
?         Any forms of employment or livelihoods that may fail to comply with national and 

international labour standards; 
?         Alteration, damage, or removal of cultural heritage  
?         Potential violations of the human rights of indigenous peoples (as broadly defined in the 

UNDP SES) as affirmed by Applicable Law and the United Nations Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP); 

?         Activities that affect the human rights, lands, natural resources, territories, and traditional 
livelihoods of indigenous peoples (IPs) in an adverse way.  

?         Large dams or other large-scale infrastructure; 
?         Support for extractive industries, including logging; 
?         Cultivation or processing of tobacco and tobacco products; Use, sale, or distribution of 

wildlife or other products regulated under the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). 

 

Site-specific assessments and management plans will be prepared for any activities supported under 
Output 2.3 that trigger those requirements (per the SES); for those projects, no activities that could 
cause harm can commence until those management measures are approved and put in place. All social 
and environmental risks will be subject to monitoring and follow-up to ensure that planned mitigation 
measures are implemented and effective.

 

According to the knowledge management and communications plan developed under Output 3.1, case 
studies on the low-value grant interventions will be developed and disseminated to share lessons and to 
advocate for fund-raising for upscaling the innovative practices.

 

Indicative activities under Output 2.3 include:

2.3.1. Deliver capacity building on innovative natural resource management practices in cooperation with 
NES, MOA, ICI, CIT and other enabling stakeholders.

2.3.2. Develop MOUs between the GEF-7 institutional partners, landowners and other stakeholders as 
appropriate, on the implementation of specific actions outlined in the catchment management plans.

2.3.3. Targeted capacity building delivered to women and youth on skills development, financial 
management, and learning-by-doing capacity building.



2.3.4. Provide technical and low-value grant assistance for implementing innovative practices. e.g., soil 
conservation, climate resilient crops, water conservation, erosion control, organic fertilizers, community 
nurseries, invasive plant control with youth volunteers and/or women?s groups, eco-tourism experiences, 
etc.

2.3.5. Develop and disseminate case studies, share lessons learned, advocate for fund-raising for 
upscaling of innovative practices.

 

Component 2: Improving the management framework to effectively conserve a national 
protected areas system representative of Cook Islands biodiversity

 

This component is focused on strengthening the integrity of the PAs system and the effectiveness with 
which individual PAs are managed. The former includes applying the Protected Areas Classification 
System (PACS) and the Protected Areas Management Policy (PAMP), once legislated, across the PAs 
system; and developing more diversified financing mechanisms to conserve biodiversity and sustain the 
PAs system. The latter will be demonstrated in a selection of key PAs through highly participatory 
partnerships involving landowners, traditional leaders, Island Councils and local communities, as 
appropriate, supported by government agencies and NGOs. 

 

Apart from strengthening the existing PA system, the project will facilitate establishment of a new 
protected area, a community conserved area in Rarotonga, protecting globally significant and unique 
biodiversity in the higher elevations (cloud forest) of the island.

 

Outcome 3: Globally significant biodiversity protected across Cook Islands through effective 
selection, design, management, monitoring and enforcement of its PAs system

 

Outcome 3 is focused on strengthening the integrity and effectiveness of the national system of PAs 
with respect to their selection, design, management and monitoring to address the key threats to Cook 
Islands national and globally important biodiversity. 

 

The PA?s selected for improved management effectiveness are Suwarrow National Park, Takutea 
Nature Reserve and the Takitumu Conservation Area in Rarotonga. More information on baseline 
management effectiveness assessments is provided in Annex 14 to the Project Document: METT 
baseline assessments. Manuae is included in the baseline METT assessments; however, this site is not 



officially classified as a protected area and, hence, Manuae interventions are included under Outcome 
2.

 

Management plans will be updated or formulated for each site in alignment with the PACS and PAMP, 
complete with action plans that clearly identify necessary interventions to efficiently improve and 
strengthen management effectiveness. For some of the sites this will include eradication of invasive 
rats that threaten both terrestrial and marine biodiversity. Implementation of these plans will contribute 
significantly to global environment benefits by ensuring key habitats for vulnerable native, endemic 
and migratory species are protected and, in some sites, will also enhance ecosystem services. Such 
management and accompanying action plans should be signed off by all implementing partners, with 
responsible parties and budgets identified for specific actions. More specific project opportunities at 
improving management effectiveness of the target PA?s are described in Annex 15 to the Project 
Document: Report on assessment of management planning status of target and planned protected 
areas.

 

Under Outcome 3, management tools and systems will also be updated or developed to improve 
management effectiveness, including the feasibility of using innovative technologies for remote 
monitoring and surveillance of these geographically dispersed PA?s to reduce management costs and 
provide sustainability and legacy beyond the project. Associated capacity development will be 
identified to support PA managers, rangers and communities to better apply the management plans, 
safeguards and monitoring frameworks made available to them.

 

Additionally, it is planned to increase the PAs system by 118 ha with the creation of Rarotonga Cloud 
Forest as a new PA on account of its unique cloud forest and endemic species, and water catchment 
functions. Due to the strong land tenure system of the Cook Islands, the Cloud Forest PA is envisaged 
to be established under a community conserved area modality. Collaborative arrangements will be 
developed to secure the long-term involvement of landowners, local communities, and government in 
best practices.

 

Recommendations in the 2021 review of Cook Islands PAs system and its ?managed areas? estate will 
be followed up, including incorporation of these data into NEIS (Outcome 1) and development of a 
spatial layer defining each ?protected? and ?managed? area. A priority will be to ensure that such 
spatial information is incorporated within the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) and Word 
Database on Other Effective Conservation Measures (WD-OECM)[3], thereby enhancing cooperation 
in PA monitoring and surveillance in line with regional and international goals and other initiatives.
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Results expected through achievement of Outcome 3 include:

?         Improved science-based protected area management, as measured by the NEIS fully adopted, 
serving as platform to share biodiversity information.

?         Biodiversity threats reduced, as measured by two sites reporting absence of invasive rats after 
eradication interventions.
 

The Outcome 3 results will be achieved through the implementation of the following three outputs.

 

Output 3.1. Management plans updated / developed and operational in target PAs, with legitimate 
governance structures in place that are inclusive of traditional management systems (i.e., House of 
Ariki), gender mainstreaming objectives, and collaborative arrangements with landowners and local 
communities

 

The activities under Output 3.1 will start with updating and/or developing new management plans for 
the Suwarrow National Park, Takutea Nature Reserve and the Takitumu Conservation Area, through 
participatory processes and based on updated resource inventories. As part of the management planning 
process, the project will deliver training on the project social and environmental safeguard instruments, 
gender mainstreaming, UNDP SES, and relevant national standards and regulations.

 

With the aim of achieving landowner engagement in the management of protected areas, traditional 
management systems will be integrated through inclusive consultations with traditional leaders and 
through obtaining free, prior and informed consent (FPIC). The project will also provide technical and 
investment assistance for implementation of specific management measures to protected globally 
significant terrestrial and marine biodiversity, e.g., replanting of native species, establishing sustainable 
harvesting best practices, community beach clean-ups, rehabilitating coastal and near-shore vegetation, 
etc. The specific measures will be described in the management plans.

 

Invasive rats also present a significant threat to biodiversity of the target protected areas. Eradication 
interventions are planned to protect globally significant biodiversity using proven, cost-efficient and 
effective methods. The process of development and approval of the eradication plans, oversight, and 
monitoring and evaluation is the same as described under Output 2.2 for the intervention planned in 
Manuae.

The eradication activities will be implemented in collaboration and/or partnership with enabling 
stakeholders, such as the Department of Conservation or Landcare Research in New Zealand, 
University of Newcastle in Australia, Te Ipukarea Socieity (a local environmental NGO that 



collaborates with BirdLife International and has extensive experience in rat eradication in the Cook 
Islands).

Proposed methods and existing strategies are described in Annex 16 to the Project Document (Rat 
eradication background information). The GEF funding provides the opportunity to implement locally 
appropriate and innovative methods, including application of eradication agents that are specifically 
relevant for the Pacific rats, e.g., utilizing natural lures (such as coconut oil), using baits that are not 
attractive to land crabs, and possibly using drones to deliver baits when rats are most active, such as 
during the nighttime. 

The likelihood of reintroduction at the target sites is considered low. Access to Takutea, for example, is 
only by small boats, in which inadvertent transport of rats is unlikely. Larger boats can travel to 
Suwarrow; however, there are limited numbers of vessels travelling there due to the remoteness of the 
atoll. Moreover, there are rangers stationed at Suwarrow six months out of the year. One of the 
objectives of the remote surveillance systems planned under Output 3.2 is to support NES in 
prohibiting unauthorized travel to Suwarrow and other protected areas. 

A few species that are expected to benefit from the rat eradication activities include but are not limited 
to the following: Atiu Swiftlet (Aerodramus sawtelli; IUCN Red List: Vulnerable VU); K?ker?ri-
Rarotonga Flycatcher (Pomarea dimidiata; IUCN Red List: VU); and Rarotonga Starling (Aplonis 
cinerascens; IUCN Red List: VU). 

Indicative activities under Output 3.1 include:
3.1.1. Develop new or updated gender responsive management plans for the target protected areas, 
through inclusive, participatory processes and based on updated resource inventories.

3.1.2. Deliver training on project social and environmental safeguard instruments, gender mainstreaming, 
UNDP social and environmental standards, and national standards and regulations.

3.1.3. Integrate traditional management systems into protected area management through inclusive 
consultations with landowners and traditional leaders, and through obtaining FPIC. 

3.1.4. Provide technical and investment assistance for implementation of specific management measures 
to protected globally significant terrestrial and marine biodiversity, e.g., replanting of native species, 
establishing sustainable harvesting best practices, community beach clean-ups, rehabilitating coastal and 
near-shore vegetation, etc. 

3.1.5. Implement eradication of rats in target sites to protect globally significant biodiversity using 
proven, cost-efficient and effective methods; process will include a risk assessment, rat eradication plan, 
approval of the plan and for agent release, and post-release monitoring.

 

Output 3.2. Management capacities in target PAs strengthened through application of PACS, PAMP 
and tools (e.g., NEIS), and training and systems on biodiversity conservation, surveillance and 
monitoring

 



Output 3.2 focuses on strengthening capacities of the target protected areas through application of 
PACS, PAMP and other tools, including the NEIS, and delivering training and systems on biodiversity 
conservation, surveillance and monitoring. The project will design and deliver a series of capacity 
building workshops and seminars/webinars to and staff, local communities, and landowners on 
application of PACS, PAMP, emerging conservation approaches gender issues in protected area 
management, and management and monitoring of protected areas. 

 

Resources are allocated for providing technical and investment assistance for strengthening monitoring 
and surveillance capacities and systems of the target protected areas. Based on recommendations of a 
feasibility study, remote surveillance systems for one or more of the target protected areas will be 
established. Training will be delivered to rangers and local stakeholders on the operation of the 
systems, performance will be assessed during the initial operation phase of the systems, and adaptive 
management adjustments will then be made in building out the full systems.

The remote systems proposed is to provide NES with strengthened surveillance capability, e.g., to 
control unauthorized anchoring of vessels in Suwarrow, particularly during the six months of the year 
when the ranges are not stationed on the atoll. Other monitoring equipment, for both the NES managed 
PA?s and the community-managed areas, may include cameras, acoustic recording devices, camera 
traps, etc. Deployment of the equipment will include training in operation and maintenance. For 
community-managed areas, the selection of equipment will be consistent with local capacities, 
durability, etc. 

Indicative activities under Output 3.2 include:
3.2.1. Deliver a series of capacity building workshops and seminars/webinars to protected area 
management and staff, local communities, and landowners on application of PACS, PAMP, emerging 
conservation approaches gender issues in protected area management, and management and monitoring 
of protected areas.

3.2.2. Provide technical and investment assistance for strengthening monitoring and surveillance 
capacities of the target protected areas.

3.2.3. Based on a feasibility assessment, establish remote surveillance systems for the target protected 
areas; deliver training to rangers and local stakeholders; assess performance of initial operation; and 
make adaptive management adjustments in building out the full systems.

 

Output 3.3. Effective community conserved area demonstrated through a newly established 
Rarotonga Cloud Forest PA with collaborative agreements involving government, traditional leaders 
and communities

 

Achievement of the proposed Rarotonga Cloud Forest community conserved area will require steadfast 
consultations with landowners and other involved stakeholders. The higher slopes of the Rarotongan 



mountains, including where the Cloud Forest PA is proposed, are classified as ?un-investigated land?, 
meaning that there are no individual landowners. The steep terrain restricts productive land use and, 
consequently, these areas harbour rich biodiversity resources. The PPG team consulted with a wide 
range of stakeholders, including community groups and NGOs, and the overwhelming sentiment was 
that conserving the proposed Cloud Forest area would be a good idea. It should also be noted that the 
proposed Cloud Forest PA would be established as a community conserved area, where the community 
will make decisions regarding access based on a culturally appropriate community decision-making 
process that reflects voluntary, informed consensus (in line with the requirements of UNDP SES 5, 
para. 15).

 

Stakeholder consultations during the implementation phase will be supplemented with an updated 
resource inventory, focusing on surveying globally significant biodiversity. Consultations will adhere 
to the requirements and objectives of UNDP SES (most specifically in this case, those of SES 5 and 6). 
An information package, translated to Cook Islands M?ori, will be developed to help explain the 
underlying principles and benefits of the establishment of the proposed protected area. Project 
resources are also allocated for a best practice learning exchange where similar collaborative 
conservation arrangements are in place, for example in New Zealand where M?ori communities have 
declared similarly conceptualised conserved areas.

 

Substantial budget resources are allocated for a facilitation consultant (or local NGO) to guide the 
process of stakeholder engagement. Technical and environmental law and policy assistance will be 
provided for formulating collaborative agreements involving landowners, government, and traditional 
leaders ? including obtaining FPIC for the establishment of the community conserved area. And a 
gender-sensitive management plan for the community conserved area and support implementation of 
specific actions, e.g., posting signage, developing a website.

 

Indicative activities under Output 3.3 include:

3.3.1. Facilitate a series of consultations with landowners and other involved stakeholders on the 
declaring an agreed part of the Rarotonga Cloud Forest as a community conserved area.

3.3.2. Update the resource inventory of the proposed community conserved area, focusing on surveying 
globally significant biodiversity.

3.3.3. Prepare an information package (translated to Cook Islands M?ori) to help explain the underlying 
principles and benefits of the proposed community conserved area.

3.3.4. Organize best practice learning exchange where similar collaborative conservation arrangements 
are in place.



3.3.5. Facilitate formulation of collaborative agreements involving landowners, government, and 
traditional leaders ? including obtaining FPIC for the establishment of the community conserved area.

3.3.6. Draft a gender-sensitive management plan for the community conserved area and support 
implementation of specific actions, e.g., posting signage, developing a website.

 

Component 3: Raising awareness, managing knowledge, mainstreaming gender and monitoring, 
evaluating and disseminating project results

 

This component is concerned with raising awareness and understanding about the values of 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, and the vital importance of intersectoral approaches to sustainable 
management at large catchment scales; generating and sharing data and knowledge; and applying a 
monitoring and evaluation system to ensure effective project implementation, including management of 
safeguards, gender mainstreaming, and establishment of long-term partnerships between government, 
landowners, traditional leaders and communities to help ensure that stakeholder engagement is 
sustained beyond the life of the project. Knowledge management will include development of best 
practices, exchanges between project sites (Cook Islands) and with other countries in the Pacific.

 

Outcome 4: Globally significant biodiversity protected across Cook Islands through effective 
selection, design, management, monitoring and enforcement of its PAs system

 

Outcome 4 will be underpinned by a Knowledge Management and Communications Strategy that 
aligns project interventions with the respective target stakeholders, ensuring that stakeholders are 
supported with relevant data, information and guidance; and project outputs, findings and lessons are 
disseminated appropriately (e.g., via EXPOSURE, PANORAMA, Google Story Maps, etc.). 
Intersectoral collaboration and gender mainstreaming will be key elements of the Strategy, which 
should be drafted within six months of project onset and accompanied by an Action Plan that is 
reviewed and updated annually. 

 

Importantly, formulation of the Strategy will be informed by the findings of the rapid Knowledge, 
Attitudes and Practices (KAP) survey conducted during the PPG phase of a representative sample of 
the project?s stakeholders, and an updated review at project inception. A KAP survey will be 
conducted at the end of project to provide feedback on changes achieved over the course of the 6-year 
implementation timeframe. The key stakeholders will be reviewed and quantified at project inception to 
ensure reliable baseline feedback is established, against which future progress can be assessed. 

 

https://undp-biodiversity.exposure.co/
https://www.iucn.org/resources/conservation-tools/panorama


Existing data, reports and related information on Cook Islands biodiversity, along with new data, 
guidelines, training modules, reports and other findings generated by the project, will be consolidated 
and held on a centralized platform in NEIS (Output 1.2)[4] to support science-based decision making. 
Species-related data will continue to strengthen existing platforms, such as the Cook Islands 
Biodiversity Database12 to which NEIS can be linked subject to trilateral agreements. 

 

The NES website and social media will be utilised as project communication platforms, where 
information on project activities and results can be shared, encouraging stakeholder interaction and 
feedback.

 

Technical capacity development and training among key partners and NES will enhance and sustain 
knowledge management. Training the trainers in water quality testing, terrestrial surveys, reporting and 
publication will be available through the UON partnership. The project will fully align with, and 
benefit from, UNDP?s SIDS offer[5]. Tertiary education courses and other levels of studies will be 
made available to further build national capacities. By project end, it is expected that local landowners, 
communities and other key decision-making stakeholders within the target sites will be better equipped, 
more knowledgeable and adequately skilled to identify and monitor detrimental impacts on 
biodiversity, ecosystem services, food production systems and water security caused by unsustainable 
land use practices and introduce and enforce appropriate safeguard measures within an integrated 
holistic context.

 

Results expected through achievement of Outcome 4 include:

?         Level of agreement to the following statement: conservation areas/ra'ui have improved the status 
of ecological systems in the Cook Islands: strongly agree >50%; disagree <5%.

?         Increase in flow of knowledge and information on best practices, as measured by (a) 1,000 visits 
(between project start and terminal evaluation) to the website and social media platforms; (b) 20 
knowledge products generated and disseminated (PANORAMA solutions/case studies, EXPOSURE 
photo-stories, factsheets, short videos, guidance documents, etc., including at least three focusing on 
gender mainstreaming.
 

The Outcome 4 results will be achieved through the implementation of the following three outputs.

 

Output 4.1. Gender-responsive Knowledge Management and Communications Strategy developed 
and implemented, including annual action plans with targeted public awareness programmes to 
promote the values of biodiversity and ecosystem services
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Activities under Output 4.1 include development and implementation of a project specific knowledge 
management and communications strategy, building upon the knowledge management and 
communications strategy framework prepared during the PPG phase (see Annex 33 to the Project 
Document) and including annual action plans with targeted public awareness programmes to promote 
the values of biodiversity and ecosystem services. 

The knowledge management and communications strategy will be developed based on the results of the 
rapid knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) survey completed during the PPG phase (see Annex 17 
to the Project Document) and an updated survey or similar inquiries made at project inception. The 
KAP survey will be used as one of the project?s monitoring and evaluation performance tools, 
comparing feedback obtained at the end of the project.

Resources are allocated for establishing and maintaining inclusive knowledge sharing systems, 
including Internet and social media platforms. The project will organize awareness and advocacy 
campaigns, focused on specific themes and aimed at defined target groups, such as women?s groups, 
youth, and other vulnerable groups, through methods identified in the knowledge management and 
communications strategy, e.g., social media (e.g., Facebook, Instagram, WhatsApp, TikTok, etc.), print 
media, radio, local television, etc., and supported by advocacy materials, such as short videos, 
factsheets, guide books, photo exhibits, M?ori language books and cartoons, etc. Communication 
workshops / events will be convened on the project-level grievance mechanism including gender-based 
violence prevention and response and other social and environmental safeguard instruments.

 

Output 4.1 also includes implementation of citizen science activities, including women, youth, people 
with disabilities and other vulnerable groups, e.g., on identification of priority species, etc.

 

Indicative activities under Output 4.1 include:

4.1.1. Building upon the rapid knowledge, attitudes and practices (KAP) survey completed during the 
PPG phase, carry out start-up and end-of-project surveys to assess knowledge gaps and behaviour and 
gender issues hindering progress towards improving biodiversity conservation and sustainable 
management of natural resources.

4.1.2. Based on the results of the surveys completed in Activity 4.1.1, develop and oversee the 
implementation of a gender-responsive project knowledge and communication strategy and annual action 
plans.

4.1.3. Establish and maintain equal and accessible information and knowledge sharing systems, including 
internet platforms, social media, etc. 



4.1.4. Organise awareness and advocacy campaigns, focused on specific themes and aimed at defined 
target groups, such as women?s groups, youth, and other vulnerable groups, through methods identified 
in the knowledge management and communications strategy, e.g., social media (e.g., Facebook, 
Instagram, WhatsApp, TikTok, etc.), print media, radio, local television, etc., and supported by advocacy 
materials, such as short videos, factsheets, guide books, photo exhibits, M?ori language books and 
cartoons, etc.

4.1.5. Carry out communication workshops / events on the project-level grievance mechanism including 
gender-based violence prevention and response and other social and environmental safeguard 
instruments.

4.1.6. Citizen (including women, youth, people with disabilities, and other vulnerable groups) science 
activities, e.g., identification of priority species, invasives, etc.

 

Output 4.2. Gender-sensitive knowledge and information products on processes, best practices, 
innovations, lessons learned, and project findings developed and disseminated to stakeholders

 

Under this output, knowledge generated on the project will be shared through production and 
dissemination of knowledge products on processes, best practices, innovations, and lessons learned, as 
well as documentation of traditional knowledge on biodiversity conservation, international knowledge 
transfer exchanges, and advocating for global environmental benefits by participating in national, 
regional and international conferences, workshops, seminars and other events. Activities also include 
development of sector-specific guidance on implementing sustainable practices and distribution to 
private sector stakeholders, e.g., tourism operators, as appropriate. Further guidance is provided in the 
knowledge management and communications strategy framework prepared during the PPG phase (see 
Annex 33 to the Project Document).

 

Documentation of traditional knowledge will be initiated only after obtaining FPIC from traditional 
leaders, landowners and local communities, following procedures described in the project Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan (see Annex 7 to the Project Document).

 

Resources are also allocated  under Output 4.2 for supporting tertiary education courses, seminars and 
webinars, and other learning experiences.

 

Indicative activities under Output 4.2 include:

4.2.1. Develop and disseminate case studies, including lessons learned, on innovative approaches 
implemented on the project.



4.2.2. Develop sector-specific guidance on implementing sustainable practices and distribute these to 
private sector stakeholders (e.g., tourism operators) as appropriate.

4.2.3. Produce and promote case studies on women?s role in participatory conservation and resource 
management.

4.2.4. In collaboration with landowners, communities, and local peoples, and upon obtaining FPIC, 
document traditional knowledge in biodiversity conservation using culturally important methods, 
ensuring voices of both females and males.

4.2.5. Organize international knowledge transfer and learning exchanges.

4.2.6. Support tertiary education courses, seminars and webinars, and other learning experiences.

4.2.7. Advocate the global environmental benefits generated through the project by participating in 
national, regional and international conferences, workshops, seminars and other events.

 

Output 4.3. Participatory monitoring and evaluation, including gender mainstreaming, informs 
project implementation, decision-making and lessons learned

 

The activities under this output are designed to put in place procedures and protocols to facilitate 
effective monitoring and evaluation. The project inception workshop, to be held within three months of 
signing of the project document, is a critical milestone on the implementation timeline, providing an 
opportunity to validate the project document, including the screening of social and environment risks; 
confirming implementation arrangements; assessing changes in relevant circumstances and making 
adjustments to the project results framework accordingly; verifying stakeholder roles and 
responsibilities; updating the project risks and agreeing to mitigation measures and responsibilities; and 
agreeing to the multi-year work plan. An inception workshop report will be prepared and disseminated 
among the project steering committee members. According to GEF requirements, two independent 
evaluations will be carried out of the project, a midterm review and terminal evaluation.

 

Under this output, the project safeguard assessments and management plans will be regularly reviewed 
and updated. These include the SESP, Gender Analysis and Gender Action Plan, Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan, as well as any other management measures prepared during implementation. A 
prolonged or recurrent COVID-19 pandemic (or similar crisis) may create challenges for the 
implementation of the project, i.e., associated with activities involving physical stakeholder workshops, 
delivering training in the field, convening community meetings, missions to the Cook Islands by 
international consultants and other partners, etc. The project will institute adaptive management as 
needed to reduce the risks of community spread. For example, meetings will be held remotely using 
virtual platforms as much as possible, health hazard assessments will be required for gatherings of 
multiple people, and mitigation measures will be implemented, e.g., ensuring physical distancing, 
providing personal protective equipment, avoiding non-essential travel, delivering trainings on risks 



and recognition of symptoms, etc. The SESP includes risks associated with COVID-19, and specific 
mitigation measures are described in the COVID-19 Analysis and Action Framework in Annex 12 to the 
Project Document.

 

This output also includes development of a sustainability plan for the project, providing a practical 
framework for facilitating further progress towards achievement of longer-term outcomes and global 
environmental benefits, as outlined in the project Theory of Change. Implementation of the 
Sustainability Plan will be initiated during the project?s lifespan.

 

Indicative activities under Output 4.3 include:
4.3.1. Design and convene the project inception workshop and prepare the inception report.

4.3.2. Develop and initiate the implementation of the project sustainability plan

4.3.3. Carry out regular monitoring and evaluation of the GEF core indicators (including the midterm and 
terminal METT assessments) and other metrics included in the project results framework and the gender 
action plan.

4.3.4. Prepare the GEF Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) and other progress reports, with gender 
results highlighted in the reports.

4.3.5. Conduct regular monitoring and evaluation of the Gender Action Plan, Stakeholder Engagement 
Plan, COVID-19 Action Framework, Climate and Disaster Risk Screening, and other safeguards 
frameworks and management plans.

4.3.6. Conduct supervision and learning missions.

4.3.7. Procure and support the independent midterm review (MTR) of the project.

4.3.8. Procure and support the terminal evaluation (TE) of the project.

4.3.9. Prepare the final report for the project, including the PIR for the last year of implementation, the 
terminal evaluation report, the management response to the terminal evaluation report, and summary of 
gender mainstreaming and other social inclusion results achieved.

 

4) Alignment with GEF focal area and/or impact program strategies

 

The project?s multi-sectoral, integrated landscape approach to safeguard biodiversity from 
unsustainable land use practices, notably caused by agriculture, infrastructure and tourism development 
sectors, and to enhance the effectiveness of protected areas aligns well with the goals of the GEF-7 
Biodiversity Focal Area strategy: to maintain globally significant biodiversity in landscapes and 



seascapes; particularly its Objectives 1 and 2. More specifically, the project will contribute to two 
programmes within the Biodiversity focal area as summarized below in Table 4 of the Project 
Document.

Project Document Table 4: Alignment with GEF focal area strategy

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

mainstreaming in priority sectors 

The project will provide an opportunity to mainstream biodiversity considerations into 
governance

frameworks across multiple development sectors. Additionally, it will demonstrate how 
catchments 

can be sustainably managed in a holistic and integrated manner across a range of stakeholders 

(i.e., infrastructure, agriculture, tourism, private enterprises and communities), while focusing 
specifically 

on reducing the terrestrial pollutant inputs to freshwater and marine ecosystems in order to 
safeguard 

their natural functioning and associated biodiversity, as well as to enhance the quality of 
downstream 

KBAs and PAs established under Marae Moana and traditional systems of Ra?ui.

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 

The effective management of PAs (1,260 ha of terrestrial and 14,453 ha of marine ecosystems)

will be improved at four key protected areas across the Cook Islands in order to strengthen 
protection 

measures for KBAs with their threatened, endemic and migratory species. Increased capacity 
development 

will help ensure that effective protection of these sites will continue beyond the life of the 
project. 

This includes the proposed establishment of the Rarotonga Cloud Forest community conserved 
area, 

adding 118 ha to the PAs system. Diversified sustainable financing mechanisms will be sought 
to provide 

long-term support to biodiversity and PAs conservation.



 

5) Incremental/additional cost reasoning and expected contributions from the baseline, the GEFTF 
and co-financing

 

Cook Islands Government is specifically interested in support from GEF-7 to implement national plans, 
described in the baseline section above, to address identified drivers impacting habitats and species. 
This will provide a timely investment to mainstream biodiversity and ecosystem safeguards across the 
environment, particularly with respect to the agriculture, infrastructure and tourism development 
sectors, to sustain the functioning of ecosystems and restore their ecological integrity and ridge-to-reef 
connectivity.

 

The GEF investment will maximize this opportunity by supporting an integrated and holistic 
sustainable development approach at catchment and entire island scales that will mainstream SLM and 
biodiversity safeguards. It will also remove systemic and institutional barriers to mainstreaming 
biodiversity in key development sectors and strengthen biodiversity management at the national and 
local levels through community-based natural resource management, whereby sustainable land use 
practices under traditional governance systems will also sustain livelihoods. The support of biodiversity 
considerations into key sectors (i.e., infrastructure, agriculture, tourism and traditional leaders) will 
promote the involvement of these stakeholders in efforts to improve the management effectiveness of 
PAs, thus assist in preventing species extinctions, conserve globally significant biodiversity, and 
protect and improve ecosystem services in the Cook Islands: thereby strengthening the local and 
national economies and generating global environmental benefits. 

 

Without the GEF investment, it is likely that actions against the pressures and drivers identified will 
be fragmented and largely diluted due to the known barriers, insufficient resources and capacity, and 
other competing national priorities. This scenario is exacerbated in wake of COVID-19: with many of 
the alternative sustainable financing mechanisms previously received from sustainable tourism halted, 
much of the remaining environmental conservation relies on government budgets that have also been 
reduced due to economic pressures. Furthermore, capacity development and strengthening of 
governance frameworks is likely to be significantly slower without the relevant technical support in 
place to assist in this process, with such delays contributing to ongoing environmental degradation at its 
current rates. Due to the connectivity of landscapes, particularly in PICs and SIDS, any dilution of 
action against key pressures of habitat degradation will continue to have consequential impacts on 
community livelihoods, wellbeing and health. The barriers and insufficient capacity for integrating 
biodiversity and ecosystem concerns into management actions across terrestrial, coastal and marine 
ecosystems means that a business-as-usual scenario will result in continuing weakness in coordination 
and integration of biodiversity concerns across the various sectors and in stakeholders that manage or 
influence these critical ecosystems. Opportunities for synergies will also be constrained by the absence 



of coordinating mechanisms. As a result, development risks to key ecosystem services, such as 
biodiversity conservation, climate change adaptation and mitigation, and catchment services, will 
continue to be widespread in areas ranging from sloping lands and agricultural landscapes to riparian 
zones, wetlands and coastal landscapes and out to coral reefs and other inshore marine habitats, with 
significant impacts including biodiversity loss, sedimentation, pollution and nutrient overloads flowing 
from terrestrial to coastal to marine ecosystems. Finally, public awareness of the benefits provided by 
biodiversity and functioning ecosystems will continue to be low and hence participation in biodiversity 
conservation will continue to be limited; and incentives for communities to manage their natural 
resources wisely will continue to be inadequate.

 

6) Global environmental benefits (GEFTF) 

 

The project will contribute to safeguarding globally significant biodiversity and its ecosystem goods 
and services, including the security of food production systems. There are huge environmental, social 
and economic values to be gained nationally and globally in piloting an integrated catchment 
management approach because once mainstreamed it could transform sustainable management from a 
few catchments to entire islands and their coastal waters, enhancing conservation of native biodiversity 
and production systems from ridge to reef. Social benefits are inherent in the integrated approach, with 
multiple sectors and communities working together towards a common vision; and sustainable 
economic benefits are underpinned by sustaining ecosystem goods and services. Additionally, the 
improved management and effectiveness of the national PAs system, complemented by its surrounding 
buffer of sustainably managed catchments, will more effectively protect globally threatened and 
endemic biodiversity. 

 

The target catchments, comprising approximately 1,784 ha (about 26% of the land area of Rarotonga), 
will benefit from holistic, integrated sustainable management from ridge to reef that is characteristic of 
a catchment approach to safeguard the integrity and functioning of ecosystems and production systems. 
If successful, it should be sufficient incentive to mainstream such an approach across 100% of 
catchments. Additional global benefits resulting from the project include:

?      1,260 ha of terrestrial and 14,453 ha of marine protected areas will be under improved 
management for conservation and sustainable use.

?      118 ha of new protected area established, conserving key ecosystems that contain threatened 
endemic species and valuable fresh water sources. It features among the best remaining examples of 
primary montane rain and (Metrosideros) cloud forest in Eastern Polynesia, as cited in WWF?s The 
Global 200[6].

?      3,130 ha of landscape will be under improved practices (excluding protected areas).

?      288,638 tCO2eq emission avoided during a 20-year period.
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?      The investment will directly benefit an estimated 9,588 people, of whom 4,892 are women (based 
on 75% of resident population of Rarotonga, Aitutaki and Atiu).

?      USD 27.64 million of co-financing leveraged and invested in this integrated catchment approach 
to safeguarding biodiversity and ecosystem services; and effectively managing protected areas.

?      Improved management (i.e. community-based co-management) of selected priority catchments, as 
well as specific priority protected areas that are habitat to key threatened and endemic species.

?      Raised awareness and understanding of biodiversity considerations and mainstreaming safeguards 
across key development sectors (tourism, agriculture and infrastructure), as well as increased technical 
capacity within relevant government sectors and communities to apply sustainable control measures.
 

7) Innovativeness, sustainability and potential for scaling up. ?

 

Innovativeness: 

 

Innovation is particularly pertinent in conserving biodiversity on small islands due to the wide 
spectrum of scales over which interventions are required (i.e., small islands distributed across vast 
stretches of ocean) and the limited resources available within small island state economies. There is an 
urgent requirement for smarter, intelligent solutions to maximize potential benefits and ensure 
sustainability and legacy post-project. Innovative technologies currently achievable at small island 
scales are often completely different to approaches available for continental areas, for example, 
invasive species eradications (as opposed to control) are most often the appropriate and innovative 
approach for small islands, as the results are both profound (environmentally revolutionary) and the 
enduring. Many of these innovative approaches (that were originally developed for small islands) are 
later applied to continental areas successfully, making small islands ideal laboratories for testing ideas 
and technologies that later have world-wide applications for biodiversity conservation.

 

Applying integrated catchment approaches designed at scales large enough to address ecological 
integrity needs and to engage all interest groups in generating consensus through realizing a common 
vision. around the aim of tackling a multitude of factors for maximum benefit and efficiency of 
resources. Piloting such approaches at catchment scales from ridge-to-reef is a further innovative 
enhancement, as is the application of the emerging new National Environment Policy to entire islands 
under the proposed Island Environment Management Plans.

 

Building on Cook Islands government commitments and investments in innovative technology, 
increasing access to information and communications technology (ICT) and its engagement with 
communities and the private sector are reflected in this project:



?         Establishment of a National Environment Information System (NEIS) to assist with integration 
between sectors through increased access and sharing of data, information and knowledge.

?         Enhanced use of mapping and spatial data to better inform decision making processes regarding 
protected area management, EIAs, etc.

?         Online knowledge platforms (e.g. EXPOSURE, PANORAMA, Google Story Maps, etc.) to 
support flexible and accessible learning opportunities for different sectors, including public, private and 
civil. 

?         Use of applications (apps) for innovative citizen science programs and engage communities, 
private sector and volunteers in much needed environmental, biodiversity and socioeconomic data 
gathering and reporting.

?         Remote monitoring/surveillance of geographically isolated PA?s too difficult/costly to visit 
regularly.

 

The project will demonstrate cost effective and innovative methods for eradication of invasive rat 
species, through partnerships with enabling stakeholders, e.g., Landcare Research in New Zealand, 
University of Newcastle in Australia, etc. The GEF funds will help build upon eradication efforts 
completed to date, catalysing the implementation of approaches that are suited for the unique 
ecosystems in the Cook Islands, based on state-of-the-art research and development and successful 
application in similar South Pacific islands.

 

Building on, and benefiting from, UNDP?s SIDS offer, in particular the blue economy and digital 
transformation pillars. 

 

Low-value grants to incentivize landowners, communities, local NGOs/CSOs and academia to 
develop creative solutions to known environmental pressures within the project?s scope (key 
development sectors).

 

Partnership with University of Newcastle to ensure project activities are informed by the latest 
science and technological innovation in biodiversity conservation and management and enhancing 
national capacities to implement them.

 

Sustainability: 



 

Sustainability is incorporated into the project design by ensuring that key initiatives are 
institutionalized before the project ends. Strengthening governance frameworks that enhance 
biodiversity considerations ensures a legacy of national commitment. Furthermore, through the use of 
innovative tools and development of capacity during the project, monitoring, management and 
enforcement of biodiversity conservation can continue post-project. Mainstreaming biodiversity 
safeguards across the key development sectors of infrastructure, tourism and agriculture, including 
government, private sector and local communities, is intended to deliver a paradigm shift in conserving 
biodiversity and sustaining ecosystem services, based on tangible benefits evident in the demonstration 
land/seascapes and catchments with respect to improved human health, wellbeing and livelihoods, 
alongside retention of traditional cultural values.

 

Financial sustainability. Through development of the intersectoral catchment management plans, key 
government agencies, including NES, MOA, ICI and CIT, are expected to mainstream priority actions 
into their work programmes and budgets. Application of remote surveillance systems will not only 
contribute towards improved management of PA?s, but also increase cost-efficiency, particularly for 
those PA?s that are costly to travel to. The NEIS will help reduce redundancy in data and information 
management and facilitate timely and science-based management decisions.

 

Institutional sustainability. The project strategy includes strengthening the institutional capacities of 
NES, MOA, ICI and CIT, particularly with respect to implementation of sustainable land management. 
The proposed policy and regulatory reforms and management planning for protected and managed 
areas, catchments, and outer islands will further contribute towards institutional sustainability.

 

Socioeconomic sustainability. The project design recognises the importance of increasing engagement 
of landowners and local communities in natural resource governance in the Cook Islands. 
Establishment of the proposed new Cloud Forest PA, a community conserved area, will have important 
sustainability ramifications, through demonstration of this modality of protected area management. 
Increased uptake of sustainable land management practices in the priority catchments will generate 
durable livelihood benefits for the local communities there.

 

Environmental sustainability. The project will facilitate improved management of protected and 
managed areas, contributing to the sustainable conservation of globally significant terrestrial and 
marine biodiversity. Through intersectoral catchment management of the priority catchments, some of 
the main threats to biodiversity, including pollution and unsustainable development, will be reduced. 
Strengthening the enabling environment and demonstrating best practices and innovation in 



management of invasive alien species, will reduce these substantial threats and help ensure the 
durability of the project results.

 

Potential for scaling up: 

 

Potential for up-scaling post-project is high given that there are other key habitats and sites that are 
not targeted by this project. These comprise catchments and PAs that would benefit from relevant 
interventions implemented by this project. Furthermore, biodiversity will be mainstreamed across other 
development sectors following best practices and lessons gained from the experience in strengthening 
governance and policy frameworks. Additionally, low-value grants made available to stakeholders 
under this project may present further opportunities for continued development through other channels 
(e.g., the GEF Small Grants Programme). The project aims to develop four IEMPs, which will be 
integrated into the IDPs. Replicating this approach to the other Pa Enua will be a major step towards 
mainstreaming environmental priorities among island development priorities. Considering the 
important role of landowners across the Cook Islands, establishment of the Cloud Forest community 
conserved area in Rarotonga would provide a replicable model in the Cook Islands and other Pacific 
Countries and Territories. Moreover, the innovations in implementing eradication of invasive rats could 
be replicated in other sites in the Cook Islands and provide important best practice guidance for similar 
ecosystems in the Pacific.

[1] UN Biodiversity Lab ? Providing decision makers with the best available spatial data to put nature 
at the center of sustainable development.

[2] Most notably UNDP SES 1

[3] https://www.protectedplanet.net/en 

[4] Other platforms for wider dissemination include Exposure and Panorama.

[5] See https://www.sparkblue.org/content/rising-small-island-developing-states 

[6] Olson, D. M., Dinnerstein, E. 2002. The Global 200: Priority ecoregions for global conservation. 
Annals of the Missouri Botanical Garden 89(2):199-224.

1b. Project Map and Coordinates 

Please provide geo-referenced information and map where the project interventions will take 
place.

See map and geo-coordinates included in Annex D

file:///E:/A%20-%20UNDP%20working%20files%20March%202021/A%20-%20PROJECTS%202021/EBD%20GEF%20PROJECTS/6565%20Cook%20Islands/2.%20FSP%20CEO%20ER%20sub%2022July2022/PIMS_6565_10780%20CEO_ER_22%20July%202022.docx#_ftnref1
https://unbiodiversitylab.org/
https://unbiodiversitylab.org/
file:///E:/A%20-%20UNDP%20working%20files%20March%202021/A%20-%20PROJECTS%202021/EBD%20GEF%20PROJECTS/6565%20Cook%20Islands/2.%20FSP%20CEO%20ER%20sub%2022July2022/PIMS_6565_10780%20CEO_ER_22%20July%202022.docx#_ftnref2
file:///E:/A%20-%20UNDP%20working%20files%20March%202021/A%20-%20PROJECTS%202021/EBD%20GEF%20PROJECTS/6565%20Cook%20Islands/2.%20FSP%20CEO%20ER%20sub%2022July2022/PIMS_6565_10780%20CEO_ER_22%20July%202022.docx#_ftnref3
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en
file:///E:/A%20-%20UNDP%20working%20files%20March%202021/A%20-%20PROJECTS%202021/EBD%20GEF%20PROJECTS/6565%20Cook%20Islands/2.%20FSP%20CEO%20ER%20sub%2022July2022/PIMS_6565_10780%20CEO_ER_22%20July%202022.docx#_ftnref4
file:///E:/A%20-%20UNDP%20working%20files%20March%202021/A%20-%20PROJECTS%202021/EBD%20GEF%20PROJECTS/6565%20Cook%20Islands/2.%20FSP%20CEO%20ER%20sub%2022July2022/PIMS_6565_10780%20CEO_ER_22%20July%202022.docx#_ftnref5
https://www.sparkblue.org/content/rising-small-island-developing-states
file:///E:/A%20-%20UNDP%20working%20files%20March%202021/A%20-%20PROJECTS%202021/EBD%20GEF%20PROJECTS/6565%20Cook%20Islands/2.%20FSP%20CEO%20ER%20sub%2022July2022/PIMS_6565_10780%20CEO_ER_22%20July%202022.docx#_ftnref6


1c. Child Project?

If this is a child project under a program, describe how the components contribute to the overall 
program impact.

2. Stakeholders 
Select the stakeholders that have participated in consultations during the project identification 
phase: 

Civil Society Organizations Yes

Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities Yes

Private Sector Entities Yes

If none of the above, please explain why: 

Please provide the Stakeholder Engagement Plan or equivalent assessment.

Please see Annex 7 to the Project Document for the full Stakeholder Engagement Plan. 
In addition, provide a summary on how stakeholders will be consulted in project 
execution, the means and timing of engagement, how information will be disseminated, 
and an explanation of any resource requirements throughout the project/program cycle to 
ensure proper and meaningful stakeholder engagement 

Select what role civil society will play in the project:

Consulted only; 

Member of Advisory Body; Contractor; Yes

Co-financier; Yes

Member of project steering committee or equivalent decision-making body; 

Executor or co-executor; 

Other (Please explain) Yes

A stakeholder analysis was undertaken during project preparation to identify key stakeholders, consult 
with them regarding their interests in the project and define their roles and responsibilities during 
project implementation.

 



Extensive stakeholder consultations were completed during the PPG phase (see Annex 8 to the Project 
Document: Stakeholder consultations during project preparation phase), including landowners and 
local communities in the locations of target catchments and protected areas. A total of 44 meetings 
were convened: Rarotonga (38), Aitutaki (five in person and one by zoom) and Atiu (one by zoom), 
involving 362 participants. 43% of the participants were female, 69% were indigenous Cook Islanders, 
5% were traditional leaders and 24% were community members. 71% were government participants 
which included the PPG and NES personnel who attended every meeting, as well as relevant 
government personnel who attended the Inception workshop and other meetings as interested 
observers.  Before each PPG meeting, information about the project stakeholder engagement 
programme was shared with prospective attendee groups in English and Cook Islands M?ori, to 
promote better awareness and understanding of the project?s strategies, policies, and operations. 
Consultation meetings were undertaken in accordance with the GEF Policy on Public Involvement in 
GEF projects and included an explanation of the Free Prior Informed Consent (FPIC) process to ensure 
that consultations were open and transparent and encouraging free and open expression of community 
concerns in relation to the project aims. 

 

The key government agencies (ICI, CIT and MOA) were consulted throughout the formulation to 
ensure a cohesive, shared vision and approach to project planning and to secure their full support in 
project execution.  These agencies also met as a team at the PPG Inception Workshop. Additionally, 
consultations were held  with the Ministry of Finance & Economic Management (MFEM) 
Development Coordination Division (DCD) to ensure complementarity between various national 
projects being planned and avoid duplication of efforts. Key stakeholders, their roles and potential 
involvement in the project are described below in Table 6 of the Project Document.

 

Project Document Table 6: Project stakeholders
Stakeholders Expected role in the project

Implementing Partner (Executing Agency)

National 
Environment 
Service 
(NES)

 

NES is the central government agency mandated with protecting, managing and 
conserving the environment of Cook Islands, on behalf of, and for the benefit of, present 
and future Cook Islanders.  One of the core functions of NES under the Environment 
Act 2003 is to 'protect, conserve, and manage the environment to ensure the sustainable 
use of natural resources'. NES is responsible for coordination and implementation of 
GEF projects in the Cook Islands. NES will house the GEF-7 Project Management Unit 
(PMU), which is responsible for reporting to UNDP and GEF, and takes responsibility 
for financial management, oversight, and monitoring of the project

The NES Director (the GEF Operational Focal Point for the Cook Islands) will be the 
National Project Director, having overall responsibility of the project, and will serve as 
the executive function on the Project Board, chairing the Project Board meetings.

NES is also one of the project?s governmental co-financing partners.



Stakeholders Expected role in the project

GEF Agency

UNDP The UNDP will serve as the GEF Agency for the project, with the Resident 
Representative of the Samoa Multi-Country Office serving as Development Partner 
function on the Project Board, ensuring global environmental benefits are generated as 
planned. The UNDP will also deliver project assurance, overseeing the effective and 
efficient implementation of the project, and provide limited execution support services, 
e.g., procure international consultants.

UNDP is one of the project?s co-financing partners.

Landowners and local communities

Landowners 
and local 
communities

Landowners and local communities in the target sites are among the primary project 
beneficiaries and stakeholders. 

Landowners are a vital element of communities targeted by project and require strong 
engagement, consultation and information sharing. This applies especially for Manuae, 
Takutea, Takitumu and the proposed community conserved area (Cloud Forest).

Takitumu 
Conservation 
Area 
landowners 
committee

The TCA Coordinating Committee consists of the heads of the Kainuku, Karika and 
Manavaroa families plus Ian Karika who is their manager and who represents their 
interests as the landowners of the area of land they designated to protect as the 
Takitumu Conservation Area. Ian works as a volunteer and tour guide, carrying out 
conservation work as required with the help of other volunteers or the occasional 
overseas conservation worker ? maintaining the tracks and buildings, counting birds and 
rat-baiting. Income to sponsor these activities comes from fundraising, grants and 
guiding for tourists. While some of the lower hillside is being leased for orange plots the 
landowners are adamantly opposed to any housing development that might impact 
negatively on the conservation of the native trees and birds found on the reserve.

Key partner agencies

Ministry of 
Agriculture 
(MOA)

The principal function of MOA is to promote and encourage the development of all 
phases of agricultural, pastoral, and horticultural industries.  MOA has extended its 
functions to include strengthening household and national food security and nutrition, 
research and development into crop and tree species, and improved agricultural 
production methods, including livestock, as well as improving biosecurity to cope with 
border protection challenges.  MOA?s mandate for SLM is specific to land areas utilised 
for agricultural production.

MOA will have a critical role in Component 1 to ensure that agri-ecosystems around 
priority areas such as streams, wetlands and PAs are sustainably managed to minimize 
source-to-sea/ridge-to-reef impacts.

MOA will be a member of the Project Board and is one of the project?s co-financing 
partners.



Stakeholders Expected role in the project

Cook Islands 
Tourism 
(CIT)

CIT promotes tourism in the country and accredits tourism-related businesses 
(accommodation, restaurants, tour operators, etc.).  CIT?s primary environmental role is 
to ensure that tourism activities do not degrade the natural environment. The agency 
aims to achieve this by marketing the natural environment and PAs, highlighting the 
importance of biodiversity for tourism; promoting ecotourism experiences; and 
developing a Tourism Charter to better regulate the industry and apply environmental 
standards.  CIT leads progress towards the national Sustainable Tourism Development 
Policy Framework.

CIT will be closely engaged in Component 1 and 3 activities, including the intersectoral 
catchment management plans, implementation of the Sustainable Tourism Strategy, 
facilitating involvement of the private sector, participating in capacity building 
activities, and involved in project communications and knowledge management.

CIT will be a member of the Project Board and is one of the project?s co-financing 
partners.

Infrastructure 
Cook Islands 
(ICI)

ICI is responsible for the majority of the Government capital infrastructure projects 
across the Cook Islands, and also includes some regulatory responsibilities and 
projects.  ICI works with donor partners, Island Governments, other Government 
departments, the private sector and the community to implement activities and projects 
and carry out operations and maintenance of public infrastructure assets it is responsible 
for and infrastructure projects in the Pa Enua.  ICI is largely responsible for controlling 
erosion and sedimentation from source to sea through technical advice and design and is 
involved in EIA processes regarding environmental standards (cited in the Building 
Code 2019) to reduce negative impacts of development.  ICI supports private sector 
training to increase understanding and awareness of environmental considerations and 
best practices.

ICI will be closely engaged in Component 1 and 3 activities, including the intersectoral 
catchment management plans (e.g., promoting green engineering to safeguard riparian 
zones, lagoons and PAs from erosion and sedimentation impacts), facilitating 
involvement of the private sector, participating in capacity building activities, and 
involved in project communications and knowledge management

ICI will be a member of the Project Board and is one of the project?s co-financing 
partners.

Other governmental and public entities



Stakeholders Expected role in the project

Ministry of 
Finance and 
Economic 
Management 
(MFEM)

Development 
Coordination 
Division 
(DCD) of the 
MFEM

MFEM is the central agency in the Cook Islands that is responsible for advising the 
Government in financial and economic issues.  MFEM requires government to produce 
statements of economic policy; confirmation of adherence to fiscal disciplines 
prescribed under the MFEM Act; budget policy statements; economic and fiscal 
forecasts and updates; financial management information and comprehensive annual 
reports.  Within the GEF-7 project, MFEM will be the financial intermediary between 
UNDP as the GEF Implementing Agency and the NES as the GEF Executing Agency.

DCD will provide technical support to the project team, including alignment of multiple 
project objectives with national priorities. DCD oversees all ODA (official development 
assistance) to ensure coordination of all programmes, projects, activities are aligned to 
our national sustainable development goals.

MFEM-DCD will be a member of the Project Board.

Office of the 
Prime 
Minister 
(OPM)

OPM Central Policy & Planning Division is responsible for development, monitoring 
and reporting against the National Sustainable Development Plan.  OPM is home to the 
National Research Council, which approves international research permits including 
those related to biodiversity.  OPM also houses the Coordination Office (MMCO) of 
Marae Moana (Cook Islands Marine Park), and the Climate Change Cook Islands office 
(CCCI).

The OPM will provide oversight, tracking and reporting on project implementation 

Identifying and facilitating opportunities for co-financing and sharing lessons learned.

Climate 
Change Cook 
Islands 
(CCCI)

CCCI is a division within the Office of the Prime Minister (OPM).  It has an oversight 
role of all climate change activities to ensure co-ordination of the multi-sectoral 
approach to climate change.  The co-ordination role ensures alignment of the various 
activities with the Cook Islands national goals.   The CCCI Office also makes sure that 
there is no duplication and facilitates activities for issues that may not have been 
addressed.

National 
Biodiversity 
Steering 
Committee 
(NBSC)

The NBSC was established specifically as the Project Steering Committee for GEF-5 
R2R project. It includes heads of ministries, NGOs and traditional leader 
representatives, meets quarterly and also provides a platform to discuss other national 
biodiversity matters, some of which directly relate to the project.

The NBSC will be available to operate as a technical advisory panel to the GEF-7 
project.

Ministry of 
Marine 
Resources 
(MMR)

MMR is the leading agency for marine resource management. MMR?s role includes 
science and research, monitoring, advisory, consultative, and regulatory activities.  
Significantly for this project, MMR undertakes regular water quality monitoring at the 
mouths of major waterways on Rarotonga and Aitutaki.

MMR will provide ad hoc support, as required, e.g., to monitor changes in water quality 
at selected sites resulting from project interventions, and to deliver technical advice on 
marine species and ecosystems.



Stakeholders Expected role in the project

Natural 
Heritage 
Trust (NHT)

NHT is a partner agency to NES and assists the NES and other agencies including, but 
not limited to MMR, MOA, MM, and TIS, with biodiversity related matters and 
biodiversity outreach programmes. The NHT collects and integrates scientific and 
traditional information on Cook Islands flora and fauna and has a database available to 
the general public. The NHT will provide technical support to the execution of project 
activities and participate in the development operationalization of the NEIS.

Ministry of 
Cultural 
Development 
(MOCD)

MOCD is responsible for the protection, preservation and perpetuation of all forms of 
Cook Islands culture, such as language, arts, crafts, historic sites, traditional 
knowledge.  MOCD supports the House of Ariki in project activities, with technical and 
financial resources, knowledge and liaison with island communities and leaders.

Crown Law 
Office (CLO)

CLO are responsible for reviewing and providing legal advice on any legislative 
proposals in the Cook Islands. Any work to strengthen SLM and PA governance 
systems through regulations and other legislative instruments will involve input and 
review from CLO.

T? T?tou Vai 
(TTV)

 

TTV is responsible to provide potable drinking water as a public service for the people 
of Rarotonga and Aitutaki.  TTV manages the water catchments in the montane areas of 
Rarotonga and is establishing catchment committees representing landowners, Aronga 
Mana (traditional leaders) and community members for input into this management.

Ministry of 
Foreign 
Affairs and 
Immigration 
(MFAI)

MFAI is the GEF Political Focal Point (PFP), responsible for coordination and approval 
of GEF projects in the Cook Islands, as well as showcasing Cook Islands? project 
successes and demonstrating its commitments to environmental conservation and 
safeguards on national, regional and international platforms. MAFI will provide 
political oversight of this GEF-7 project.

Aronga mana (Traditional leaders)

House of 
Ariki (HOA)

HOA is a constitutional and statutory agency of the Cook Islands that comprises all 
principal Indigenous paramount Ariki (High Chiefs) from the nation?s 24 tribes.  Given 
the strong traditional land tenure system, HOA exercises significant influence over land 
management, including traditional conservation environmental management practices. 
Given the strong traditional land tenure system, their support for landowner and 
community conservation areas is critical.

HOA is highly respected and will be key to awareness raising in their communities and 
resolving any conflicts. As such, HOA may be represented on the sub-committee of the 
project level grievance redress mechanism.

Island Governments / Councils

Island 
Governments 
/ Councils

Island Governments (or Councils) are responsible for administration on their respective 
islands as mandated by the Island Government Act 2012-2013.  The Island 
Governments also work in collaboration with each Island Environment Authority (apart 
from Rarotonga) on environmental management issues. They will be closely engaged in 
development of Island Environmental Management Plans (IEMPs) under Output 1.3, as 
well as in project capacity building activities, communications, and knowledge 
management.



Stakeholders Expected role in the project

Non-governmental organizations

Te Ipukarea 
Society (TIS)

Environmental NGO with a wide remit, primarily as a government watchdog: advocates 
reduction of chemical pollutants, waste management and recycling, and conservation 
and restoration of biodiversity. Project implementation includes successful initiatives 
include eradication of rats on Suwarrow (only 1 islet left to complete in June 2022) in 
collaboration with BirdLife International; "Save Our Suwarrow" campaign; and key 
species assessments. Has an anticipated GEF-7 role in local capacity building, public 
awareness and invasive species eradication.

K?rero o te 
'?rau (KOTO)

Environmental and social NGO focused on improving the well-being of indigenous 
Cook Islanders and their environment, with focal areas on research, youth involvement, 
traditional knowledge, education and awareness. Has an anticipated GEF-7 role in local 
capacity building, public awareness and implementation of project activities, in 
particular in Rarotonga?s Takuvaine catchment.

Red Cross

 

The local Red Cross office coordinates the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) in the 
Cook Islands.

Takitumu 
Growers 
Association 
(TGA)

TGA promotes organic agriculture among local farmers in Rarotonga. Potential 
technical agency to support local activities on sustainable agriculture under Outcome 2.

Natura Kuki 
Airani (NKA)

Natura Kuki Airani (NKA) is the active focal point for organics in the Cook Islands. It 
is licensed to certify organic crops, livestock, and secondary products (e.g., handcrafts, 
processed foods), through a Participatory Guarantee System (PGS). Production and 
processing methods are certified to the (Pacific) regional Pacific Organic Standard, 
managed by the Pacific Organic and Ethical Trade Community (PoetCom) under the 
Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC).  Products certified by NKA can be labelled 
with the Organic Pasifika mark.

Aitutaki 
Conservation 
Trust (ACT)

Environmental NGO based in Aitutaki. Previously involved in project conservation 
activities and well positioned for further project activities in Aitutaki, including 
education and awareness.

Au Vaine Local CSO. Opportunities on the project to introduce best practices to restore riparian 
zones in Pa Enua (Outer Islands), with inclusion of women (Components 1 and 3).

Academic and International Non-profit Organisations

University of 
Newcastle 
Australia 
(UON) 

UON is a project responsible party, primarily responsible for delivering Output 2.1 on 
catchment audits of the four priority catchments in Rarotonga. UON will engage with 
local stakeholders, delivering learning-by-doing capacity building and advising on other 
project activities, and helping to facilitate women?s participation in natural resource 
management through increased enrolment in science, technology, engineering and 
mathematics programmes.



Stakeholders Expected role in the project

University of 
South Pacific 
(USP)

The USP Campus in the Cook Islands provides tertiary education, promoting Pacific 
learning and innovation for sustainable development.

Cook Islands 
Tertiary 
Training 
Institute 
(CITTI)

CITTI is the vocational training centre of the Cook Islands, delivering courses in 
business, tourism and hospitality, and other trades.

Seacology Seacology is a non-profit charitable organisation. Seacology?s mission is to protect 
threatened island ecosystems all over the world, working directly with communities, 
helping them to preserve their cultures and improve their lives while saving precious 
island habitats.

The roles and responsibilities of NES, the Lead Implementing Partner (Executing Agency) and the 
other key agencies (namely, MOA, CIT and ICI) and coordination among these institutional partners at 
the output level are outlined below.

Stakeholder Role in project outputs 



National 
Environment 
Service 
(NES) 

  

Output 1.1 

NES will coordinate the creation and/or amendment of national legislation, policies, 
strategies, and plans by the four institutional partners, including developing and 
implementing protocols to ensure coordination in policy development and 
implementation. Within its own mandate, NES will lead development of EIA 
(permitting and consent) regulations and Protected Area (PA) regulations under the new 
Environment Act. NES will coordinate the four institutional partners to delivery 
capacity building and awareness raising on relevant legislation, policies, regulations, 
and strategies to stakeholders. 

Output 1.2 

NES will coordinate the development and institutionalisation of the National 
Environment Information System (NEIS), including leading a gender-sensitive 
feasibility assessment, providing technical expertise for the development and delivery of 
the system, and assisting other agencies to utilise the system appropriately. 

Output 1.3 

NES will lead the development of Island Environmental Management Plans (IEMPs) 
and their integration into Island Development Plans, including facilitating Pa Enua 
consultations and socialising the IEMPs among stakeholders. NES will also lead the 
integration of regulatory and policy frameworks to safeguards KBAs and ecosystem 
services into catchment management plans. (See also Outputs 2.2 and 3.1.) 

Output 2.1 

NES will lead the design and delivery of catchment audits, including training 
stakeholders to interpret results and providing communication of results at the 
community level. NES will provide technical and investment assistance on 
strengthening capacities and will coordinate the other agency partners to provide 
expertise within their mandates. 

Output 2.2 

NES will lead the development of intersectoral catchment management plans for priority 
catchments on Rarotonga, and a management plan for the Manuae Managed Area. NES 
will lead awareness-raising of management plans to stakeholders and will train the other 
three GEF-7 institutional partners on implementation of the management plans. NES 
will work closely with MOA on the development and implementation of agriculture-
related management actions. NES will also directly implement specific management 
measures in the Manuae Managed Area, according to the management plan as agreed 
with stakeholders. (See also Outputs 1.3 and 3.1.) 

Output 2.3 

NES will coordinate and deliver capacity building on innovative natural resource 
management practices, alongside the GEF-7 institutional partners and other 
stakeholders. NES will lead the development of MOUs between the GEF-7 institutional 
partners, landowners, and other stakeholders relating to the implementation of 
management plans. NES will coordinate and deliver the provision of technical and low-
value grant assistance for implementing innovative practices and develop and 
disseminate case studies and lessons learned. 

Output 3.1 

NES will lead the development of gender responsive management plans for the target 
protected areas, including the integration of traditional management systems, and will 
draw on the expertise of other institutional partners as necessary. NES will deliver 
training on project social and environmental safeguard instruments, gender 
mainstreaming, UNDP social and environmental standards, and national standards and 
regulations. NES will also lead the implementation of specific management measures to 
protect globally significant terrestrial and marine biodiversity, including eradication of 
rats from target sites. (See also Outputs 1.3 and 2.2.) 

Output 3.2 

NES will design and deliver a series of capacity building workshops and 
seminars/webinars to selected stakeholders on the application of PACS, PAMP, 
emerging approaches to gender in protected area management, and management and 
monitoring of protected areas. NES will also provide technical and investment 
assistance for strengthening monitoring and surveillance capacities of target protected 
areas, including implementing remote surveillance systems as appropriate. 

Output 3.3 

NES will facilitate conversations with landowners and other stakeholders on future 
governance arrangements for the Rarotonga Cloud Forest. NES will also update the 
inventory of globally significant biodiversity within the Cloud Forest, prepare a 
bilingual information package about this biodiversity for landowners and communities. 
If appropriate, NES will facilitate the creation of collective agreements and a 
management plan for a landowner conserved area based on FPIC. 

Output 4.1 

NES will lead the development and implementation of a gender-responsive Knowledge 
Management and Communications Strategy for the GEF-7 project, including annual 
action plans with targeted public awareness programmes to promote the values of 
biodiversity and ecosystem service and communication around the project-level 
grievance mechanism. 

Output 4.2 

NES will lead the development of gender-sensitive knowledge and information products 
on processes, best practices, innovations, lessons learned, and project findings, and the 
dissemination of these knowledge and information products to stakeholders. This will 
include sector-specific guidance on implementing sustainable practices in collaboration 
with relevant institutional partners, documentation of traditional knowledge through 
culturally appropriate methods, and engagement with educational and research 
institutions. 

Output 4.3 

NES will lead participatory monitoring and evaluation across the project, ensuring that 
lessons learned inform project implementation and decision-making. This includes 
regular monitoring and evaluation of all metrics indicated in the project results 
framework and the gender action plan, and preparation of all mandatory GEF reports 
including the final report. 

 

In addition to the above, NES will incorporate project outputs into NES work plans in 
line with Cook Islands national planning procedures and timeframes.



Ministry of 
Agriculture 
(MOA) 

Output 1.1 

MOA will have input into the creation and/or amendment of national legislation, 
policies, strategies and plans by the four institutional partners. Within its own mandate, 
MOA will lead the redevelopment of updated agrichemical regulations under the 
Pesticides Act 1987. MOA will collaborate with the other three institutional partners to 
delivery capacity building and awareness raising on relevant legislation, policies, 
regulations, and strategies to stakeholders. 

Output 1.2 

MOA will provide appropriate information to NES for the development of the NEIS, 
including access to relevant datasets and providing technical expertise when necessary. 
MOA will participate fully in training on how to utilise the NEIS for its own 
management decisions, including leading sector-specific training for stakeholders as 
necessary. 

Output 1.3 

MOA will contribute expertise to the development of Island Environmental 
Management Plans (IEMPs) and catchment management plans, as appropriate and when 
requested by NES. (See also Outputs 2.2 and 3.1.) 

Output 2.1 

At the request of NES, MOA will contribute technical expertise to the design and 
delivery of catchment audits, including communication of results and capacity building. 

Output 2.2 

MOA will contribute expertise to the development of intersectoral catchment 
management plans for priority catchments on Rarotonga, and a management plan for the 
Manuae Managed Area. MOA will participate in trainings with other GEF-7 
institutional partners on implementation of the management plans. MOA will work 
closely with NES on the development and implementation of agriculture-related 
management measures, according to the relevant management plans. (See also Outputs 
1.3 and 3.1.) 

Output 2.3 

MOA will participate in (and in some cases, deliver) capacity building on innovative 
natural resource management practices. MOA will participate in the development of 
MOUs between the GEF-7 institutional partners, landowners, and other stakeholders 
relating to the implementation of management plans. MOA will contribute expertise 
within its mandate towards a programme of technical and low-value grant assistance for 
implementing innovative practices, as requested by NES. 

Output 3.1 

MOA will contribute expertise to the development of gender responsive management 
plans for the target protected areas, as requested by NES. (See also Outputs 1.3 and 2.2.) 

Output 3.2 

Selected MOA staff will participate in or contribute to capacity building activities to 
selected stakeholders on the application of PACS, PAMP, emerging approaches to 
gender in protected area management, and management and monitoring of protected 
areas. 

Output 3.3 

MOA will participate in conversations facilitated by NES on future governance 
arrangements for the Rarotonga Cloud Forest, if and when expertise in its mandate is 
required. 

Output 4.1 

MOA will contribute to the development and implementation of a gender-responsive 
Knowledge Management and Communications Strategy for aspects of the GEF-7 project 
within its mandate. 

Output 4.2 

MOA will contribute to the development of gender-sensitive knowledge and information 
products on processes, best practices, innovations, lessons learned, and project findings, 
and the dissemination of these knowledge and information products to stakeholders. 
This will include guidance on implementing sustainable practices in the agricultural 
sector. 

Output 4.3 

MOA will contribute to monitoring and evaluation across the project as requested by 
NES, including sharing relevant information and datasets. 

 

In addition to the above, MOA will incorporate project outputs into NES work plans in 
line with Cook Islands national planning procedures and timeframes.



Cook Islands 
Tourism 
(CIT) 

Output 1.1 

CIT will have input into the creation and/or amendment of national legislation, policies, 
strategies and plans by the four institutional partners, including updating its own internal 
strategies to reflect the evolving national environmental policy context. CIT will 
collaborate with the other three institutional partners to delivery capacity building and 
awareness raising on relevant legislation, policies, regulations, and strategies to 
stakeholders. 

Output 1.2 

CIT will provide appropriate information to NES for the development of the NEIS, 
including access to relevant datasets and providing technical expertise when necessary. 
CIT will participate fully in training on how to utilise the NEIS for its own management 
decisions, including leading sector-specific training for stakeholders as necessary. 

Output 1.3 

CIT will contribute expertise to the development of Island Environmental Management 
Plans (IEMPs) and catchment management plans, as appropriate and when requested by 
NES. (See also Outputs 2.2 and 3.1.) 

Output 2.1 

At the request of NES, CIT will contribute technical expertise to the design and delivery 
of catchment audits, including communication of results and capacity building. 

Output 2.2 

CIT will contribute expertise to the development of intersectoral catchment management 
plans for priority catchments on Rarotonga, and a management plan for the Manuae 
Managed Area if appropriate. CIT will also participate in trainings with other GEF-7 
institutional partners on implementation of the management plans. (See also Outputs 1.3 
and 3.1.) 

Output 2.3 

CIT will participate in (and in some cases, deliver) capacity building on innovative 
natural resource management practices. CIT will participate in the development of 
MOUs between the GEF-7 institutional partners, landowners, and other stakeholders 
relating to the implementation of management plans. CIT will contribute expertise 
within its mandate towards a programme of technical and low-value grant assistance for 
implementing innovative practices, as requested by NES. 

Output 3.1 

CIT will contribute expertise to the development of gender responsive management 
plans for the target protected areas, as requested by NES. (See also Outputs 1.3 and 2.2.) 

Output 3.2 

Selected CIT staff will participate in or contribute to capacity building activities to 
selected stakeholders on the application of PACS, PAMP, emerging approaches to 
gender in protected area management, and management and monitoring of protected 
areas. 

Output 3.3 

CIT will participate in conversations facilitated by NES on future governance 
arrangements for the Rarotonga Cloud Forest, if and when expertise in its mandate is 
required. 

Output 4.1 

CIT will contribute to the development and implementation of a gender-responsive 
Knowledge Management and Communications Strategy for aspects of the GEF-7 project 
within its mandate. 

Output 4.2 

CIT will contribute to the development of gender-sensitive knowledge and information 
products on processes, best practices, innovations, lessons learned, and project findings, 
and the dissemination of these knowledge and information products to stakeholders. 
This will include guidance on implementing sustainable practices in the tourism sector. 

Output 4.3 

CIT will contribute to monitoring and evaluation across the project as requested by 
NES, including sharing relevant information and datasets. 

 

In addition to the above, CIT will incorporate project outputs into CIT work plans in line 
with Cook Islands national planning procedures and timeframes.



Infrastructure 
Cook Islands 
(ICI) 

Output 1.1 

ICI will have input into the creation and/or amendment of national legislation, policies, 
strategies and plans by the four institutional partners. In particular, ICI will collaborate 
with NES to develop the EIA (permitting and consent) regulations under the new 
Environment Act and have input into training on EIA best practices. CIT will 
collaborate with the other three institutional partners to delivery capacity building and 
awareness raising on relevant legislation, policies, regulations, and strategies to 
stakeholders. 

Output 1.2 

ICI will provide appropriate information to NES for the development of the NEIS, 
including access to relevant datasets and providing technical expertise when necessary. 
ICI will participate fully in training on how to utilise the NEIS for its own management 
decisions, including leading sector-specific training for stakeholders as necessary. 

Output 1.3 

ICI will contribute expertise to the development of Island Environmental Management 
Plans (IEMPs) and catchment management plans, as appropriate and when requested by 
NES. (See also Outputs 2.2 and 3.1.) 

Output 2.1 

At the request of NES, ICI will contribute technical expertise to the design and delivery 
of catchment audits, including communication of results and capacity building. 

Output 2.2 

ICI will contribute expertise to the development of intersectoral catchment management 
plans for priority catchments on Rarotonga, and a management plan for the Manuae 
Managed Area if appropriate. ICI will also participate in trainings with other GEF-7 
institutional partners on implementation of the management plans. (See also Outputs 1.3 
and 3.1.) 

Output 2.3 

ICI will participate in (and in some cases, deliver) capacity building on innovative 
natural resource management practices. ICI will participate in the development of 
MOUs between the GEF-7 institutional partners, landowners, and other stakeholders 
relating to the implementation of management plans. ICI will contribute expertise within 
its mandate towards a programme of technical and low-value grant assistance for 
implementing innovative practices, as requested by NES. 

Output 3.1 

ICI will contribute expertise to the development of gender responsive management plans 
for the target protected areas, as requested by NES. (See also Outputs 1.3 and 2.2.) 

Output 3.2 

Selected ICI staff will participate in or contribute to capacity building activities to 
selected stakeholders on the application of PACS, PAMP, emerging approaches to 
gender in protected area management, and management and monitoring of protected 
areas. 

Output 3.3 

ICI will participate in conversations facilitated by NES on future governance 
arrangements for the Rarotonga Cloud Forest, if and when expertise in its mandate is 
required. 

Output 4.1 

ICI will contribute to the development and implementation of a gender-responsive 
Knowledge Management and Communications Strategy for aspects of the GEF-7 project 
within its mandate. 

Output 4.2 

ICI will contribute to the development of gender-sensitive knowledge and information 
products on processes, best practices, innovations, lessons learned, and project findings, 
and the dissemination of these knowledge and information products to stakeholders. 
This will include sector-specific guidance on implementing sustainable infrastructure. 

Output 4.3 

ICI will contribute to monitoring and evaluation across the project as requested by NES, 
including sharing relevant information and datasets.

 

In addition to the above, ICI will incorporate project outputs into ICI work plans in line 
with Cook Islands national planning procedures and timeframes.



 

Based on the stakeholder analyses made during the PPG phase, a Stakeholder Engagement Plan (Annex 
7 to the Project Document) has been developed to guide the implementation team. The project design 
has a strong emphasis on inclusive stakeholder participation, particularly with respect to women, youth 
and other vulnerable groups. 

 

Stakeholder consultation is required to continue throughout the project implementation phase, and a 
transparent project-level grievance redress process is freely available. The Stakeholder Engagement 
Plan also includes a description of the project?s grievance redress mechanism (GRM) and information 
on UNDP?s Accountability Mechanism. The Stakeholder Engagement Plan  is an integral part of the 
project design and will be communicated to project stakeholders during the inception workshop and 
referenced in each of the terms of reference developed for implementation of project activities.

 

South-south cooperation (SSTrC): The project will connect with similar country projects based on 
similar approaches to share resources combined and collective knowledge management products, and 
to facilitate dissemination through global ongoing South-South and global platforms, the UN South-
South Galaxy knowledge sharing platform and PANORAMA[1].  

 

In addition, to bring the voice of the Cook Islands to global and regional fora, the project will explore 
opportunities for meaningful participation in specific events where UNDP could support engagement 
with the global development discourse on wildlife conservation. The project will furthermore provide 
opportunities for regional cooperation with countries that are implementing innovative conservation 
initiatives in geopolitical, social, and environmental contexts relevant to the proposed project in the 
Cook Islands.

[1] https://panorama.solutions/en 

3. Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment 

Provide the gender analysis or equivalent socio-economic assesment.

Cook Islands is party to the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against 
Women, signed in 1980 and ratified in 1985 to affirm its commitment to improve the situation of its 
women[1]. In 2015 the Cook Islands committed itself to the Sustainable Development Goals, including 
Goal 5 to ?Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls?, in order to tackle some of the 
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most pressing challenges facing the world?. Such international commitments were nationalised through 
Cook Islands? National Sustainable Development Plan (NSDP)[2], in which Goal 9 is to ?Accelerate 
gender equality, empower all women and girls, and advance the rights of youth, the elderly and 
disabled?. These commitments have been reaffirmed in the updated National Sustainable Development 
Agenda 5-year scorecard.[3].

 

Policies and governance structures to achieve gender equality, promote the role of women in leadership 
and decision-making, provide equal opportunities for women in employment and include gender in 
resilience and disaster preparedness are well established. This project, which seeks to align its 
interventions with priorities at community levels, will work closely with communities in the target 
catchments and PAs to ensure meaningful participation of women and other marginalized and 
vulnerable groups, empowering women in the local communities and promoting gender equality and 
social inclusion in biodiversity and conservation for sustainable development. By adopting an inclusive 
community-based approach that is gender equitable and socially inclusive. The project will also be 
fulfilling human rights goals under UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

 

During project implementation, the role of women in decision-making, access to traditional ecological 
knowledge, SLM and other biodiversity related topics will be carefully documented and analysed for 
better understanding the dynamics of gender and power in relation to the context of each community. 
Findings will inform outputs from this project, such as Island Environment Management Plans, 
education and awareness messaging, and opportunities for capacity development.  A Project 
Communication Strategy will be included with ideas to incorporate into project activities, to ensure 
inclusive participation where the involvements and inputs of men, women, youth, elderly, and people 
with disabilities, are incorporated into project activities. Regular communications will be encouraged to 
highlight ongoing progress of activities that achieve project goals. A Gender Marker System would 
also highlight the importance of incorporating gender initiatives into project workplan strategies, and 
also to track allocations to project activities that specifically incorporate and promote gender equality 
and women?s empowerment. Through these increased opportunities for enhanced knowledge, 
alternative income and skills, women and other vulnerable groups will be empowered to make 
significant contributions to community development initiatives, reduce risks identified in the project 
and to become change agents within their communities.

 

More information on gender mainstreaming is included in Annex 9 to the Project Document (Gender 
Analysis and Gender Action Plan) to the project document. Gender equality and women?s 
empowerment targets are integrated into the project results framework with an aim to promote 
equitable representation of men and women in project decision-making bodies; ensure that there is 
equitable proportion of benefits realized from the project and delivered to both men and women; and 
produce results of gender mainstreaming, equality and women?s empowerment extending beyond good 
project performance.  Such involvement will empower women and give them a stronger sense of 
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ownership and a more definite interest in the success of the project. These could include: strengthening 
the evidence base and understanding of the importance of biodiversity conservation and the role of 
women as agents of change and opportunities for women; encouraging leadership of indigenous 
women to highlight the solutions and ways of enhancing effective participation in biodiversity 
conservation policy and action; strengthening the monitoring and reporting on women in leadership 
positions across the project, including case studies; encourage the private sector to engage in the 
Gender Equality Seal to support a more fair, inclusive, healthier and equal work environment for 
women and men.

[1] CEDAW, Initial Reports of State parties, Cook Islands, 2006

[2] Te Kaveinga Nui. National Sustainable Development Plan 2016-2020

[3] Te Ara Akapapa?anga Nui NSDA 2020+, Te Kaveinga Iti 5 Year Score Card. (2022)

Does the project expect to include any gender-responsive measures to address gender gaps or 
promote gender equality and women empowerment? 

Yes 
Closing gender gaps in access to and control over natural resources; Yes

Improving women's participation and decision making Yes

Generating socio-economic benefits or services or women Yes

Does the project?s results framework or logical framework include gender-sensitive indicators? 

Yes 
4. Private sector engagement 

Elaborate on the private sector's engagement in the project, if any.

Companies are vital for driving economic development, therefore need to be on board and supported to 
be able to do so sustainably through innovative solutions to existing problems. Private sector partners 
will be key stakeholders in the development and promotion of ecotourism, in development of economic 
activities, and in finding ways to enhance the value of natural resources. They will also be key 
participants in the enforcement efforts of the development sectors (especially infrastructure, tourism 
and agriculture) and engaged in capacity building and information sharing activities.

 

Project sponsored capacity building activities will support the private sector in mainstreaming 
biodiversity safeguards and other considerations across these key development sectors. This will be in 
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tandem with public sector agency capacity development and legislative strengthening, alongside 
targeted media campaigns to enhance awareness and understanding among the wider public, based on 
the following harmonized approach:

?         Development and infrastructure sector. Train private sector contractors engaged in development 
and infrastructure to raise awareness and understanding of biodiversity issues, as well as the inter-
connectedness of ecosystems in relation to the impacts (positive and negative) of their key services. 
Additionally, raise public awareness and understanding of changes and updates to regulations and 
legislative or management frameworks; and dissemination of best practices and guidelines for the 
industry to adopt or follow. Training will emphasise the need for contractors in the development sector 
to be more accountable and responsible in complying with standards and EIAs. Regulation of the 
private sector in this area, such as through licensing, will also be reviewed under Component 1.

?         Tourism sector. Train private sector tour operators and suppliers to mainstream biodiversity 
considerations throughout the sector, in parallel to strengthening CIT and raising awareness among the 
public. Tour operator training can be delivered as part of the existing Mana Tiaki Eco Certification 
program developed by Cook Islands GEF-5 project and be made available via an online portal to 
enhance mainstreaming.

?         Agriculture sector. MOA has historically provided training and capacity building programs that 
promote sustainable agricultural practices among small-scale farmers in areas such as organic farming, 
composting and bee keeping. The project will support MOA in such efforts by ensuring that 
biodiversity considerations are mainstreamed through these and other capacity building opportunities 
under demand.

5. Risks to Achieving Project Objectives

Elaborate on indicated risks, including climate change, potential social and environmental risks that 
might prevent the project objectives from being achieved, and, if possible, the proposed measures 
that address these risks at the time of project implementation.(table format acceptable): 

The identified risks that could affect the implementation and results of the project are described in the risk 
register in Annex 5 to the Project Document, along with proposed mitigation measures and recommended 
risk owners who would be responsible to manage the risks during the project implementation phase. The 
social and environmental risks that were assessed as part of the Social and Environmental Screening 
Procedure (SESP) are also consolidated into the risk register. The SESP (see Annex 4 to the Project 
Document) was updated during the PPG phase, as required by UNDP?s Social and Environmental 
Standards (SES). The SESP identified ten (10) risks for this project that could have potential negative 
impacts in the absence of safeguards and adequate assessment and management measures. The overall 
project risk has been rated ?moderate?.

 

In accordance with UNDP?s SES guidelines, the following safeguard assessments and management plans 
were completed during the PPG phase:



?         A Stakeholder Engagement Plan including a description of the project level Grievance Redress 
Mechanism to address concerns raised by affected stakeholders from the project (see Annex 7 to the 
Project Document)

?         A Gender Analysis and Gender Action Plan (see Annex 9 to the Project Document)

?         Climate and Disaster Screening Report (see Annex 11 to the Project Document)

?         Covid-19 Analysis and Action Framework (see Annex 12 to the Project Document)

 
Risk Assessment and Management Procedures:  

 
In addition to the above listed assessments and management plans that were conducted during the PPG 
phase, the following project procedures will serve as an avenue for further SES integration (and shall be 
conducted during project implementation :  

?                     Scoped SESA: To adequately assess the potential social and environmental impacts 
associated with upstream activities supported by the project, a scoped SESA will be required to be 
undertaken. The SESA will follow UNDP SES requirements and shall include within its scope 
Activities 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.3.3.

The SESA will be carried out by independent experts in accordance with UNDP?s SES policy and 
the UNDP SES Guidance Note on Assessment and Management to identify and assess social and 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed regulations in a participatory manner with 
stakeholders as follows: 

1.       Identify social and environmental priorities to be included in planning and 
policy processes 
2.       Assess gaps in the institutional, policy, and legal frameworks to address these 
priorities 
3.       Identify potential adverse social and environmental impacts associated with 
policy options 
4.       Engage decision makers and stakeholders to ensure a common understanding 
and broad support for implementation 
5.       Formulate policy and institutional measures needed to close policy and legal 
gaps, address institutional weaknesses, and avoid adverse social and environmental 
impacts.  

The SESA process will ensure that impacts to local communities, their livelihoods, rights, 
resources and the biophysical receptor environment are taken into consideration in the decision-
making process while developing legislative tools and strategies. Any institutional and capacity 
gaps identified during this process will be addressed through the training that will be conducted 
for the specified activities. 

The SESA will be comprised of a concise report that summarizes the main findings and results of 
SESA, including (a) SESA stakeholder engagement process; (b) key social and environmental 
priorities and issues associated with chosen policy/strategy initiative; (c) institutional 

https://info.undp.org/sites/bpps/SES_Toolkit/SES%20Document%20Library/Uploaded%20October%202016/UNDP%20SES%20Assessment%20and%20Management%20GN%20-%20FInal%20Nov2020.pdf


arrangements for coordinating integration of social and environmental issues into chosen 
policy/strategy initiative; (d) legal, regulatory, policy, institutional and capacity recommendations 
to address any identified gaps for managing the social and environmental priorities and 
implementing applicable social and environmental policies; (e) results of assessment of social and 
environmental risks/impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed regulations; (f) 
identification of measures (e.g. policies, institutional strengthening, governance reform) to address 
and manage anticipated adverse social and environmental risks and impacts, including a summary 
Action Matrix.

?                     Rat eradication risk assessment and management plan: Before the 
implementation of Activities 2.2.6 and 3.1.5 a Rat Eradication risk assessment will be required to 
be undertaken. This risk assessment shall include an analysis of alternative pest management 
options and shall assess (amongst others); the potential impacts on non-target species (examining 
both primary and secondary poisoning), impacts on human health, and receptor environmental 
impacts (i.e., on vegetation, soil, water, marine environment etc.). The risk assessment will be 
undertaken using UNDP SES requirements as the part of the basis of assessment (most notably 
SES 1, 3, 7 and 8). To manage the identified risks, a Rat Eradication plan will be developed that is 
based on the findings of the risk assessment. The plan will include baseline monitoring in 
preparation for the rodent eradication programme, as well as post-release monitoring (both during 
and after the eradication programme). In adhering to the requirements of UNDP SES 7, the rat 
eradication management plans will also include applicable elements of labour management 
procedures in order to ensure that labour and working conditions for project workers are 
compliant with UNDP SES requirements.  

?                     Training on EIA best practices and SES requirements (for project proponents) 
under Activity 1.1.1: .  Project proponents will be trained on EIA best practice which will include 
key material and guidance on identifying impacts (including cumulative) and formulating 
mitigation measures for wetland, riparian and costal ecosystems. This training on EIA best 
practice will be informed by the SES policy of UNDP. 

?                     Intersectoral Catchment Management Plans: : Only pesticides, herbicides and 
insecticides meeting internationally accepted standards will be supported by the project. Their 
storage and application will be subject to the health and safety guidelines. Management measures 
will include but are not limited to the following: 1) internationally or nationally banned or 
restricted agrochemicals will not be used, 2) workers and farmers working with agrochemical will 
be trained and equipped with appropriate personal protective equipment, and 3) national, 
provincial, and local guidelines and regulations on use and handling of agrochemicals will be 
followed. 

?                     Islands Environmental Management Plans : The development of these 
management plans will be based on the requirements of  UNDP SES 1, ensuring compliance with 
the necessary stipulations and principles of the SES and most notably those relating to 
Biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of living natural resources.  

?                     Ecosystem Audits: Ecosystem audits will be undertaken at 4 priority catchments 
covered by the project. UNDP SES 1 requirements will serve as a basis for the conduct of these 
audits. The project has also been designed to include collaborative/community driven intersectoral 



catchment management plans (Output 2.2), that will seek to utilize best practice in terms of 
sustainable land management , the safe use and handling of agrochemicals, erosion prevention 
etc. 

?                     Continuous Disaster Risk screening of project interventions: Climate and 
disaster risk mitigation will be incorporated in the intersectoral catchment management plans 
developed under Output 2.2, as well as in the updated protected area management plans prepared 
in Output 3.1. The Climate and Disaster Risk Screening (i.e., following UNDP SES 2 
requirements) will continue to be monitored and updated (where necessary) as prescribed by 
Activity 4.3.5 of the project.  

?                     Screening (i.e. via the application of the SESP) of low-value grant assistance 
activities: The Implementing Partner will be obliged to follow the On-Granting Provisions, which 
are annexed to the Project Document and require adherence to the requirements of UNDP?s SES. 
 As part of the grant process under Activity 2.3.4, all proposals will be screened using the SESP 
(see Para 118 for more detail), The project team will monitor and evaluate the activities in the 
field for compliance with UNDP SES, as well as other specifications described in the grant 
agreements. Progress and completion reports submitted by the grantees will document 
compliance. 

 

Consistent with UNDP Social and Environmental Standards (SES), namely Standard 1 (SES 1) on 
Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management, project activities in or near 
environmentally sensitive areas require an abundance of caution. Overall, the project is expected to result 
in major long term positive biodiversity impacts. The project team will implement the processes outlined 
below in Table 5 of the Project Document to ensure social and environmental risks associated with field 
interventions are properly assessed and managed during the project implementation phase.

 

Project Document Table 5: Management of social and environmental risks of field interventions

Intervention

Relevant 
risks as 

identified in 
SESP 

Assessment Management



Intervention

Relevant 
risks as 

identified in 
SESP 

Assessment Management

Eradication of invasive rats 

Outputs 2.2, 3.1; Activities 2.2.6, 
3.1.4

UNDP SES 1, 3, 7, 8

Risk 6 Rat eradication risk 
assessments will be 
made and 
incorporated into 
the rat eradication 
plans.

NES and UNDP 
will review and 
approve the plans 
for compliance with 
UNDP SES and 
governmental 
regulations.

Experienced service 
providers will be 
contracted to carry out the 
work, based on 
competitive bidding. The 
project Technical Officer 
will support intervention 
oversight, and the service 
provider will be required 
to conduct monitoring 
before, during and after 
the eradication 
intervention.

To manage the identified 
risks, a Rat Eradication 
plan will be developed 
that is based on the 
findings of the risk 
assessment described 
above. As per the 
ProDoc, the rat 
eradication plan itself, as 
well as the agent (poison) 
release, will be required 
to be approved before the 
conduct of Activities 
2.2.6 and 3.1.5.  

The plan will include 
baseline monitoring in 
preparation for the rodent 
eradication programme, 
as well as post-release 
monitoring (both during 
and after the eradication 
programme). In adhering 
to the requirements of 
UNDP SES 7, the rat 
eradication management 
plans will also include 
applicable elements of 
labour management 
procedures in order to 
ensure that labour and 
working conditions are 
aligned.



Intervention

Relevant 
risks as 

identified in 
SESP 

Assessment Management

Low-value grants for implementing 
innovative practices (e.g., soil 
conservation, climate resilient crops, 
water conservation, erosion control, 
organic fertilizers, community 
nurseries, invasive plant control with 
youth volunteers and/or women?s 
groups, eco-tourism experiences, etc).

Output 2.3, Activity 2.3.4.

UNDP SES: all principles, standards

Risk 10 Catchment audits 
(which shall use 
UNDP SES 
requirements as 
their basis) will be 
conducted of the 
four priority 
catchments, to 
provide an updated 
assessment of 
ecosystem health. 
Field interventions 
under Output 2.3 
will be based upon 
the findings of the 
catchment audits 
(Output 2.1) and the 
priorities described 
in the intersectoral 
catchment 
management plans 
(Output 2.2).

The NES, as 
Implementing 
Partner, will be 
required to adhere to 
UNDP On-Granting 
Provisions.

As part of the grant 
process under 
Activity 2.3.3, all 
proposals will be 
screened using the 
SESP.

The grant proposals will 
be reviewed by the 
project Technical Officer, 
supported by the Chief 
Technical Advisor and 
other team members for 
technical content and 
relevance, and for 
compliance with UNDP 
SES. Grant agreements 
will be reviewed by 
UNDP prior to signature 
by the Implementing 
Partner and the grantees.

The project team will 
monitor and evaluate the 
activities in the field for 
compliance with UNDP 
SES, as well as other 
specifications described 
in the grant agreements. 
Progress and completion 
reports submitted by the 
grantees will document 
compliance.



Intervention

Relevant 
risks as 

identified in 
SESP 

Assessment Management

Implementation of specific 
management measures to protect 
globally significant terrestrial and 
marine biodiversity, e.g., replanting 
of native species, establishing 
sustainable harvesting best practices, 
community beach clean-ups, 
rehabilitating coastal and near-shore 
vegetation, etc.

Output 3.3, Activity 3.1.5

UNDP SES 1, 3, 4, 7, 8

Risk 3 

Risk 9 

 

Updated and new 
management plans 
will be prepared for 
the target protected 
areas. The 
management 
planning process 
will be supported by 
updated resource 
inventories. 

Specific management 
measures will be 
described in the updated 
and new management 
plans for the protected 
areas. The project 
Technical Officer will 
provide monitor and 
evaluate progress of the 
implementation activities, 
including assessing 
compliance to UNDP 
SES and relevant 
government regulations.

Intersectoral catchment management 
plans will be developed that promote 
reduction and minimization of the use 
of agrochemicals.

Output 2.2, Activities 2.2.1, 2.2.2, and 
2.2.5 

SES 1, 3, 7, 8 

Risk 5 Only pesticides, 
herbicides

and insecticides 
meeting 
internationally 
accepted

standards (and 
complying to SES 
requirements and 
relevant exclusion 
lists)  will be 
supported by the 
project. Their 
storage and

application will be 
subject to the health 
and safety

guidelines. NES (in 
coordination with 
UNDP) will review 
and approve the 
release/use of any 
agrichemicals 
within the 
framework of the 
project. 

Management measures 
will include but are not 
limited to

the following: 1) 
internationally or 
nationally banned or 
restricted agrochemicals 
will not be used; 2) 
workers and farmers 
working with 
agrochemical will be 
trained and equipped with 
appropriate personal 
protective equipment; and 
3) national, provincial, 
and local guidelines and 
regulations on use and 
handling of 
agrochemicals will be 
followed. 

In addition, Activity 2.2.5 
of the project has been 
designed to support 
capacity building and 
knowledge management 
activities

for the safe handling and 
use of agrochemicals. 

 



In addition to the above-listed assessment and management procedures, that will be followed during 
project implementation, certain elements of the project have been designed to manage and address UNDP 
SES 5 (Displacement and Resettlement) and SES 6 (indigenous peoples) requirements and the related risks 
that were identified during the conduct of the project?s SESP. In this regard, it should be noted that all 
protected areas (except Suwarrow) supported by the project are community conserved areas, with affected 
communities instigating the restrictions on their own behalf. The majority of project interventions will 
occur at pre-existing protected areas, as well as within catchments in Rarotonga. The exception will be the 
newly proposed Rarotonga Cloud Forest PA (Output 3.3). Under this output, a key activity (i.e., Activity 
3.3.5) has been formulated to ensure that FPIC is obtained before the implementation or initiation of any 
restrictions is undertaken (a description/overview of the FPIC process that shall be followed by this project 
is included within Annex 7 to the Project Document:  Stakeholder Engagement Plan). 

 

The project has also been designed with FPIC and consultation requirements embedded into relevant 
activities that may have UNDP SES 6 risks associated with them (i.e. as identified in the project?s SESP). 
For example, at a policy/upstream level, Activity 1.3.2 will require the project to facilitate Pa Enua 
consultations (which will adhere to UNDP SES 6 requirements on FPIC as outlined in the project?s 
Stakeholder Engagement Plan)  in the socialization of the Islands Environmental Management Plans with 
local stakeholders. For downstream activities, FPIC requirements have been explicitly embedded into the 
design of Activities 3.3.5 and 4.2.3. FPIC has also been required and embedded into project activities that 
will involve the use/or may impact traditional knowledge (i.e., Activities 3.1.3 and 4.2.3). 

 

As outlined in the Climate and Disaster Risk Screening (see Annex 11 to the Project Document), and 
identified in the SESP (see Annex 4 to the Project Document, Risk 7), the Cook Islands is susceptible to a 
certain climate and disaster hazards, including tsunami and coastal flooding.  The project will implement a 
series of measures to mitigate the risks associated with climate and disaster hazards on outcome/service 
delivery, consistent with the requirements and guidelines outlined in UNDP SES Standard 2 on Climate 
and Disaster Risks. 

 

Project implementation will also ensure full adherence to government and UNDP directives related to 
COVID-19, as outlined in the COVID-19 Analysis and Action Framework in Annex 12 to the Project 
Document. The project will institute adaptive management as needed to reduce the risks of community 
spread. For example, meetings will be held remotely using virtual platforms as much as possible, health 
hazard assessments will be considered for gatherings of multiple people, and mitigation measures will be 
implemented, e.g., ensuring physical distancing, providing personal protective equipment, avoiding non-
essential travel, delivering trainings on risks and recognition of symptoms, etc. As part of the regular 
review of the Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP), COVID-19 related risks will be 
addressed, and specific mitigation measures will be updated and implemented.

Extracted from Project Document Annex 4: UNDP Social and Environmental Screening Procedure (SESP)



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 1: Efforts 
to 
halt/minimize 
land/forest 
degradation 
(most notably 
under project 
Outputs 2.3, 
3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 
of the project) 
may 
unintentionally 
result in 
restriction to 
access to 
natural 
resources 
and/or affect 
the traditional 
use and 
livelihoods of 
local 
communities. 
In addition, the 
project 
proponent 
and/or 
executing 
entity(ies) may 
not effectively 
engage and 
ensure 
participation of 
all 
stakeholders, 
including 
women, and 
indigenous 
peoples and 
traditional local 
communities, 
during the 
implementation 
phase of the 
project 
resulting in 
violation of 
human rights. 
 

I = 4
L = 2

Moderate While a 
catchment 
framework to 
safeguard 
indigenous 
species, natural  
ecosystems and 
food production 
systems from 
unsustainable 
land uses in Cook 
Islands is 
important for the 
overall national 
economy, it is 
especially critical 
for the local 
landowners who 
depends on 
her/his land and 
produce for the 
family?s 
livelihood and 
well-being.  

A failure for a 
landowner 
regardless of 
gender, to 
safeguard the 
land, forests and 
coastal 
ecosystems from 
degradation 
stands the risk of 
losing part or the 
entire livelihood 
with implications 
on the family?s 
economy and 
level of self-
subsistence, 
which could 
result, in practical 
terms, in an 
economic 
displacement. 

All PA?s 
supported by the 
project are 
community 
conserved areas, 
with affected 
communities 
instigating the 
restrictions on 
their own behalf.  

Only Output 3.3 
will include new 
PA creation 
(whilst other 
project 
interventions at 
PA sites will be 
supporting pre-
existing 
initiatives).  The 
higher slopes of 
the Rarotongan 
mountains, 
including where 
the Cloud Forest 
PA is proposed, 
are classified as 
?un-investigated 
land?, meaning 
that there are no 
individual 
landowners.  The 
PPG team 
consulted with a 
wide range of 
stakeholders, 
including 
community 
groups and 
NGOs. It should 
also be noted that 
the proposed 
Cloud Forest PA 
would be 
established using 
a community 
conserved area 
approach, where 
the community 
will make 
decisions 
regarding access 
based on a 
culturally 
appropriate 
community 
decision-making 
process that 
reflects voluntary, 
informed 
consensus (in line 
with the 
requirements of 
UNDP SES 5, 
para. 15). 

 

Assessment:
During project design, 
consideration of the impacts (both 
direct and indirect) form the 
enforcement of certain restrictions 
(both on activities and on access 
to sites/natural resources) that 
may result as part of Outputs 2.3, 
3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 has been 
undertaken. Based on the results 
of consultations with key project 
stakeholders, and in following 
UNDP SES principles and 
requirements, a model of 
community-managed conserved 
areas will be applied to all of the 
PA?s supported under this project. 
This model should allow for the 
full realization of the rights and 
wishes of local PAPs. Top-down 
imposition of restrictions will thus 
be avoided by following this 
model.  

 This risk has been assessed as 
having a low likelihood of 
occurrence given the fact that all 
PA?s supported by the project will 
be community managed 
conserved areas. As such, 
community members and 
landholders will be responsible for 
instituting their own restrictions. 
All restrictions will be voluntarily 
put forward by the affected 
communities, and as such the need 
for a Process Framework is not 
foreseen as necessary at this stage.
Management:
To manage this risk a stakeholder 
analysis has been conducted, and 
a comprehensive stakeholder 
engagement plan has been 
prepared during the project 
design, together with a gender 
analysis and gender action plan. 
These plans seek to ensure that 
Cook Islanders rights (including, 
but not limited to self-
determination and customary 
rights, land tenure and traditional 
use rights) are considered and 
mainstreamed during 
implementation of the project.
Given the context of the project, 
and the fact that the majority of 
Cook Islanders fall under UNDP 
S6 definition of Indigenous 
Peoples, a free-standing IPPF has 
not been developed. Rather, the 
elements for an IPPF have been 
included within the project?s 
Stakeholder Engagement Plan. 
The purpose of this is to ensure 
that the project adheres to UNDP 
S6 requirements, As part of the 
development of the SEP, a  full 
screening/analysis of all project 
outputs/activities in light of the 
potential impacts on IPs was 
conducted.
Livelihood measures have been 
integrated into the project?s 
activities (most notably Activities 
2.3.2 and 2.3.3). 
Extensive consultations have been 
conducted as part of the field 
missions during the PPG phase. 
The procedures for FPIC, that 
shall be followed during project 
implementation, have been 
included in the Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan. Given the 
nature of the project, it should be 
noted that FPIC may need to be 
secured multiple times during the 
project timeline. 
The project has been designed 
with FPIC and consultation 
requirements embedded into 
relevant activities. For example, at 
a policy/upstream level, Activity 
1.3.2 will require the project to 
facilitate Pa Enua consultations 
(which shall meet UNDP 
requirements for FPIC as 
stipulated in the project?s SEP) in 
the socialization of the Islands 
Environmental Management Plans 
with local stakeholders. For 
downstream activities, FPIC 
requirements  have been explicitly 
embedded into the design of 
Activities 3.3.5 and 4.2.3. 
The majority of project 
interventions will occur at pre-
existing protected areas, as well as 
within catchments in Rarotonga. 
The exception will be the newly 
proposed Rarotonga Cloud Forest 
PA (Output 3.3). Under this 
output, a key activity has been 
formulated to ensure FPIC from 
PAPs, i.e. ?Activity 3.3.5. 
Facilitate formulation of 
collaborative agreements 
involving  female and male 
landowners, government, and 
traditional leaders ? including 
obtaining FPIC for the 
establishment of the community 
conserved area.?
A culturally appropriate grievance 
redress mechanism (GRM) for the 
project has been developed based 
on the existing government and 
UNDP mechanisms. The GRM is 
described in the Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan.



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 2: The 
project could 
contribute to 
cumulative 
environmental 
or social 
impacts in the 
area through 
unintended 
negative 
consequences 
from policy or 
legislative 
changes, such 
as those 
proposed under 
Component 1.

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate Environmental 
and social 
impacts are 
expected to be 
overwhelmingly 
positive. 
However, there is 
a possibility that 
upstream policy 
or legislative 
changes 
supported by the 
project may 
inadvertently 
have adverse 
social and/or 
environmental 
impacts.

Assessment:
Mainstreaming safeguards to 
conserve biodiversity and 
maintain ecosystem services 
across key sectors, as stipulated 
by Component 1, will include the 
development and/or updating of 
several key regulatory/policy 
initiatives. 
Institutional capacities of the 
NES, Ministry of Agriculture, 
Infrastructure Cook Islands, and 
Cook Islands Tourism 
Corporation were assessed during 
the project preparation phase 
using an adapted version of the 
UNDP capacity development 
scorecard. The findings of the 
baseline institutional capacity 
assessments were used to inform 
the design of the capacity building 
activities to more effectively 
achieve durable mainstreaming of 
biodiversity conservation across 
key development sectors.
To adequately assess the potential 
social and environmental impacts 
associated with upstream 
activities supported by the project, 
a scoped SESA will be required to 
be undertaken. The SESA will 
follow UNDP SES requirements 
and shall include within its scope 
Activities 1,1,1, 1,1,2, 1.3.3.
Management:
Project activities have been 
designed to consider the 
cumulative impacts that may 
emanate from ?upstream? policy 
initiatives such as those supported 
under Component 1.  Project 
proponents will be trained on EIA 
best practice (under Activity 
1.1.1) which will include key 
material and guidance on 
identifying impacts (including 
cumulative) and formulating 
mitigation measures for wetland, 
riparian and costal ecosystems. In 
addition, various avenues for 
continued engagement with 
affected communities (from 
potential policy/upstream related 
impacts) has been included in the 
design of the project. Activity 
1.3.2 for example will require the 
project to facilitate Pa Enua 
consultations in the socialization 
of the Islands Environmental 
Management Plans with local 
stakeholders. The development of 
these management plans will be 
based on the requirements of  
UNDP SES 1, ensuring 
compliance with the necessary 
stipulations. 



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 3: Women 
(Adat Given the 
context and 
siting of project 
activities (i.e. 
within critical 
habitats such as 
Suwarrow 
National Park, 
Takutea Nature 
Reserve and the 
new Cloud 
Forest PA),  
poorly designed 
or executed 
project 
activities, could 
unintentionally 
damage critical 
or sensitive 
habitats and 
ecosystems, 
resulting from 
the 
implementation 
of land 
management 
malpractices.

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate The project could 
inadvertently 
select a 
sustainable 
management 
model that does 
not adequately 
address local 
issues or could 
produce 
counterproductive 
outcomes.
 

Assessment:
During the project preparation 
phase, baseline assessments were 
conducted of the protected areas 
targeted in the project, using the 
GEF-7 version of the 
Management Effectiveness 
Tracking Tool (METT). Several 
shortcomings were identified 
through the baseline METT 
assessments, including the lack of 
or dated management plans, 
limited information on resource 
inventories, lack of staff, 
insufficient communication with 
landowners and local 
communities, and inadequate 
systems for monitoring and 
evaluating performance of PA 
management.
The project design includes 
ecosystem audits (including 
assessment of nutrient cycling) to 
be undertaken at four priority 
catchments (Activity 2.1.1). 
UNDP SES 1 requirements will 
serve as a basis for the conduct of 
these audits. This will also include 
the delivery of training and wider 
awareness raising on the results of 
these audits. 
Management:
Activity 2.1.3 of the project has 
been designed to assist in the 
continued assessment and 
monitoring of catchment audits. 
This activity of the project will 
enable support to be provided 
(and the necessary investment 
assistance) for strengthening the 
capacity for conducting catchment 
audits as well as follow-up 
monitoring and evaluation. 
The project has also been 
designed to include 
collaborative/community driven 
intersectoral catchment 
management plans (Output 2.2), 
that will seek to utilize best 
practice in terms of sustainable 
land management , the safe use 
and handling of agrochemicals, 
erosion prevention etc. 



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 4: 
Prevailing 
gender biases 
could 
unintentionally 
discriminate 
against women, 
limiting or 
adversely 
impacting their 
possibilities for 
accessing 
opportunities 
and/or 
influence on 
project 
activities.  
 

I = 3
L = 2

Moderate Although there 
has been 
remarkable 
progress on 
gender issues in 
the policy area in 
the Cook Islands, 
gender 
mainstreaming 
still needs to be 
actively promoted 
to ensure 
women?s 
empowerment. If 
not actively 
pursued by the 
project, less 
engagement of 
women could 
potentially occur.

Assessment:
A comprehensive gender analysis 
has been undertaken to clarify 
relevant gender concerns and has 
enabled a better understanding of 
how mainstreaming of women 
into the project interventions can 
be ensured. During the project 
development phase specific 
consultations were undertaken 
with relevant women?s groups 
and their representatives. During 
the PPG, the team held a 
consultation session specifically 
for the Vainetini (women's group) 
in Aitutaki where the discussion 
focused mainly on their 
involvement in agriculture and 
fishing as forms of income for 
themselves to help to support their 
families. Specific skills associated 
with the production of M?ori 
medicine highlighted the need for 
conservation of healing plants and 
a nursery to ensure the 
sustainability of these special 
plants. 
Management:
To manage such risks a 
comprehensive gender action plan 
has been developed.  This has 
included the development of 
gender mainstreaming indicators 
in the project results framework, 
with periodical progress being  
monitored through PIRs, MTR 
and TE. 
In addition, gender considerations 
have been included throughout the 
design of project components. 
Most notably: 
Activity 1.1.5. ?Deliver a series of 
gender mainstreaming training 
sessions, through seminar, 
webinar, or similar modalities, 
including to Pa Enua 
communities?.

Activity 1.2.1. ?Carry out a 
gender-sensitive feasibility 
assessment for the national 
environment information system 
(NEIS).?

Activity 1.3.1. ?Develop and 
integrate gender-responsive Island 
Environmental Management Plans 
into Island Development Plans 
(Atiu and 3 other outer islands ? 
Pa Enua).?

Activity 2.2.1 ?Develop gender 
responsive intersectoral catchment 
management plans for the priority 
catchments in Rarotonga.?

Activity 3.1.1 ?Develop new or 
updated gender responsive 
management plans for the target 
protected areas, through inclusive, 
participatory processes and based 
on updated resource inventories.?

Output 2.3 ?Improved gender 
sensitive natural resource 
management in priority 
catchments and the Manuae 
Managed Area achieved through 
adoption of innovative practices.? 

Output 4.1 ?Gender responsive 
Knowledge Management and 
Communications Strategy 
developed and implemented, 
including annual action plans with 
targeted public awareness 
programmes to promote the values 
of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services.?

Output 4.2 ? Gender sensitive 
knowledge and information 
products on processes, best 
practices, innovations, lessons 
learned, and project findings 
developed and disseminated.? 



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 5: Use of 
agrochemicals, 
including 
chemical 
fertilizers and 
pesticides, may 
pose a risk to 
community 
health, and lack 
of adequate 
guidelines on 
usage and 
storage of these 
chemicals could 
result in 
generation and 
release of 
hazardous 
waste through 
different 
migration 
pathways (soil, 
water, or air).

I = 3
L = 2

Moderate Agrochemicals, 
including 
chemical 
fertilizers and 
pesticides, 
potentially could 
be applied during 
the project 
activities(either 
directly or 
indirectly). This 
could potentially 
result in negative 
impacts on 
community health 
& safety and the 
receptor 
environment.
 
 
 

Assessment:
The intersectoral catchment 
management plans (under Output 
2.2) will promote reduction and 
minimization of the use of 
agrochemicals. Only pesticides, 
herbicides and insecticides 
meeting internationally accepted 
standards will be supported by the 
project. Their storage and 
application will be subject to the 
health and safety guidelines
Management: 
Management measures will 
include but are not limited to the 
following: 1) internationally or 
nationally banned or restricted 
agrochemicals will not be used, 2) 
workers and farmers working with 
agrochemical will be trained and 
equipped with appropriate 
personal protective equipment, 
and 3) national, provincial, and 
local guidelines and regulations 
on use and handling of 
agrochemicals will be followed.
Activity 2.2.5 of the project has 
been designed to support capacity 
building and knowledge 
management activities for the safe 
handling and use of 
agrochemicals. 



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 6: The 
project will 
include support 
for the 
eradication of 
rats in target 
sites (Activities 
2.2.6 and 
3.1.5). The 
anticipated 
ecological 
benefits of the 
eradication 
activities are 
likely to be 
significant, as 
successful 
eradication of 
rats will 
contribute to 
the protection 
of globally 
significant 
biodiversity. 
Eradication 
methods may 
result in the 
poisoning 
(either primary 
or secondary) 
of non-target 
species. The 
application of 
rodenticides 
(i.e. 
anticoagulants) 
may also pose a 
risk to human 
health.
 

I = 3
L = 4

Moderate The use of 
poisonous bait to 
control rats can 
lead to 
unintentional 
poisoning of wild 
animals. In 
addition, most of 
the chemicals 
typically used in 
rodenticides are 
persistent in the 
environment and 
accumulate in 
organisms (and in 
extension the 
wider food chain). 
 

Assessment: 
Before the implementation of 
activities 2.2.6 and 3.1.5 a Rat 
Eradication risk assessment will 
be required to be undertaken. This 
risk assessment shall include an 
analysis of alternative pest 
management options and shall 
assess (amongst others); the 
potential impacts on non-target 
species (examining both primary 
and secondary poisoning), impacts 
on human health, and receptor 
environmental impacts (i.e. on 
vegetation, soil, water, marine 
environment etc.). The risk 
assessment will be undertaken 
using UNDP SES requirements as 
the part of the basis of assessment 
(most notably SES 1, 3, 7 and 8).
Management:
To manage the identified risks, a 
Rat Eradication plan will be 
developed that is based on the 
findings of the risk assessment 
described above. As per the 
ProDoc, the rat eradication plan 
itself, as well as the agent (poison) 
release, will be required to be 
approved before the conduct of 
Activities 2.2.6 and 3.1.5. 
The plan will include baseline 
monitoring in preparation for the 
rodent eradication programme, as 
well as post-release monitoring 
(both during and after the 
eradication programme). In 
adhering to the requirements of 
UNDP SES 7, the rat eradication 
management plans will also 
include applicable elements of 
labour management procedures in 
order to ensure that labour and 
working conditions for project 
workers and compliant with 
UNDP SES requirements, and that 
the rights of project workers are 
respected in all instances.



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 7: Natural 
disasters and 
climate change 
may affect the 
implementation 
and results of 
project 
initiatives.
 

I = 4
L = 2

Moderate Climate change 
may negatively 
influence soil 
quality & fertility, 
moisture regime, 
dry up water 
sources and cause 
fragmentation of 
natural areas and 
their connectivity 
in the watersheds. 
Such climate 
impacts 
socioeconomic 
resilience of the 
communities and 
survival chances 
of species 
including crops. 
Climate change 
impacts could 
include shifting 
rainfall and 
seasonality of 
rainfall, 
temperatures, and 
lead to more 
extreme weather 
events including 
flooding, this 
climate 
uncertainties need 
to be added to 
sustainable land 
management 
models that will 
be selected for the 
project.
 

Assessment:
A Climate and Disaster Screening 
was carried out during the project 
preparation phase, building upon 
the initial screening conducted at 
PIF stage.
Preliminary steps were taken to 
build resilience to climate change 
and disaster impacts in project 
activities such as development of 
intersectoral catchment 
management plans to safeguard 
ecosystem services, promotion of 
sustainable land management 
practices, improved management 
of protected areas. 
Management:
Climate and disaster risk 
mitigation will be incorporated in 
the intersectoral catchment 
management plans developed 
under Output 2.2, as well as in the 
updated protected area 
management plans prepared in 
Output 3.1.
The Climate and Disaster Risk 
Screening will continue to be 
monitored and updated (where 
necessary) as prescribed by 
Activity 4.3.5 of the project. 
Species for SLM demonstrations 
will be selected and recommended 
based on the highest climate 
resilience and biodiversity gains 
potential. Activity 2.3.3 will 
provide low-value grant assistance 
to implement innovative practices, 
e.g., the promotion of climate 
resilient crops, soil and water 
conservation practices, erosion 
control measures etc. 



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 8: People 
involved in 
project 
activities, 
project team 
members, and 
service 
providers may 
be at a 
heightened risk 
of exposure to 
COVID 19 
through the 
stakeholder 
consultation 
meetings, 
workshops and 
field visits, etc.

I = 4
L = 2

Moderate During the project 
preparation phase, 
the incidence of 
COVID-19 in the 
Cook Islands 
steadily increased 
as restrictions on 
international 
travel were 
relaxed.
 

Assessment:
A COVID-19 analysis was 
undertaken during the project 
preparation phase and is included 
in the COVID-19 Analysis and 
Action Framework annexed to the 
Project Document. This analysis 
included a consideration of UNDP 
SES requirements as they relate to 
the potential spread of 
communicable diseases amongst 
both project workers and local 
communities. As part of the 
regular review of the Social and 
Environmental Screening 
Procedure (SESP), COVID-19 
related risks will be addressed, 
and specific mitigation measures 
will be updated and implemented.
Management:
Given travel restrictions and the 
continued prevalence of Covid-19, 
PPG activities have been 
undertaken by national 
consultants, supported remotely 
by international specialists and 
external UNDP staff. The 
potential for inter-island 
transmission will be reduced by 
the project including a high 
degree of devolution of 
implementation responsibility to 
the local level.
Adaptive management measures 
will be put in place during project 
implementation, as needed, e.g., 
ensuring physical distancing, 
providing personal protective 
equipment, avoiding non-essential 
travel, delivering training on risks 
and recognition of symptoms, etc. 
Virtual meetings will be held 
where feasible.
The project Knowledge 
Management and 
Communications Plan, to be 
completed during the first year of 
project implementation, will 
include specific considerations for 
communication, public awareness 
and exchange of information 
under these circumstances.   
The project?s COVID-19 Action 
Framework also includes 
measures that address 
opportunities, e.g., promoting 
sustainable land management 
approaches that safeguard critical 
ecosystems and increase resilience 
of local communities.



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 9: The 
project may 
involve 
interventions 
that would 
potentially 
adversely 
impact sites, 
structures, or 
objects with 
historical, 
cultural, 
artistic, 
traditional or 
religious values 
or intangible 
forms of culture 
(e.g. 
knowledge, 
innovations, 
practices).

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate The proposed 
intersectoral 
catchment 
management 
plans (Output 2.2) 
and improved 
SLM practices 
(Output 2.3) may 
impact cultural 
sites or intangible 
forms of culture. 
Traditional 
knowledge will 
be drawn upon for 
project activities 
3.1.3 and 4.2.3.

Assessment:
During the PPG phase , the 
project team undertook a 
preliminary assessment of risks to 
cultural heritage (both tangible 
and intangible). This was 
conducted through key 
consultations with local 
communities, traditional 
landowners, NGOs and 
government counterparts. Based 
on the preliminary assessment 
conducted, the main cultural 
heritage-related risks identified 
are with regards to intangible 
cultural heritage (i.e. the use of 
traditional knowledge).  
Project activities that will include 
the use of traditional knowledge 
include; Activity 3.1.3 
(integration of traditional 
management systems into PA 
management though inclusive 
consultations with traditional 
leaders),  and activity 4.2.3 
(document traditional knowledge 
in biodiversity conservation using 
culturally important methods, 
ensuring voices of both females 
and males). 
Management:
Guidelines for safeguarding 
cultural heritage may need to be 
developed at the start of the 
project and staff, consultants and 
government officers will be 
trained around risks to cultural 
heritage (most notably through the 
training provided as part of 
Activity 3.1.2  on project social 
and environmental safeguard 
instruments,  gender 
mainstreaming, UNDP social and 
environmental standards, and 
national standards and 
regulations). 
Concerning Activities 3.1.3 and 
4.2.3, where traditional 
knowledge might be utilized by 
the project, FPIC and inclusive 
consultations and engagement will 
be required before the 
implementation of those activities 
can proceed. These activities will 
follow the project?s FPIC 
procedure as outlined in the 
Stakeholder Engagement Plan. 



Risk 
Description

Impact and 
Likelihood 

(1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 

Substantial, 
High)

Comments

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks 

rated as Moderate, Substantial or 
High

Risk 10: 
Activities 
funded under 
low-value grant 
assistance 
delivery 
mechanisms 
may be carried 
out without full 
adherence to 
UNDP SES. 

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate The potential 
impact is assessed 
as Intermediate 
due to the low 
value of the 
grants envisaged, 
and the limited 
scope of each 
individual grant.

Assessment:
Low-value grants are included in 
the project budget (and shall be 
implemented under Activity 2.3.4) 
, to support implementation of 
livelihood activities.
The Implementing Partner will be 
obliged to follow the On-Granting 
Provisions, which are annexed to 
the Project Document and require 
adherence to the requirements of 
UNDP?s SES. As part of the grant 
process under Activity 2.3.3, all 
proposals will be screened using 
the SESP template in order to 
ensure that any potential 
unwanted impacts of these 
activities are anticipated, avoided, 
reduced, or mitigated. Each grant 
request will be rated by risk 
category (low, moderate, high) in 
line with the SES requirements for 
the SESP, which will determine 
what further action is required. 
Any proposed activities 
categorized as High will be 
disqualified (unless the activities 
can be redesigned to fully avoid 
the High risk) and will not be 
undertaken.
Management:
The grant proposals will be 
reviewed by the Project Manager, 
with support by the other project 
team members, for compliance 
with UNDP SES. Grant 
agreements will be reviewed by 
UNDP prior to signature by the 
Implementing Partner and the 
grantees.
The project team will monitor and 
evaluate the activities in the field 
for compliance with UNDP SES, 
as well as other specifications 
described in the grant agreements. 
Progress and completion reports 
submitted by the grantees will 
document compliance.



6. Institutional Arrangement and Coordination

Describe the institutional arrangement for project implementation. Elaborate on the planned 
coordination with other relevant GEF-financed projects and other initiatives. 

Section 1: General roles and responsibilities in the project?s governance mechanism

 

Implementing Partner: The Implementing Partner for this project is the National Environment Service 
(NES).  The NES Director is the GEF operational focal point (OFP) for the Cook Islands, as well as the 
lead agency mandated to ?provide for the protection, conservation and management of the environment in 
a sustainable manner? (Environment Act, 2003). Therefore, given the biodiversity focus of this GEF 
project, NES will be the lead Implementing Partner (Executing Agency), working closely with other key 
partner agencies.  The overall risk assessment conducted in the Partner Capacity Assessment Tool (PCAT) 
and the HACT assessment (see Annex 25 to the Project Document) concluded a Low risk for NES.

 

The Implementing Partner is the entity to which the UNDP Administrator has entrusted the implementation 
of UNDP assistance specified in this signed project document along with the assumption of full 
responsibility and accountability for the effective use of GEF resources and the delivery of outputs, as set 
forth in this document.

 

The Implementing Partner is responsible for executing this project. Specific tasks include:

?         Project planning, coordination, management, monitoring, evaluation and reporting.  This includes 
providing all required information and data necessary for timely, comprehensive and evidence-based 
project reporting, including results and financial data, as necessary. The Implementing Partner will strive to 
ensure project-level M&E is undertaken by national institutes and is aligned with national systems so that 
the data used and generated by the project supports national systems. 

?         Risk management as outlined in this Project Document.

?         Procurement of goods and services, including human resources.

?         Financial management, including overseeing financial expenditures against project budgets.

?         Approving and signing the multiyear workplan.

?         Approving and signing the combined delivery report at the end of the year.

?         Signing the financial report or the funding authorization and certificate of expenditures.

 



Responsible Parties: Responsible parties include the University of Newcastle Australia for delivering 
Output 2.1 (Audits completed for priority catchments, with key pollutant sources (including nutrients) and 
responsible parties identified and interventions prescribed).

 

Project Stakeholders and Target Groups: The project stakeholders and target groups include the local 
communities living within and benefiting from the ecosystem services provided by the priority catchments, 
people benefitting from the biodiversity resources and ecosystem services of the target protected areas, and 
management and staff members of NES, MoA, CIT, and ICI, as well as other landowners and stakeholders 
benefitting from strengthened capacities.

 

UNDP: UNDP is accountable to the GEF for the implementation of this project. This includes overseeing 
project execution undertaken by the Implementing Partner to ensure that the project is being carried out in 
accordance with UNDP and GEF policies and procedures and the standards and provisions outlined in the 
Delegation of Authority (DOA) letter for this project. The UNDP GEF Executive Coordinator, in 
consultation with UNDP Bureaus and the Implementing Partner, retains the right to revoke the 
project DOA, suspend or cancel this GEF project. UNDP is responsible for the Project Assurance 
function in the project governance structure and presents to the Project Board and attends Project Board 
meetings as a non-voting member.

 

Section 2: Project governance structure



?         UNDP oversight of project support to IP cannot be UNDP staff providing project assurance or 
providing programmatic oversight support to the RR.

 

Second line of defence:

?         Regional Bureau oversees RR and Country Office compliance at portfolio level.

?         BPPS NCE RTA oversees technical quality assurance and GEF compliance. BPPS NCE PTA 
oversees RTA function.

?         UNDP GEF Executive Coordinator and Regional Bureau Deputy Director can revoke 
DOA/cancel/suspend project or provided enhanced oversight.



 

The UNDP Deputy Regional Director for Asia and the Pacific or his delegate assumes full responsibility 
and accountability for oversight and quality assurance of this Project and ensures its timely implementation 
in compliance with the GEF-specific requirements and UNDP?s Programme and Operations Policies and 
Procedures (POPP), its Financial Regulations and Rules and Internal Control Framework. A representative 
of the UNDP Country Office will assume the assurance role and will present assurance findings to the 
Project Board, and therefore attends Project Board meetings as a non-voting member.

 

UNDP project support: The Implementing Partner and GEF OFP have requested UNDP to provide 
support services in the amount of USD 8,615 for the full duration of the project, and the GEF has agreed 
for UNDP to provide such execution support services and for the cost of these services to be charged to the 
project budget. The execution support services ? whether financed from the project budget or other sources 
- have been set out in detail and agreed between UNDP Country Office and the Implementing Partner in a 
Letter of Agreement (LOA). This LOA is attached to this Project Document in Annex 29 to the Project 
Document.

 

To ensure the strict independence required by the GEF and in accordance with the UNDP Internal Control 
Framework, these execution services will be delivered independent from the GEF-specific oversight and 
quality assurance services.

 

Section 3: Segregation of duties and firewalls vis-?-vis UNDP representation on the Project Board

 

As noted in the Minimum Fiduciary Standards for GEF Partner Agencies, in cases where a GEF Partner 
Agency (i.e. UNDP) carries out both implementation oversight and execution of a project, the GEF Partner 
Agency (i.e. UNDP) must separate its project implementation oversight and execution duties, and describe 
in the relevant project document a: 1) Satisfactory institutional arrangement for the separation of 
implementation oversight and executing functions in different departments of the GEF Partner Agency; 
and 2) Clear lines of responsibility, reporting and accountability within the GEF Partner Agency between 
the project implementation oversight and execution functions.

 

In this case, UNDP?s implementation oversight role in the project ? as represented in the project board and 
via the project assurance function - is performed by the MCO Resident Representative or his delegate. 
UNDP?s execution role in the project (as requested by the implementing partner and approved by the GEF) 
is performed by a MCO team that includes a Finance Analyst, a Finance Assistant, a Procurement Analyst, 
and a Procurement Associate.

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/gef_minimum_fiduciary_standards_partner_agencies_2019.pdf


 

Section 4: Roles and responsibilities of the project organization structure

 

a)      Project Board:

 

All UNDP projects must be governed by a multi-stakeholder board or committee established to review 
performance based on monitoring and evaluation, and implementation issues to ensure quality delivery of 
results. The Project Board (also called the Project Steering Committee) is the most senior, dedicated 
oversight body for a project.

 

The two main (mandatory) roles of the Project Board are as follows:

1)      High-level oversight of the execution of the project by the Implementing Partner (as explained 
in the ?Provide Oversight? section of the POPP). This is the primary function of the project board and 
includes annual (and as-needed) assessments of any major risks to the project, and decisions/agreements on 
any management actions or remedial measures to address them effectively. The Project Board reviews 
evidence of project performance based on monitoring, evaluation and reporting, including progress reports, 
evaluations, risk logs and the combined delivery report. The Project Board is responsible for taking 
corrective action as needed to ensure the project achieves the desired results.

2)      Approval of strategic project execution decisions of the Implementing Partner with a view to 
assess and manage risks, monitor and ensure the overall achievement of projected results and impacts and 
ensure long term sustainability of project execution decisions of the Implementing Partner (as explained in 
the ?Manage Change? section of the POPP). 
 

Requirements to serve on the Project Board:

?  Agree to the Terms of Reference of the Board and the rules on protocols, quorum and minuting.

?  Meet annually; at least once.

?  Disclose any conflict of interest in performing the functions of a Project Board member and take all 
measures to avoid any real or perceived conflicts of interest. This disclosure must be documented and kept 
on record by UNDP.

?  Discharge the functions of the Project Board in accordance with UNDP policies and procedures.

?  Ensure highest levels of transparency and ensure Project Board meeting minutes are recorded and shared 
with project stakeholders.
 

Responsibilities of the Project Board:

https://popp.undp.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/UNDP_POPP_DOCUMENT_LIBRARY/Public/PPM_Implement_Provide%20Oversight.docx&action=default
https://popp.undp.org/_layouts/15/WopiFrame.aspx?sourcedoc=/UNDP_POPP_DOCUMENT_LIBRARY/Public/PPM_Implement_Manage%20Change.docx&action=default


?  Consensus decision making:
o   The Project Board provides overall guidance and direction to the project, ensuring it remains within any 
specified constraints, and providing overall oversight of the project implementation. 

o   Review project performance based on monitoring, evaluation and reporting, including progress reports, 
risk logs and the combined delivery report;

o   The Project Board is responsible for making management decisions by consensus. 

o   In order to ensure UNDP?s ultimate accountability, Project Board decisions should be made in 
accordance with standards that shall ensure management for development results, best value money, 
fairness, integrity, transparency and effective international competition.  

o   In case consensus cannot be reached within the Project Board, the UNDP representative on the Project 
Board will mediate to find consensus and, if this cannot be found, will take the final decision to ensure 
project implementation is not unduly delayed.

?  Oversee project execution: 
o   Agree on project manager?s tolerances as required, within the parameters outlined in the project 
document, and provide direction and advice for exceptional situations when the project manager?s 
tolerances are exceeded.

o   Appraise annual work plans prepared by the Implementing Partner for the Project; review combined 
delivery reports prior to certification by the implementing partner.

o   Address any high-level project issues as raised by the project manager and project assurance;

o   Advise on major and minor amendments to the project within the parameters set by UNDP and the 
donor and refer such proposed major and minor amendments to the UNDP BPPS Nature, Climate and 
Energy Executive Coordinator (and the GEF, as required by GEF policies);

o   Provide high-level direction and recommendations to the project management unit to ensure that the 
agreed deliverables are produced satisfactorily and according to plans.

o   Track and monitor co-financed activities and realisation of co-financing amounts of this project. 

o   Approve the Inception Report, GEF annual project implementation reports, mid-term review and 
terminal evaluation reports.

o   Ensure commitment of human resources to support project implementation, arbitrating any issues within 
the project. 

?  Risk Management:
o   Provide guidance on evolving or materialized project risks and agree on possible mitigation and 
management actions to address specific risks. 



o   Review and update the project risk register and associated management plans based on the information 
prepared by the Implementing Partner. This includes risks related that can be directly managed by this 
project, as well as contextual risks that may affect project delivery or continued UNDP compliance and 
reputation but are outside of the control of the project. For example, social and environmental risks 
associated with co-financed activities or activities taking place in the project?s area of influence that have 
implications for the project. 

o   Address project-level grievances.

?  Coordination:
o   Ensure coordination between various donor and government-funded projects and programmes. 

o   Ensure coordination with various government agencies and their participation in project activities.    

 

Composition of the Project Board: The composition of the Project Board must include individuals 
assigned to the following three roles: 

1.       Project Executive: This is an individual who represents ownership of the project and chairs (or co-
chairs) the Project Board. The Executive usually is the senior national counterpart for nationally 
implemented projects (typically from the same entity as the Implementing Partner), and it must be UNDP 
for projects that are direct implementation (DIM). In exceptional cases, two individuals from different 
entities can co-share this role and/or co-chair the Project Board. If the project executive co-chairs the 
project board with representatives of another category, it typically does so with a development partner 
representative. The Project Executive (National Project Director) is the NES Director.

2.       Beneficiary Representatives: Individuals or groups representing the interests of those groups of 
stakeholders who will ultimately benefit from the project. Their primary function within the board is to 
ensure the realization of project results from the perspective of project beneficiaries. Often representatives 
from civil society, industry associations, or other government entities benefiting from the project can fulfil 
this role. There can be multiple beneficiary representatives in a Project Board. The Beneficiary 
representatives are: 

                                                                                      i.      Official from the Ministry of Agriculture

                                                                                    ii.      Official from Cook Islands Tourism Corporation

                                                                                  iii.      Official from Infrastructure Cook Islands

                                                                                   iv.      Representative from a non-governmental 
organization

                                                                                     v.      Traditional leader representative

                                                                                   vi.      Community conservation representative



3.       Development Partners: Individuals or groups representing the interests of the parties concerned that 
provide funding, strategic guidance and/or technical expertise to the project. The Development Partners 
are:

                                                  i.            Official from the Ministry of Finance and Economic Management 
(MFEM)

                                                ii.            United Nations Development Programme (UNDP).

 

Technical Advisory Panel. The National Biodiversity Steering Committee (NBSC) will be available to 
operate as a Technical Advisory Panel for the project. Terms of reference will be developed for the 
Technical Advisory Panel at project inception. The NBSC was established during the GEF-5 R2R project, 
includes heads of ministries, NGOs and traditional leader representatives, meets quarterly, providing a 
platform to discuss other national biodiversity matters. 

 

b)      Project Assurance: 

 

Project assurance is the responsibility of each project board member; however, UNDP has a distinct 
assurance role for all UNDP projects in carrying out objective and independent project oversight and 
monitoring functions. UNDP performs quality assurance and supports the Project Board (and Project 
Management Unit) by carrying out objective and independent project oversight and monitoring functions, 
including compliance with the risk management and social and environmental standards of UNDP. The 
Project Board cannot delegate any of its quality assurance responsibilities to the Project Manager. Project 
assurance is totally independent of project execution. 

 

A designated representative of UNDP playing the project assurance role is expected to attend all board 
meetings and support board processes as a non-voting representative. It should be noted that while in 
certain cases UNDP?s project assurance role across the project may encompass activities happening at 
several levels (e.g., global, regional), at least one UNDP representative playing that function must, as part 
of their duties, specifically attend board meeting and provide board members with the required 
documentation required to perform their duties. The UNDP representative playing the main project 
assurance function is the Assistant Resident Representative E&CC/Programme Officer E&CC.

 

c)       Project Management ? Execution of the project: 

 



A permanent Project Management Unit (PMU) has been built into the organizational structure of NES, as a 
result of the Cook Islands GEF-5 project, to overcome delays experienced at the start of new projects, as 
well as ensuring consistency and continuity from one project to the next. This also enables key personnel, 
skills, experience and institutional knowledge to be retained and applied to subsequent projects. In the case 
of GEF-7, specific staff will be assigned to focus on the management of this project for effective 
implementation, delivery and reporting, including a Project Manager and Project Coordinator.

 

The PMU division will house the team assigned to this GEF-7 project. This also provides a strong co-
financing commitment to project management costs associated with running and managing the project 
from NES offices. The costs of the Project Manager and Project Coordinator are funded through the 
government co-financing in-kind (recurrent expenditures) contributions. The PMU division reports directly 
to the NES Director, as recommended in the GEF-5 capacity needs assessment to increase ownership and 
efficient communication. PMU will also be the key point of contact for project partners (MOA, CIT, ICI), 
as well as the other key public and private entities, such as NGOs, traditional leaders, landowners and 
communities.

 

The Project Manager is the senior most representative of the Project Management Unit (PMU) and is 
responsible for the overall day-to-day management of the project on behalf of the Implementing Partner, 
including the mobilization of all project inputs, supervision over project staff, responsible parties, 
consultants and sub-contractors. The Project Manager typically presents key deliverables and documents to 
the board for their review and approval, including progress reports, annual work plans, adjustments to 
tolerance levels and risk registers.  

 

Roles and responsibilities of the PMU members are detailed in the Annex 6 to the Project Document. A 
designated representative of the PMU is expected to attend all board meetings and support board processes 
as a non-voting representative. 

 

The primary PMU representative attending board meetings is the Project Manager.

 

Grievance Redress Mechanism (GRM) Sub-Committee: A GRM Sub-Committee will be established 
and convened on an ad hoc basis, to attempt to resolve the grievance, request further information to clarify 
the issue, refer the grievance to independent mediation, or determine the request is outside the scope and 
mandate of the Project Board and refer it elsewhere. The GRM is described in the project Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan (Annex 7 to the Project Document).

 



Planned coordination with other relevant GEF-financed projects and other initiatives

 

The intersection of the contributions and complimentary activities of the project co-financing partners with 
the planned project results are presented below.

 

Co-financing source Co-financing 
type

Co-financing 
amount

Included in 
project 
results?

If yes, list the 
relevant 
outputs

In-kind $2,512,500 No N/A
National Environment Service 
(NES) Public 

investment $2,512,500 No N/A

Ministry of Finance and 
Economic Management (MFEM) Grant $3,596,656 No N/A

In-kind $798,823 No N/A

Infrastructure Cook Islands (ICI)
Public 
investment $8,512,290 No N/A

In-kind $804,000 No N/A

Ministry of Agriculture (MOA)
Public 
investment $723,600 No N/A

In-kind $2,008,797 No N/A
Cook Islands Tourism 
Corporation (CIT) Public 

investment $6,007,762 No N/A

United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP) In-kind $167,712 No N/A

 

The project will also coordinate with complementary projects and initiatives, including.

?       Green Climate Fund (GCF) Country Programme for the Cook Islands. The GCF Country 
Programme[1] includes interventions on energy efficiency, renewable energy, building resilient 
infrastructure, coastal management and water resources, and strengthening engagement of the private 
sector. The GEF-7 project will coordinate with the Cook Islands National Designated Authority (NDA) to 
ensure alignment with the GCF Country Programme.

?       GEF-UN Environment-SPREP. Implementing Sustainable Low and Non-Chemical 
Development in SIDS (ISLANDS) (GEF ID 10267). The project will coordinate with the Pacific Child 
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Project (To prevent the build-up of POPS and mercury materials and to manage and dispose of existing 
harmful chemicals and wastes across Pacific SIDS) of the GEF-financed ISLANDS programme..

?       Existing collaborative partnerships and connections with enabling stakeholders will also be fostered 
during the project implementation phase. For example, organisations such as the New Zealand Department 
of Conservation and Landcare Research may provide expert advice on best practices in remote 
surveillance, rat eradication, information management systems, etc.

[1] https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/cook-islands-country-programme

[1] https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/cook-islands-country-programme

7. Consistency with National Priorities

Describe the consistency of the project with national strategies and plans or reports and 
assesments under relevant conventions from below:

NAPAs, NAPs, ASGM NAPs, MIAs, NBSAPs, NCs, TNAs, NCSAs, NIPs, PRSPs, NPFE, 
BURs, INDCs, etc.

National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan. Cook Islands NBSAP is due to be updated pending 
renewal/replacement of the Aichi targets and CBD post-2020 framework. Meanwhile, the GEF-7 project 
will address a number of the key threats and drivers of biodiversity and ecosystem change and degradation 
across terrestrial, freshwater, coastal and marine environments described in the 2002 Cook Islands NBSAP. 
Of the eight thematic goals within the 2002 NBSAP, this project will contribute directly to the following 
five themes: Theme A, Endangered Species Management; Theme C, Ecosystem Management; Theme E, 
Management of Knowledge relating to Biodiversity; Theme F, Biodiversity Awareness and Education; and 
Theme G, Mainstreaming Biodiversity.

 

Convention on Biological Diversity ? 6th National Report. The 6th National Report submitted for the 
CBD, reports on some of the issues that will be addressed by this project proposal. They relate particularly 
to the effective management of PAs. Also, the project contributes to CBD Aichi Biodiversity Targets 1 
(awareness of biodiversity values), 7 (sustainable production, e.g. agriculture), 8 (pollution of ecosystems), 
11 (invasive alien species), 12 (extinction of threatened species), 14 (ecosystem services safeguarded), 18 
(traditional knowledge and indigenous practices relating to biodiversity) and 19 (improved, shared and 
applied knowledge) and the post-2020 framework that calls for increasing global protected areas to 
30%[1].
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Convention on Migratory Species - National Reports. Cook Islands became a party to CMS in 2006, 
under which it provides migratory habitat along the West Pacific Flyway for 13 species listed in the 
appendices of the Convention. Such species and their habitats have been included in the criteria for site 
selection, particularly in the cases of PA sites, and those selected for project interventions will contribute to 
Cook Islands? commitments reported to this convention.

 

Cook Islands National Sustainable Development Plan and UN Sustainable Development Goals. As 
mentioned in the baseline scenario and elsewhere throughout this document, the project is well aligned 
with relevant NSDP goals, notably sustainable practices (3), agriculture (10), terrestrial biodiversity (11) 
and marine diversity (12). Consequently, the project will contribute significantly towards these NSDP 
goals, which feed directly into the UN 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Thus, the project is also 
well aligned with UN Sustainable Development Goals 2, 14 and 15, while also contributing to Goal 5 
through the mainstreaming of gender equality and social inclusion across its interventions:

?         Goal 2: End hunger, achieve food security and improved nutrition and promote sustainable 
agriculture;

?         Goal 5: Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls;

?         Goal 14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for sustainable 
development; 

?         Goal 15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems, sustainably manage 
forests, combat desertification, and halt and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.

 

Cook Islands State of Environment Report. The SOE Report launched in 2020 has provided much of the 
baseline data and information that has informed the development of this project, particularly with respect to 
identifying the main pressures that are significantly threatening Cook Islands biodiversity and ecosystems. 
Given that SOE is reported every five years, the next one will bear testimony to the emerging achievements 
(or otherwise) of the project?s interventions and indicate where continued efforts should be placed.

 

Cook Islands Sustainable Tourism Development Policy Framework & Goals. The project is inherently 
designed to mainstream biodiversity and ecosystem considerations throughout key development sectors 
including the tourism industry. As such, it will contribute directly to the 2017 STDPF goals, particularly 
Goals 1 and 4, which respectively reflect integrated management and governance, and ensuring the 
protection of the pristine environment through sustainable practices. Progress achieved under this project 
will be reported and contribute to tracking progress towards such goals.



 

?Te Mana M?ori? Strategic Plan. This national strategy produced by the House of Ariki traditional 
leaders is concerned with safeguarding Cook Islands culture and ensuring that appropriate interventions are 
mainstreamed across relevant public sectors. The House of Ariki is a key stakeholder and partner, with 
whom the project has consulted extensively to ensure that project activities and cultural development 
priorities are integrated, particularly in relation to PAs management. Project activities will be recorded 
against contributions to this Strategic Plan to expressly demonstrate the linkages between environmental 
conservation and culture. 

[1] Note that before increasing its PA estate and confirming any such national commitments, Cook Islands 
must first enhance its effective management of its existing PAs system, and in doing so better fulfil its 
current CBD targets that will consolidate the foundations for a more effective future PAs system.

8. Knowledge Management 

Elaborate the "Knowledge Management Approach" for the project, including a budget, key 
deliverables and a timeline, and explain how it will contribute to the project's overall impact. 

Component 3 addresses awareness raising, knowledge management, gender mainstreaming, and 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E), all of which cut across other components and their respective activities, 
while also being interlinked ? arguably with knowledge at the core of the project?s Knowledge 
Management and Communication Strategy, with annual action plans to guide adaptive management during 
project implementation.

 

Raising awareness and understanding (i.e., knowledge) about the values of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services and their relationship to people?s livelihoods is fundamental to securing the support of 
stakeholders to engage with the project, all of which is knowledge based. Levels of awareness and 
understanding among the different stakeholder groups will be benchmarked at the onset of the project and 
inform the Communication Strategy on what it should be messaging, to whom and by what means (media).

 

Knowledge management will be upgraded through the creation of a National Environment Information 
System, institutionalized within NES and accessible to its stakeholders via the World Wide Web 
(potentially with different levels of access in the interests of safeguarding certain biodiversity). NEIS will 
hold data (e.g., details about its PAs and ?managed areas? system), information (e.g., total hectarage of 
PAs, monitoring results, details of forthcoming events, newsletters) and knowledge (e.g. technical studies 
and publications, best practice guidelines, training manuals). NEIS will also provide links to other sources 
of data, information and knowledge, such as the Cook Islands Biodiversity Database managed by the 
Natural Heritage Trust and hosted by Bishop Museum12. A particularly vital link will be government?s 
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new geoportal, housed by Infrastructure Cook Islands, that is intended to provide a one-stop-shop for 
spatial data, enabling bespoke maps to be user generated. 

 

The project will also provide for the exchange of knowledge and lessons learned by other Pacific Island 
Nations and SIDS, especially through regional partnerships with neighbouring projects under UNDP (e.g., 
Samoa, Niue) and other regional institutions (e.g. SPREP, SPC, USP and UON). Through such 
partnerships, the project will not only learn from experiences within the region on PA management and 
community-based biodiversity conservation, but also share its successes.

The knowledge management and communications strategy framework prepared during the PPG phase (see 
Annex 33 to the Project Document) provides guidance on how the project will document and share lessons 
learned. These include documenting success stories, lessons learned and good practices, and disseminating 
these through email distributions, uploading to the project website as well as the National Environment 
Information System, posting on social media platforms, distributing to stakeholders during seminars and 
conferences, and sharing with national and regional media outlets. 

Data, information and knowledge, generated by the project will also feedback into national platforms such 
as Cook Islands Biodiversity Database to further strengthen national knowledge, as well as international 
platforms such as WDPA[1] and IBAT[2] to raise the profile of Cook Islands biodiversity. 

[1] World Database on Protected Areas: https://www.protectedplanet.net/en 

[2] International Biodiversity Assessment Tool: https://www.ibat-alliance.org

9. Monitoring and Evaluation

Describe the budgeted M and E plan

The project inception workshop, to be held within three months of signing of the project document, is a 
critical milestone on the implementation timeline, providing an opportunity to validate the project 
document, including the screening of social and environment risks; confirming governance implementation 
arrangements; assessing changes in relevant circumstances and making adjustments to the project results 
framework accordingly; verifying stakeholder roles and responsibilities; updating the project risks and 
agreeing to mitigation measures and responsibilities; and agreeing to the multi-year work plan. An 
inception workshop report will be prepared and disseminated among the Project Board committee 
members. 

 

The project team will regularly monitor and evaluate achievement of the performance metrics included in 
the project results framework, and report progress in the annual Project Implementation Review (PIR) 
reports and other progress reports, enabling timely implementation of adaptive management measures in 
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response to monitoring and evaluation findings. The project safeguards assessments and management plans 
will also be regularly reviewed and updated. 

 

Consistent with GEF requirements, two independent evaluations will be carried out of the project, a 
midterm review and terminal evaluation.

 

The project?s monitoring and evaluation is provided in Section VII Monitoring and Evaluation Plan of the 
Project Document, summarized below.

Project document Table 8: Monitoring and evaluation plan and budget

GEF M&E requirements to be undertaken by Project 
Management Unit (PMU)

Indicative 
costs 

(USD)
Time frame

Inception Workshop and Report 15,085
Inception Workshop 
within 2 months of the 
First Disbursement  

M&E required to report on progress made in reaching GEF 
core indicators and project results included in the project 
results framework 

18,980
Annually and at mid-
point and closure.

Preparation of the annual GEF Project Implementation 
Report (PIR) 15,000

Annually typically 
between June-August

Monitoring of SESP, Stakeholder Engagement Plan, Gender 
Action Plan, Climate and Disaster Risk Screening, COVID-
19 Action Framework

18,320
On-going
 

Supervision missions 7,000 Annually

Independent Mid-term Review (MTR): costs associated with 
conducting the independent review/evaluation to be 
commissioned by UNDP not the Implementing Partner or 
PMU.

38,740
August 2025
 

Independent Terminal Evaluation (TE): costs associated with 
conducting the independent evaluation to be commissioned by 
UNDP not the Implementing Partner or the PMU.

38,740
August 2028
 

TOTAL indicative COST 151,865 Added to TBWP 
Component 3, Output 4.3

 



Certain adaptive management measures might be warranted during project implementation in case of a 
prolonged or recurrent COVID-19 pandemic. Through implementation of possible adaptive management 
measures, project implementation is expected to be carried out without major impacts to the budget. The 
project team will provide strategic guidance to the local partners through a variety of in-person and virtual 
techniques accordingly.

10. Benefits

Describe the socioeconomic benefits to be delivered by the project at the national and local levels, as 
appropriate. How do these benefits translate in supporting the achievement of global environment 
benefits (GEF Trust Fund) or adaptation benefits (LDCF/SCCF)? 

The project will generate a range of socio-economic benefits as it invests in mainstreaming biodiversity 
conservation and ecosystem safeguards across key development sectors in partnership with landowners, 
traditional leaders and local communities, and further improve management of the protected area system 
and priority catchments.

 

Increased inclusion of landowners and local communities in biodiversity conservation and 
sustainable natural resource management. Landowners and local communities will be proactively 
engaged in the governance and management of protected and managed areas and priority catchments, 
protecting and respecting traditional practices and knowledge. Engagement of Cook Island M?ori 
communities will be ensured through obtaining free, prior and informed consent (FPIC). 

 

Gender mainstreaming and increased inclusion of youth, persons with disabilities and other 
vulnerable groups. The project will facilitate advances in gender equality and women?s empowerment, 
through inclusion in decision-making processes on natural resource management, delivery of capacity 
building on improving financial management skills, and disseminating information on available financing 
options for local community organizations, helping to enhance small-scale entrepreneurship, with a 
particular emphasis on engaging women-led community-based organizations and local enterprises. Project 
activities will emphasise priority inclusion of women, youth, persons with disabilities and other vulnerable 
groups.

 

Strengthening wellbeing and income-generating measures. Livelihood benefits will be generated for 
local households through increased soil productivity, soil and water conservation, access to low-value grant 
assistance for interventions on biodiversity conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, and 
through access to capacity building on sustainable agricultural practices, best practices in ecotourism, 
biodiversity conservation, and alternative livelihoods.

 



Strengthened resilience (adaptation benefits). Protection of scarce freshwater resources in Rarotonga is 
one of the main priorities with respect to climate change adaptation in the Cook Islands. The target 
catchments in the project cover a cumulative area of 2,513 ha, representing more than 35% of the total 
terrestrial area of the island. The catchment audits and management plans under Outputs 2.1 and 2.2 will 
provide scale-able frameworks for the other catchments in the country. Implementation of sustainable land 
management practices and reduction in the use of agrochemicals will generate substantive adaptation 
benefits. Moreover, improved and intersectoral management of priority catchments will contribute to the 
low carbon development priorities of the country, safeguarding important ecosystem services, increasing 
awareness, and increasing resilience and coping capacities of local communities.

 

Relevance to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and post-2020 Global Biodiversity Framework:

 

The project is relevant to a number of SDGs, most notably SDG 1 (No Poverty), SDG 5 (Gender Equality), 
SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), SDG 13 (Climate Action), SDG 14 (Life Below 
Water), SDG 15 (Life on Land), and SDG 17 (Partnerships for the Goals), as outlined below in Table 3 of 
the Project Document.



Relevance to United Nations Pacific Strategy 2018-2022 and UNDP Strategy Plan 2022-2025:

 

The project is aligned to the United Nations Pacific Strategy 2018-2022, specifically Outcome 1: 
?Climate change, disaster resilience, and environmental protection?; Output 1.5: ?Number of PICTs 
coverage of terrestrial and marine areas that are protected.? The GEF-7 project aims to facilitate improved 
management effectiveness of four protected and managed areas and establishment of a new, community 
conserved area in the cloud forest in Rarotonga.

 

The expected project results will also contribute towards achievement of the UNDP Strategic Plan (2022-
2025), namely Output Signature Solution #4 (Environment); contributing to UNDP SP Result 4.1: ?Natural 
resources protected and managed to enhance sustainable productivity and livelihoods?; and Result 4.2: 
?Public and private investment mechanisms mobilized for biodiversity, water, oceans, and?climate 
solutions?. Under the Integrated results and resources framework (IRRF) of the UNDP Strategic Plan, the 
project will contribute towards Indicator IRRF 4.1.1 (?Number of people directly benefitting from 
initiatives to protect nature and promote sustainable use of resources?), and Indicator 4.2.1 (?Number of 
people directly benefitting from mechanisms for biodiversity, water, oceans, and climate solutions funded 
by public and/or private sector resources?): 9,588 estimated direct beneficiaries, of whom 4,892 are 
women; and Indicator IRRF 4.1.2: 15,831 ha of ?area of terrestrial (1,378 ha) and marine protected areas 
(14,453 ha) created or under improved management practices?, and 3,130 ha of ?areas of landscapes under 
improved practices, excluding protected areas?.

11. Environmental and Social Safeguard (ESS) Risks 

Provide information on the identified environmental and social risks and potential impacts 
associated with the project/program based on your organization's ESS systems and 
procedures 

Overall Project/Program Risk Classification*

PIF

CEO 
Endorsement/Approva
l MTR TE

Medium/Moderate Medium/Moderate



Measures to address identified risks and impacts

Elaborate on the types and risk classifications/ratings of any identified environmental and 
social risks and impacts (considering the GEF ESS Minimum Standards) and any 
measures undertaken as well as planned management measures to address these risks 
during implementation.
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Part A. Integrating Programming Principles to Strengthen Social and Environmental 
Sustainability

 

QUESTION 1: How Does the Project Integrate the Programming Principles in Order to 
Strengthen Social and Environmental Sustainability?

Briefly describe in the space below how the project mainstreams the human rights-based approach



This project aims to conserve ecosystems and species by mainstreaming biodiversity in the development 
planning process as well as by improving effectiveness of the protected area management. A human 
rights-based approach could provide a mechanism by which to achieve these goals by for example, 
strengthening the human rights' perspectives of traditional leaders and indigenous landowners and 
enhancing their awareness of the expanded choices and capabilities that might be possible when they 
have a greater say and involvement in what this process of expansion should look like. This approach 
focuses on human rights as a means of empowering those who will be affected by the project to make 
decisions about their own lives rather than being the passive objects of choices made on their behalf. The 
focus is not so much directed towards technical development that might only empower a few but focuses 
more so on important human development goals that will provide landowners and local communities 
with the appropriate tools and skills which will support meaningful and effective participation and 
ownership of the eventual outcomes of project activities, and thus, the sustainability of their development 
efforts. The participatory and inclusive approach proposed for the project design, development and 
implementation will empower community resource users and resource managers, thus ensuring the 
protection of the islands? natural and cultural heritage.

Briefly describe in the space below how the project is likely to improve gender equality and women?s 
empowerment

Cook Islands society already values gender equality as a basic human right and a necessity for a 
sustainable world. Cook Islands has had a long history of women in its traditional leadership within the 
ariki and the aronga mana, which persists today. Gender equality is enshrined in its Constitution (1964) 
and the country was a signatory to the CEDAW in 1985 when it also developed its first National Policy 
on Women. This project will support and encourage the principles that underpin the ?Cook Islands 
National Policy on Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment and Strategic Plan of Action (2019-
2024)? which recognises that women and men are equal partners to the development of the Cook Islands, 
and places gender equality at the heart of economic and social progress, giving equal value to the roles 
and responsibilities of Cook Islands women and men in all aspects of life. Across society, women have 
leadership positions in community and political activities that enable them to contribute their perspectives 
into decisions that will affect their lives  as well as the development of our country. Supporting the 
building of women?s skills and knowledge will help to enhance this project as we move towards 
increasing technical capacity within government and community sectors to improve gender-balanced 
community-based management of our catchments and protected areas. The aim will be to continue to 
ensure equal contribution by both men and women in the decisions about how they themselves manage 
their biodiversity resources in the future. 
To better inform how gender can be mainstreamed across the full range of project interventions, a gender 
analysis was undertaken during project preparation to determine the different roles of women in 
biodiversity conservation, sustainable land and marine resources use, natural resources management and 
food production. Results of the analysis were used to develop gender mainstreaming action plan 
consistent with a GEN-2 UNDP Gender Marker. 
Gender disaggregated tracking of the beneficiaries will provide the basis for monitoring and evaluation of 
the project?s impact on promoting gender equity and empowerment of women and youth. Gender 
disaggregated indicators have been included in the Project Results Framework. During implementation, 
additional data will be collected such as: (i) total number of male and female full-time project staff; (ii) 
total number of male and female Project Board members, etc. The project design has sought to ensure 
that financial and human resources are set aside to mainstream gender during project implementation and 
to monitor the effectiveness of this mainstreaming. The project will ensure equal opportunities for 
women and men to participate in training, decision-making, and all activities with potential opportunity 
to improve gender equality and gender empowerments. Steps will be taken to ensure that women?s needs 
are addressed in management arrangements set up by the community, including women?s active 
participation in community meetings and platforms involving project activities.
Briefly describe in the space below how the project mainstreams sustainability and resilience



This project has the potential to transform biodiversity conservation and management of natural resources 
in the Cook Islands with a sustainability and resilience model that would not only be compatible with the 
expectations of existing conservation goals, but which could develop into a tool for "effective 
conservation decision-making during planning, implementation and management" (Massarala, 2021[1]). 
This model is based on the premise that a better understanding of human or social dimensions of 
environmental issues will, in fact, improve conservation (Bennett, 2016[2]). Not only would this 
approach have a transformative impact on understanding and changing local community attitudes, values, 
and behaviour but it would help to create stronger communities. Contributing greatly to sustainability are 
the important messages and learnings that arise out of project activities, and how these are conveyed 
through regular and effective capacity building workshops and widely disseminated communication and 
information, to government personnel, traditional leaders, community leaders, men, women, youth, 
elderly and the disabled. The human rights-based approach would support this transformation, by 
focusing on enabling stakeholder access to technical conservation concepts and information in user-
friendly and non-technical terms. This would facilitate greater stakeholder understanding and buy-in, and 
would encourage traditional leaders and landowners to want to share with other leading stakeholders their 
own indigenous community conservation and sustainability goals and objectives based on hundreds of 
years of traditional conservation methods - something that is very much the "missing link" for this 
project.

Briefly describe in the space below how the project strengthens accountability to stakeholders

The project worked closely with the islanders, including women groups, representation of ethnic groups 
through the House of Ariki/traditional leaders and Island Councils, youth, elders, differently-abled, and 
poor in rural areas that depend heavily on the islands? terrestrial and the surrounding areas? marine 
ecosystems to meet the basic necessities (food, clean drinking water, shelter, and livelihoods) through a 
participatory approach during the project design, development, and implementation phases to provide 
inputs in the development of the project activities and to ensure positive impacts reaches these 
communities during the implementation phase. 
Key stakeholders listed above were engaged at an early stage in the development of this project via a 
PPG inception workshop, group consultations, council meetings, individual interviews, and  a national 
dialogue, in which island council leaders from various islands, representatives of traditional leaders, 
various members of CSO?s, private sector participants, as well as officials from ministries government 
agencies participated, ensuring political support in addition to traditional, private and community 
engagement. This provided an ideal setting to share ideas, aims and global goals to be achieved through 
this project, as well as overviews of social and environmental standards, including UNDP?s grievance 
and redress mechanism which is describe in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan annexed to the Project 
Document. During the field missions conducted as part of the PPG, over 196 stakeholders (42% of whom 
were female) were consulted (see the project?s Stakeholder Engagement Plan). 
An important component of accountability is measurement and the collection of data. Financial 
management is easily monitored and audited, but other project activities are not so easily evaluated as to 
what value they have brought to the social and environmental outcomes of the project, to the stakeholder 
individuals and groups who were involved in the activities as well as to UNDP and other partners who 
have sponsored this project. 
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Part B. Identifying and Managing Social and Environmental Risks

 

QUESTION 2: 
What are the 
Potential Social 
and 
Environmental 
Risks? 

Note: Complete 
SESP 
Attachment 1 
before 
responding to 
Question 2.

 

QUESTION 3: What is the level of 
significance of the potential social and 
environmental risks?

Note: Respond to Questions 4 and 5below 
before proceeding to Question 5

QUESTION 6: Describe the 
assessment and management 
measures for each risk rated 
Moderate, Substantial or High 

Risk Description

(broken down by 
event, cause, 
impact)

Impact 
and 
Likelihood
  (1-5)

Significance 

(Low, 
Moderate 
Substantial, 
High)

Comments 
(optional)

Description of assessment and 
management measures for risks rated 
as Moderate, Substantial or High 



Risk 1 :  Efforts to 
halt/minimize 
land/forest 
degradation (most 
notably under 
project Outputs 
2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 
3.3 of the project) 
may 
unintentionally 
result in restriction 
to access to natural 
resources and/or 
affect the 
traditional use and 
livelihoods of local 
communities. In 
addition, the 
project proponent 
and/or executing 
entity(ies) may not 
effectively engage 
and ensure 
participation of all 
stakeholders, 
including women, 
and indigenous 
peoples and 
traditional local 
communities, 
during the 
implementation 
phase of the 
project resulting in 
violation of human 
rights.    
 
Human Rights: P.2, 
P.5, & P.6 
Accountability 
P.13, P.14, P.15
Standard 1: 1.2
Standard 4: 4.1, 
4.3, 4.4, 4.5
Standard 5: 5.2, 5.4
Standard 6: 6.1, 
6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.6, 
6.7 & 6.9
 

I = 4
L =2

Moderate While a 
catchment 
framework to 
safeguard 
indigenous 
species, natural  
ecosystems and 
food production 
systems from 
unsustainable 
land uses in Cook 
Islands is 
important for the 
overall national 
economy, it is 
especially critical 
for the local 
landowners who 
depends on 
her/his land and 
produce for the 
family?s 
livelihood and 
well-being. 
A failure for a 
landowner 
regardless of 
gender, to 
safeguard the 
land, forests and 
coastal 
ecosystems from 
degradation 
stands the risk of 
losing part or the 
entire livelihood 
with implications 
on the family?s 
economy and 
level of self-
subsistence, 
which could 
result, in practical 
terms, in an 
economic 
displacement.
All PA?s 
supported by the 
project are 
community  
conserved areas, 
with affected  
communities 
instigating the 
restrictions on 
their own behalf. 
 
Only Output 3.3 
will include new 
PA creation 
(whilst other 
project 
interventions at 
PA sites will be 
supporting pre-
existing 
initiatives).  The 
higher slopes of 
the Rarotongan 
mountains, 
including where 
the Cloud Forest 
PA is proposed, 
are classified as 
?un-investigated 
land?, meaning 
that there are no 
individual 
landowners.  The 
PPG team 
consulted with a 
wide range of 
stakeholders, 
including 
community 
groups and 
NGOs. It should 
also be noted that 
the proposed 
Cloud Forest PA 
would be 
established using 
a community 
conserved area 
approach, where 
the community 
will make 
decisions 
regarding access 
based on a 
culturally 
appropriate 
community 
decision-making 
process that 
reflects voluntary, 
informed 
consensus (in line 
with the 
requirements of 
UNDP SES 5, 
para. 15).

 
 

Assessment:
During project design, consideration 
of the impacts (both direct and 
indirect) form the enforcement of 
certain restrictions (both on activities 
and on access to sites/natural 
resources) that may result as part of 
Outputs 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 has been 
undertaken. Based on the results of 
consultations with key project 
stakeholders, and in following UNDP 
SES principles and requirements, a 
model of community-managed 
conserved areas will be applied to all 
of the PA?s supported under this 
project. This model should allow for 
the full realization of the rights and 
wishes of local PAPs. Top-down 
imposition of restrictions will thus be 
avoided by following this model. 
This risk has been assessed as having 
a low likelihood of occurrence given 
the fact that all PA?s supported by the 
project will be community managed 
conserved areas. As such, community 
members and landholders will be 
responsible for instituting their own 
restrictions. All restrictions will be 
voluntarily put forward by the affected 
communities, and as such the need for 
a Process Framework is not foreseen 
as necessary at this stage. 
 
Management:
To manage this risk a stakeholder 
analysis has been conducted, and a 
comprehensive stakeholder 
engagement plan has been prepared 
during the project design, together 
with a gender analysis and gender 
action plan. These plans seek to 
ensure that Cook Islanders rights 
(including, but not limited to self-
determination and customary rights, 
land tenure and traditional use rights) 
are considered and mainstreamed 
during implementation of the project. 
Given the context of the project, and 
the fact that the majority of Cook 
Islanders fall under UNDP S6 
definition of Indigenous Peoples, a 
free-standing IPPF has not been 
developed. Rather, the elements for an 
IPPF have been included within the 
project?s Stakeholder Engagement 
Plan. The purpose of this is to ensure 
that the project adheres to UNDP S6 
requirements, As part of the 
development of the SEP, a  full 
screening/analysis of all project 
outputs/activities in light of the 
potential impacts on IPs was 
conducted. 
Livelihood measures have been 
integrated into the project?s activities 
(most notably Activities 2.3.2 and 
2.3.3). 
Extensive consultations have been 
conducted as part of the field missions 
during the PPG phase. 
The procedures for FPIC, that shall be 
followed during project 
implementation, have been included in 
the Stakeholder Engagement Plan. 
Given the nature of the project, it 
should be noted that FPIC may need 
to be secured multiple times during 
the project timeline. 
The project has been designed with 
FPIC and consultation requirements 
embedded into relevant activities. For 
example, at a policy/upstream level, 
Activity 1.3.2 will require the project 
to facilitate Pa Enua consultations 
(which shall meet UNDP 
requirements for FPIC as stipulated in 
the project?s SEP) in the socialization 
of the Islands Environmental 
Management Plans with local 
stakeholders. For downstream 
activities, FPIC requirements  have 
been explicitly embedded into the 
design of Activities 3.3.5 and 4.2.3. 
The majority of project interventions 
will occur at pre-existing protected 
areas, as well as within catchments in 
Rarotonga. The exception will be the 
newly proposed Rarotonga Cloud 
Forest PA (Output 3.3). Under this 
output, a key activity has been 
formulated to ensure FPIC from 
PAPs, i.e. ?Activity 3.3.5. Facilitate 
formulation of collaborative 
agreements involving  female and 
male landowners, government, and 
traditional leaders ? including 
obtaining FPIC for the establishment 
of the community conserved area.?
A culturally appropriate grievance 
redress mechanism (GRM) for the 
project has been developed based on 
the existing government and UNDP 
mechanisms. The GRM is described 
in the Stakeholder Engagement Plan.



Risk 2: The project 
could contribute to 
cumulative 
environmental or 
social impacts in 
the area through 
unintended 
negative 
consequences from 
policy or 
legislative changes, 
such as those 
proposed under 
Component 1.
 
Human Rights: P.2 
 Standard 1: 1.1, 
1.2, 1.3, 1.14, 1.8
Standard 5: 5.4 
Standard 6: 6.1, 
6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.6, 
6.7 & 6.9
 

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate Environmental 
and social 
impacts are 
expected to be 
overwhelmingly 
positive. 
However, there is 
a possibility that 
upstream policy 
or legislative 
changes 
supported by the 
project may 
inadvertently 
have adverse 
social and/or 
environmental 
impacts.

Assessment:
Mainstreaming safeguards to conserve 
biodiversity and maintain ecosystem 
services across key sectors, as 
stipulated by Component 1, will 
include the development and/or 
updating of several key 
regulatory/policy initiatives. 
Institutional capacities of the NES, 
Ministry of Agriculture, Infrastructure 
Cook Islands, and Cook Islands 
Tourism Corporation were assessed 
during the project preparation phase 
using an adapted version of the UNDP 
capacity development scorecard. The 
findings of the baseline institutional 
capacity assessments were used to 
inform the design of the capacity 
building activities to more effectively 
achieve durable mainstreaming of 
biodiversity conservation across key 
development sectors.
To adequately assess the potential 
social and environmental impacts 
associated with upstream activities 
supported by the project, a scoped 
SESA will be required to be 
undertaken. The SESA will follow 
UNDP SES requirements and shall 
include within its scope Activities 
1,1,1, 1,1,2, 1.3.3. 
Management:
Project activities have been designed 
to consider the cumulative impacts 
that may emanate from ?upstream? 
policy initiatives such as those 
supported under Component 1. 
 Project proponents will be trained on 
EIA best practice (under Activity 
1.1.1) which will include key material 
and guidance on identifying impacts 
(including cumulative) and 
formulating mitigation measures for 
wetland, riparian and costal 
ecosystems. This training on EIA best 
practice will be informed by the SES 
policy of UNDP.  
In addition, various avenues for 
continued engagement with affected 
communities (from potential 
policy/upstream related impacts) has 
been included in the design of the 
project. Activity 1.3.2 for example 
will require the project to facilitate Pa 
Enua consultations in the socialization 
of the Islands Environmental 
Management Plans with local 
stakeholders. The development of 
these management plans will be based 
on the requirements of  UNDP SES 1, 
ensuring compliance with the 
necessary stipulations. 



Risk 3: Given the 
context and siting 
of project activities 
(i.e. within critical 
habitats such as 
Suwarrow National 
Park, Takutea 
Nature Reserve 
and the new Cloud 
Forest PA),  poorly 
designed or 
executed project 
activities, could 
unintentionally 
damage critical or 
sensitive habitats 
and ecosystems, 
resulting from the 
implementation of 
land management 
malpractices. 
 
Standard 1: 1.1, 1.2 
, 1.3.,1.8, 1.13

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate The project could 
inadvertently 
select a 
sustainable 
management 
model that does 
not adequately 
address local 
issues or could 
produce 
counterproductive 
outcomes.

Assessment:
During the project preparation phase, 
baseline assessments were conducted 
of the protected areas targeted in the 
project, using the GEF-7 version of 
the Management Effectiveness 
Tracking Tool (METT). Several 
shortcomings were identified through 
the baseline METT assessments, 
including the lack of or dated 
management plans, limited 
information on resource inventories, 
lack of staff, insufficient 
communication with landowners and 
local communities, and inadequate 
systems for monitoring and evaluating 
performance of PA management.
The project design includes ecosystem 
audits (including assessment of 
nutrient cycling) to be undertaken at 
four priority catchments (Activity 
2.1.1). UNDP SES 1 requirements 
will serve as a basis for the conduct of 
these audits.  This will also include 
the delivery of training and wider 
awareness raising on the results of 
these audits. 
Management:
Activity 2.1.3 of the project has been 
designed to assist in the continued 
assessment and monitoring of 
catchment audits. This activity of the 
project will enable support to be 
provided (and the necessary 
investment assistance) for 
strengthening the capacity for 
conducting catchment audits as well 
as follow-up monitoring and 
evaluation. 
The project has also been designed to 
include collaborative/community 
driven intersectoral catchment 
management plans (Output 2.2), that 
will seek to utilize best practice in 
terms of sustainable land management 
, the safe use and handling of 
agrochemicals, erosion prevention etc. 



Risk 4: Prevailing 
gender biases 
could 
unintentionally 
discriminate 
against women, 
limiting or 
adversely 
impacting their 
possibilities for 
accessing 
opportunities 
and/or influence on 
project activities.
 
Gender : P.9, P.10, 
P.11
 

I = 3
L = 2

Moderate Although there 
has been 
remarkable 
progress on 
gender issues in 
the policy area in 
the Cook Islands, 
gender 
mainstreaming 
still needs to be 
actively promoted 
to ensure 
women?s 
empowerment. If 
not actively 
pursued by the 
project, less 
engagement of 
women could 
potentially occur.

Assessment:
A comprehensive gender analysis has 
been undertaken to clarify relevant 
gender concerns and has enabled a 
better understanding of how 
mainstreaming of women into the 
project interventions can be ensured. 
During the project development phase 
specific consultations were undertaken 
with relevant women?s groups and 
their representatives. During the PPG, 
the team held a consultation session 
specifically for the Vainetini 
(women's group) in Aitutaki where the 
discussion focused mainly on their 
involvement in agriculture and fishing 
as forms of income for themselves to 
help to support their families. Specific 
skills associated with the production 
of Maori medicine highlighted the 
need for conservation of healing 
plants and a nursery to ensure the 
sustainability of these special plants. 
Management:
To manage such risks a 
comprehensive gender action plan has 
been developed.  This has included the 
development of gender mainstreaming 
indicators in the project results 
framework, with periodical progress 
being  monitored through PIRs, MTR 
and TE. 
In addition, gender considerations 
have been included throughout the 
design of project components. Most 
notably: 

-       Activity 1.1.5. ?Deliver a series of 
gender mainstreaming training 
sessions, through seminar, webinar, or 
similar modalities, including to Pa 
Enua communities?

-       Activity 1.2.1. ?Carry out a gender-
sensitive feasibility assessment for the 
national environment information 
system (NEIS).?

-       Activity 1.3.1. ?Develop and 
integrate gender-responsive Island 
Environmental Management Plans 
into Island Development Plans (Atiu 
and 3 other outer islands ? Pa Enua).?  

-       Activity 2.2.1 ?Develop gender 
responsive intersectoral catchment 
management plans for the priority 
catchments in Rarotonga.?

-       Activity 3.1.1 ?Develop new or 
updated gender responsive 
management plans for the target 
protected areas, through inclusive, 
participatory processes and based on 
updated resource inventories.?

-       Output 2.3 ?Improved gender 
sensitive natural resource management 
in priority catchments and the Manuae 
Managed Area achieved through 
adoption of innovative practices? 

-       Output 4.1 ?Gender responsive 
Knowledge Management and 
Communications Strategy developed 
and implemented, including annual 
action plans with targeted public 
awareness programmes to promote the 
values of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services?

-       Output 4.2 ? Gender sensitive 
knowledge and information products 
on processes, best practices, 
innovations, lessons learned and 
project findings developed and 
disseminated? 



Risk 5: Use of 
agrochemicals[3], 
including chemical 
fertilizers and 
pesticides, may 
pose a risk to 
community health, 
and lack of 
adequate 
guidelines on 
usage and storage 
of these chemicals 
could result in 
generation and 
release of 
hazardous waste 
through different 
migration 
pathways (soil, 
water, or air).
 
Standard 3: 3.5 
Standard 8: 8.1, 8.5

I = 3
L = 2

Moderate Agrochemicals, 
including 
chemical 
fertilizers and 
pesticides, 
potentially could 
be applied during 
the project 
activities(either 
directly or 
indirectly). This 
could potentially 
result in negative 
impacts on 
community health 
& safety and the 
receptor 
environment.

Assessment:
The intersectoral catchment 
management plans (under Output 2.2) 
will promote reduction and 
minimization of the use of 
agrochemicals. Only pesticides, 
herbicides and insecticides meeting 
internationally accepted standards will 
be supported by the project. Their 
storage and application will be subject 
to the health and safety guidelines
Management: 
Management measures will include 
but are not limited to the following: 1) 
internationally or nationally banned or 
restricted agrochemicals will not be 
used, 2) workers and farmers working 
with agrochemical will be trained and 
equipped with appropriate personal 
protective equipment, and 3) national, 
provincial, and local guidelines and 
regulations on use and handling of 
agrochemicals will be followed.
Activity 2.2.5 of the project has been 
designed to support capacity building 
and knowledge management activities 
for the safe handling and use of 
agrochemicals. 
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Risk 6: The project 
will include 
support for the 
eradication of rats 
in target sites 
(Activities 2.2.6 
and 3.1.5). The 
anticipated 
ecological benefits 
of the eradication 
activities are likely 
to be significant, as 
successful 
eradication of rats 
will contribute to 
the protection of 
globally significant 
biodiversity. 
Eradication 
methods may result 
in the poisoning 
(either primary or 
secondary) of non-
target species. The 
application of 
rodenticides (i.e. 
anticoagulants) 
may also pose a 
risk to human 
health. 
 
Standard 1: 1.1, 
1.2, 1.4 
Standard 3: 3.2, 
3.5, 3.6, 3.8
Standard 7: 7.6
Standard 8: 8.1, 
8.2, 8.5

I = 3
L = 4

Moderate The use of 
poisonous bait to 
control rats can 
lead to 
unintentional 
poisoning of wild 
animals. In 
addition, most of 
the chemicals 
typically used in 
rodenticides are 
persistent in the 
environment and 
accumulate in 
organisms (and in 
extension the 
wider food chain). 
 

Assessment: Before the 
implementation of activities 2.2.6 and 
3.1.5 a Rat Eradication risk 
assessment will be required to be 
undertaken. This risk assessment shall 
include an analysis of alternative pest 
management options, and shall assess 
(amongst others); the potential 
impacts on non-target species 
(examining both primary and 
secondary poisoning), impacts on 
human health, and receptor 
environmental impacts (i.e. on 
vegetation, soil, water, marine 
environment etc.). The risk 
assessment will be undertaken using 
UNDP SES requirements as the part 
of the basis of assessment (most 
notably SES 1, 3, 7 and 8). 
Management:
To manage the identified risks, a Rat 
Eradication plan will be developed 
that is based on the findings of the risk 
assessment described above. As per 
the ProDoc, the rat eradication plan 
itself, as well as the agent (poison) 
release, will be required to be 
approved before the conduct of 
Activities 2.2.6 and 3.1.5. 
The plan will include baseline 
monitoring in preparation for the 
rodent eradication programme, as well 
as post-release monitoring (both 
during and after the eradication 
programme). In adhering to the 
requirements of UNDP SES 7, the rat 
eradication management plans will 
also include applicable elements of 
labour management procedures in 
order to ensure that labour and 
working conditions for project 
workers and compliant with UNDP 
SES requirements, and that the rights 
of project workers are respected in all 
instances. 



Risk 7: Natural 
disasters and 
climate change 
may affect the 
implementation 
and results of 
project initiatives. 
 
Standard 2: 2.1, 
2.2, 2.3

I = 4
L = 2

Moderate Climate change 
may negatively 
influence soil 
quality & fertility, 
moisture regime, 
dry up water 
sources and cause 
fragmentation of 
natural areas and 
their connectivity 
in the watersheds. 
Such climate 
impacts 
socioeconomic 
resilience of the 
communities and 
survival chances 
of species 
including crops. 
Climate change 
impacts could 
include shifting 
rainfall and 
seasonality of 
rainfall, 
temperatures, and 
lead to more 
extreme weather 
events including 
flooding, this 
climate 
uncertainties need 
to be added to 
sustainable land 
management 
models that will 
be selected for the 
project.

Assessment:
A Climate and Disaster Screening was 
carried out during the project 
preparation phase, building upon the 
initial screening conducted at PIF 
stage.
Preliminary steps were taken to build 
resilience to climate change and 
disaster impacts in project activities 
such as development of intersectoral 
catchment management plans to 
safeguard ecosystem services, 
promotion of sustainable land 
management practices, improved 
management of protected areas. 
Management:
Climate and disaster risk mitigation 
will be incorporated in the 
intersectoral catchment management 
plans developed under Output 2.2, as 
well as in the updated protected area 
management plans prepared in Output 
3.1.
The Climate and Disaster Risk 
Screening will continue to be 
monitored and updated (where 
necessary) as prescribed by Activity 
4.3.5 of the project. 
Species for SLM demonstrations will 
be selected and recommended based 
on the highest climate resilience and 
biodiversity gains potential. Activity 
2.3.3 will provide low-value grant 
assistance to implement innovative 
practices, e.g., the promotion of 
climate resilient crops, soil and water 
conservation practices, erosion control 
measures etc. 



Risk 8: People 
involved in project 
activities, project 
team members, and 
service providers 
may be at a 
heightened risk of 
exposure to 
COVID 19 through 
the stakeholder 
consultation 
meetings, 
workshops and 
field visits, etc.
 
Standard 3: 3.4
Standard 7. 7.6 

I = 4
L = 2

Moderate During the project 
preparation phase, 
the incidence of 
COVID-19 in the 
Cook Islands 
steadily increased 
as restrictions on 
international 
travel were 
relaxed.

Assessment:
A COVID-19 analysis was undertaken 
during the project preparation phase 
and is included in the COVID-19 
Analysis and Action Framework 
annexed to the Project Document. 
This analysis included a consideration 
of UNDP SES requirements as they 
relate to the potential spread of 
communicable diseases amongst both 
project workers and local 
communities. As part of the regular 
review of the Social and 
Environmental Screening Procedure 
(SESP), COVID-19 related risks will 
be addressed, and specific mitigation 
measures will be updated and 
implemented.
Management:
Given travel restrictions and the 
continued prevalence of Covid-19, 
PPG activities have been undertaken 
by national consultants, supported 
remotely by international specialists 
and external UNDP staff. The 
potential for inter-island transmission 
will be reduced by the project 
including a high degree of devolution 
of implementation responsibility to 
the local level.
Adaptive management measures will 
be put in place during project 
implementation, as needed, e.g., 
ensuring physical distancing, 
providing personal protective 
equipment, avoiding non-essential 
travel, delivering training on risks and 
recognition of symptoms, etc. Virtual 
meetings will be held where feasible.
The project Knowledge Management 
and Communications Plan, to be 
completed during the first year of 
project implementation, will include 
specific considerations for 
communication, public awareness and 
exchange of information under these 
circumstances.   
The project?s COVID-19 Action 
Framework also includes measures 
that address opportunities, e.g., 
promoting sustainable land 
management approaches that 
safeguard critical ecosystems and 
increase resilience of local 
communities.



Risk 9: The project 
may involve 
interventions that 
would potentially 
adversely impact 
sites, structures, or 
objects with 
historical, cultural, 
artistic, traditional 
or religious values 
or intangible forms 
of culture (e.g. 
knowledge, 
innovations, 
practices).
 
Standard 4: 4.1, 
4.3, 4.5
Standard 6: 6.1, 
6.4, 6.5, 6.7& 6.9

I = 3
L = 3

Moderate The proposed 
intersectoral 
catchment 
management 
plans (Output 2.2) 
and improved 
SLM practices 
(Output 2.3) may 
impact cultural 
sites or intangible 
forms of culture. 
Traditional 
knowledge will 
be drawn upon for 
project activities 
3.1.3 and 4.2.3.

Assessment:
During the PPG phase , the project 
team undertook a preliminary 
assessment of risks to cultural heritage 
(both tangible and intangible). This 
was conducted through key 
consultations with local communities, 
traditional landowners, NGOs and 
government counterparts. Based on 
the preliminary assessment conducted, 
the main cultural heritage-related risks 
identified are with regards to 
intangible cultural heritage (i.e. the 
use of traditional knowledge).  
Project activities that will include the 
use of traditional knowledge include; 
Activity 3.1.3 (integration of 
traditional management systems into 
PA management though inclusive 
consultations with traditional 
leaders),  and activity 4.2.3 (document 
traditional knowledge in biodiversity 
conservation using culturally 
important methods, ensuring voices of 
both females and males). 
Management:
Guidelines for safeguarding cultural 
heritage may need to be developed at 
the start of the project and staff, 
consultants and government officers 
will be trained around risks to cultural 
heritage (most notably through the 
training provided as part of Activity 
3.1.2  on project social and 
environmental safeguard instruments,  
gender mainstreaming, UNDP social 
and environmental standards, and 
national standards and regulations). 
Concerning Activities 3.1.3 and 4.2.3, 
where traditional knowledge might be 
utilized by the project, FPIC and 
inclusive consultations and 
engagement will be required before 
the implementation of those activities 
can proceed. These activities will 
follow the project?s FPIC procedure 
as outlined in the Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan. 



Risk 10: Activities 
funded under low-
value grant 
assistance delivery 
mechanisms may 
be carried out 
without full 
adherence to 
UNDP SES.
 
Principles and 
Project-Level 
Standards: All
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I  = 3
L = 3

Moderate The potential 
impact is assessed 
as Intermediate 
due to the low 
value of the 
grants envisaged, 
and the limited 
scope of each 
individual grant.

Assessment:
Low-value grants are included in the 
project budget (and shall be 
implemented under Activity 2.3.4) , to 
support implementation of livelihood 
activities.
The Implementing Partner will be 
obliged to follow the On-Granting 
Provisions, which are annexed to the 
Project Document and require 
adherence to the requirements of 
UNDP?s SES.  As part of the grant 
process under Activity 2.3.3, all 
proposals will be screened using the 
SESP template in order to ensure that 
any potential unwanted impacts of 
these activities are anticipated, 
avoided, reduced, or mitigated. Each 
grant request will be rated by risk 
category (low, moderate, high) in line 
with the SES requirements for the 
SESP, which will determine what 
further action is required. Any 
proposed activities categorized as 
High will be disqualified (unless the 
activities can be redesigned to fully 
avoid the High risk) and will not be 
undertaken. 
 
Management:
The grant proposals will be reviewed 
by the Project Manager, with support 
by the other project team members, 
for compliance with UNDP SES. 
Grant agreements will be reviewed by 
UNDP prior to signature by the 
Implementing Partner and the 
grantees. 
The project team will monitor and 
evaluate the activities in the field for 
compliance with UNDP SES, as well 
as other specifications described in the 
grant agreements. Progress and 
completion reports submitted by the 
grantees will document compliance.

QUESTION 4: What is the overall project risk categorization? 

 

 

Low Risk ?  



Moderate Risk ?

 

The project has been categorized as 
Moderate risk. Given the risk 
profile of the project, assessment 
and management/mitigation 
measures have been incorporated 
into the design of project activities. 
The project has produced a robust 
Stakeholder Engagement Plan 
which includes the required 
procures for obtaining FPIC within 
the auspices of the project. The 
project has also undertaken a 
Gender Analysis and Action Plan. 

 

The project includes a dedicated 
activity (i.e. 3.1.2) for the delivery 
of  training on project social and 
environmental safeguard 
instruments,  gender mainstreaming, 
UNDP social and environmental 
standards, and national standards 
and regulations.

Substantial Risk ?  

High Risk ?  

QUESTION 5: Based on the identified risks and risk categorization, what 
requirements of the SES are triggered? (check all that apply)

Question only required for Moderate, Substantial and High Risk projects 

 

Is assessment required? 
(check if ?yes?)

?

 

  Status? 
(completed, 
planned)



 

?

 

Targeted 
assessment(s) 

Completed: 
Gender 
Analysis, 
Stakeholder 
Analysis, 
COVID-19 
risk and 
opportunities 
analysis, 
Climate and 
Disaster Risk 
Screening 

Planned: 
Catchment 
Audits, Rat 
Eradication 
Risk 
Assessment

 

? ESIA 
(Environmental 
and Social 
Impact 
Assessment)

 

if yes, indicate overall type 
and status

 

?

 

SESA 
(Strategic 
Environmental 
and Social 
Assessment) 

Planned: 
Scoped 
SESA to 
cover 
 Activities 
1.1.1, 1.1.2, 
1.3.3.

Are management plans 
required? (check if ?yes)

?

 

  



 

?

 

Targeted 
management 
plans (e.g. 
Gender Action 
Plan, 
Emergency 
Response Plan, 
Waste 
Management 
Plan, others) 

Completed: 
Gender 
Action Plan,

Stakeholder 
Engagement 
Plan, 
COVID-19 
Action 
Framework

 

Planned: 
Intersectoral 
Catchment 
Management 
Plans, Rat 
Eradication 
Plan, Island 
Environment 
management 
Plans 
(IEMPs) 

 

? ESMP 
(Environmental 
and Social 
Management 
Plan which 
may include 
range of 
targeted plans)

 

If yes, indicate overall type

 

? ESMF 
(Environmental 
and Social 
Management 
Framework)

 

Based on identified risks, 
which Principles/Project-
level Standards triggered?

 Comments (not required)

Overarching Principle: 
Leave No One Behind   

Human Rights
?

 

Risk 1

Risk 6

Risk 11



Gender Equality and 
Women?s Empowerment ??

Risk 4

Risk 11

Accountability
?

 

Risk 6

Risk 11

1.   Biodiversity 
Conservation and 
Sustainable Natural 
Resource Management

?

 

Risk 1

Risk 2

Risk 3

Risk 6

Risk 11

2.   Climate Change and 
Disaster Risks

?

 

Risk 7

Risk 11

3.   Community Health, 
Safety and Security

?

 

Risk 6

Risk 8

Risk 11

4.   Cultural Heritage
?

 

Risk 1

Risk 10

Risk 11

5.   Displacement and 
Resettlement

?

 

Risk 1

Risk 11

6.   Indigenous Peoples
?

 

Risk 1

Risk 10

Risk 11

7.   Labour and Working 
Conditions

?

 

Risk 6 

Risk 11

 



8.   Pollution Prevention 
and Resource Efficiency

?

 

Risk 5

Risk 6

Risk 11

[1] Massarella,K.,  Nygren, A., Fletcher, R., et. Al. (2021). Transformation beyond conservation: how 
critical social science can contribute to a radical new agenda in biodiversity conservation, Current 
Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, Volume 49, 2021, Pages 79-8. 

[2] Bennett, N. J., Roth, R., Klain, S., et al. (2017). Conservation social science: Understanding and 
integrating human dimensions to improve conservation. Biological Conservation, 205, Pages 93?108. 
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ANNEX A: PROJECT RESULTS FRAMEWORK (either copy and paste 
here the framework from the Agency document, or provide reference to 
the page in the project document where the framework could be found). 

(The project results framework also can be found in Section V of the Project Document as well.)

 Project Results Framework
This project will contribute to the following Sustainable Development Goal (s):  SDG 1, SDG 5, 
SDG 13, SDG 14, SDG 15 and SDG 17

United Nations Pacific Strategy 2018-2022, Outcome 1: Climate change, disaster resilience, and 
environmental protection; Output 1.5: Number of PICTs coverage of terrestrial and marine areas that are 
protected.
Aligned with UNDP Strategic Plan (2022-2025) Output Signature Solution #4 (Environment); 
contributing to UNDP SP Result 4.1: Natural resources protected and managed to enhance sustainable 
productivity and livelihoods; and Result 4.2: Public and private investment mechanisms mobilized for 
biodiversity, water, oceans, and?climate solutions

 

 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Project 
Objective: To 
safeguard 
globally 
significant 
biodiversity and 
core ecosystem 
services through 
mainstreaming 
environmental 
issues in key 
development 
sectors, 
facilitating more 
inclusive natural 
resource 
governance, and 
improving the 
management 
effectiveness of 
conservation 
areas

Indicator 1 (GEF-7 CI 1; 
IRRF Indicator 4.1.2): 
Terrestrial protected 
areas created or under 
improved management 
for conservation and 
sustainable use (hectares)

(Sub-Indicator 1.1: 
Terrestrial protected areas 
newly created; Sub-
Indicator 1.2: Terrestrial 
protected areas under 
improved management)

SDG 15.1; SDG 15.5

1,260 ha, 
including

(Sub-Indicator 
1.1 N/A)

 

METT scores:

(Sub-Indicator 
1.2)

Suwarrow NP 
(980 ha): 60%

Takutea NR 
(125 ha): 36%

Takitumu CA 
(155 ha): 64%

 

1,260 ha, 
including
Proposed Cloud 
Forest PA under 
review / consent 
(Sub-Indicator 
1.1)
METT scores:

(Sub-Indicator 
1.2)

Suwarrow NP 
(980 ha): 70%

Takutea NR 
(125 ha): 50%

Takitumu CA 
(155 ha): 70%

1,378 ha, 
including:
Rarotonga 
Cloud Forest 
PA: 118 ha 
(Sub-Indicator 
1.1)
METT scores:

(Sub-Indicator 
1.2)

Suwarrow NP 
(980 ha): 80%

Takutea NR 
(125 ha): 67%

Takitumu CA 
(155 ha): 80%



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 2 (GEF-7 CI 2; 
IRRF Indicator 4.1.2): 
Marine protected areas 
created or under 
improved management 
for conservation and 
sustainable use (hectares)

(Sub-Indicator 2.2: Marine 
protected areas under 
improved management)

SDG 14.2; SDG 14.5

14,453 ha

METT scores:

Suwarrow NP 
(12,995 ha): 
60%

Takutea NR (55 
ha): 36%

Manuae MPA 
(1,403 ha): 24%

 

 

14,453 ha

METT scores:

Suwarrow NP 
(12,995 ha): 
70%

Takutea NR (55 
ha): 50%

Manuae MPA 
(1,403 ha): 40%

 

 

14,453 ha

METT scores:

Suwarrow NP 
(12,995 ha): 
80%

Takutea NR (55 
ha): 67%

Manuae MPA 
(1,403 ha): 55%

 

 

Indicator 3 (GEF-7 CI 4; 
IRRF Indicator 4.1.2): 
Area of landscapes under 
improved practices 
(hectares; excluding 
protected areas)

(Sub-Indicator 4.1: Area of 
landscapes under improved 
management to benefit 
biodiversity; qualitative 
assessment, non-certified)

SDG 15.5; SDG 15.9; 
SDG 15.c; SDG 14.5; 
SDG 17.17

Under the GEF-
5 R2R project, 
improved 
management for 
biodiversity 
achieved 
through Island 
Development 
Plans in six 
inhabited 
islands in the 
Southern Group 
having a 
cumulative 
terrestrial area 
of 8,172 ha.

3,130 ha

Avana 
(Rarotonga): 
591 ha

Avatiu 
(Rarotonga): 
675 ha

Takuvaine 
(Rarotonga): 
890 ha

Turangi 
(Rarotonga): 
357 ha

Manuae 
Managed Area: 
617 ha

Management 
plans developed 
for the four 
priority 
catchments and 
the Manuae 
Managed Area.

 

3,130 ha

Avana: 591 ha

Avatiu: 675 ha

Takuvaine: 890 
ha

Turangi: 357 ha

Manuae 
Managed Area: 
617 ha

Management 
plans under 
implementation 
for the four 
priority 
catchments and 
the Manuae 
Managed Area.



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 4 (GEF CI 5; 
IRRF Indicator 4.1.2): 
Area of marine habitat 
under improved practices 
to benefit biodiversity 
(hectares; excluding 
protected areas)

SDG 14.1

Rarotonga 
coastal 
ecosystems 
provide 
important 
habitat for 
globally 
significant 
biodiversity, 
represent 
substantial 
economic value, 
and help 
safeguard 
against the 
impacts of 
climate change.

157.5 ha

Avana 
(Rarotonga): 
97.5 ha

Avatiu 
(Rarotonga): 13 
ha

Takuvaine 
(Rarotonga): 35 
ha

Turangi 
(Rarotonga): 12 
ha

Management 
plans developed 
for the four 
priority 
catchments.

157.5 ha

Avana 
(Rarotonga): 
97.5 ha

Avatiu 
(Rarotonga): 13 
ha

Takuvaine 
(Rarotonga): 35 
ha

Turangi 
(Rarotonga): 12 
ha

Management 
plans under 
implementation 
for the four 
priority 
catchments.

Indicator 5 (GEF-7 CI 6): 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Mitigated 
(metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalent ? 
tCO2e)

(Sub-Indicator 6.1: Carbon 
sequestered, or emissions 
avoided in the AFOLU 
sector)

SDG 13.1; SDG 13.2; 
SDG 13.3

As documented 
in the Intended 
Nationally 
Determined 
Contributions 
(INDC), the 
Government of 
Cook Islands 
has committed 
to a pathway of 
low carbon 
development.

End target of 
288,638 tCO2e 
of lifetime 
direct project 
GHG emissions 
mitigated 
confirmed 
through 
information 
contained the 
management 
plans for the 
target protected 
areas, priority 
catchments and 
managed area.

288,638 tCO2e 
(lifetime direct 
project GHG 
emissions 
mitigated)



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 6 (GEF-7 CI 
11; IRRF Indicators 
4.1.1, 4.2.1):  Number of 
direct project 
beneficiaries 
disaggregated by gender 
as a co-benefit of GEF 
investment (individual 
people)

SDG 1.4; SDG 1.b; SDG 
5.a

N/A 3,000 direct 
beneficiaries, of 
whom 1,500 are 
women

9,588 direct 
beneficiaries, of 
whom 4,892 are 
women (based 
on 75% of 
resident 
population of 
Rarotonga, 
Aitutaki and 
Atiu).

Project 
Component 1 

Mainstreaming safeguards to conserve biodiversity and maintain ecosystem 
services across key development sectors

Indicator 7: Legislation, 
policies and safeguard 
measures adopted and 
under implementation in 
catchment management 
plans; PA management 
plans; and Island 
Environmental 
Management Plans 
(IEMPs, within Island 
Development Plans 
[IDPs]).

Formal 
catchment 
management 
plans not in 
place; PA 
management 
plans either 
require updating 
or do not exist; 
IEMPs 
currently not 
part of the IDPs.

New 
management 
plans drafted 
and under 
review, 
including four 
catchment 
management 
plans, four PA 
management 
plans, and four 
IEMPs (within 
IDPs).

Formal adoption 
and initial 
implementation 
of four 
catchment 
management 
plans, four PA 
management 
plans, and four 
IEMPs (within 
IDPs).

Outcome 1: 
Biodiversity and 
ecosystem 
services 
safeguards 
embedded in 
national and 
island 
governance 
frameworks, 
and policies, 
and institutional 
capacities 
strengthened 
across key 
development 
sectors (i.e., 
agriculture, 
infrastructure, 
tourism)

Indicator 8: Regulations 
developed or updated to 
reflect strengthened 
biodiversity and ecosystem 
safeguards:

(a) EIA (permitting and 
consent) regulations under 
the new Environment Act

(b) Agrichemical 
regulations under the 
Pesticides Act 1987

(c) Protected Area (PA) 
regulations under the new 
Environment Act, aligning 
with the new Protected 
Areas Management Policy 
(PAMP)

Key regulations 
on EIA 
permitting and 
consent, 
agrichemicals, 
and protected 
areas not yet 
developed.

New regulations 
drafted and 
under legislative 
review:

(a) EIA 
(permitting and 
consent) 
regulations

(b) 
Agrichemical 
regulations

(c) PA 
regulations 

 

New regulations 
formally 
adopted and 
under 
implementation:

(a) EIA 
(permitting and 
consent) 
regulations

(b) 
Agrichemical 
regulations

(c) PA 
regulations



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 9: Improved 
capacities of key 
development sectors, as 
measured by 
improvements in capacity 
development scorecard 
assessments of (a) NES, 
(b) Cook Islands Tourism 
Corporation (CIT); (c) 
Infrastructure Cook Islands 
(ICI), and (d) Ministry of 
Agriculture (MOA); across 
the following capacity 
results (CRs): 

CR1: Capacities for 
Engagement; CR2: 
Capacities to Generate, 
Access and Use 
Information and 
Knowledge; CR3: 
Capacities for Strategy, 
Policy and Legislation 
Development; CR4: 
Capacities for 
Management and 
Implementation; CR5: 
Capacities to Monitor and 
Evaluate

(a) NES: CR1: 
44%; CR2: 
33%; CR3: 
33%; CR4: 
33%; CR5: 33%

(b) CIT: CR1: 
67%; CR2: 
60%; CR3: 
22%; CR4: 
50%; CR5: 50%

(c) ICI: CR1: 
56%; CR2: 
27%; CR3: 
44%; CR4: 0%; 
CR5: 17%

(d) MOA: CR1: 
33%; CR2: 
40%; CR3: 
56%; CR4: 
33%; CR5: 33%

(a) NES: CR1: 
67%; CR2: 
60%; CR3: 
56%; CR4: 
50%; CR5: 50%

(b) CIT: CR1: 
75%; CR2: 
67%; CR3: 
44%; CR4: 
67%; CR5: 67%

(c) ICI: CR1: 
67%; CR2: 
60%; CR3: 
56%; CR4: 
33%; CR5: 50%

(d) MOA: CR1: 
56%; CR2: 
60%; CR3: 
80%; CR4: 
67%; CR5: 67%

(a) NES: CR1: 
89%; CR2: 
80%; CR3: 
89%; CR4: 
67%; CR5: 67%

(b) CIT: CR1: 
89%; CR2: 
80%; CR3: 
56%; CR4: 
83%; CR5: 83%

(c) ICI: CR1: 
89%; CR2: 
93%; CR3: 
89%; CR4: 
67%; CR5: 
100%

(d) MOA: CR1: 
67%; CR2: 
93%; CR3: 
100%; CR4: 
100%; CR5: 
100%

Outputs to 
achieve 
Outcome 1:

Output 1.1. National legislation, policies, strategies and plans amended or created to 
include gender issues and safeguard KBAs and ecosystem services from 
unsustainable land use activities of key development sectors

Output 1.2. National Environment Information System (NEIS) developed and 
institutionalized to support intersectoral coordination, monitoring and integration of 
biodiversity and ecosystem safeguards in land use planning and development 
processes

Output 1.3. Regulatory and policy frameworks to safeguard KBAs and ecosystem 
services elaborated in Island Environmental Management Plans and applied to 
relevant catchment management plans and PA management plans



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 10: Priority 
actions in the intersectoral 
catchment management 
plans reflected in the work 
programmes / budgets of 
NES, MOA, ICI and CIT 
by the end of the project.

 

Intersectoral 
catchment 
management 
plans not in 
place.

Priority actions 
identified in the 
four catchment 
management 
plans (see 
Indicator 6) are 
integrated into 
the work 
programmes and 
budgets of the 
designated 
agencies.

Work 
programmes and 
budgets of the 
designated 
agencies 
adopted and 
priority 
catchment 
management 
actions under 
initial 
implementation.

Outcome 2: 
Ecosystem 
services 
restored, 
maintained and 
enhanced, and 
globally 
significant 
biodiversity 
safeguarded in 
priority 
catchments and 
managed areas

Indicator 11: Increased 
adoption of sustainable 
natural resource 
management, as measured 
by (a) number of 
innovative practices 
piloted in the priority 
catchments; (b) reduction 
in the use of glyphosate, 
paraquat, and imidacloprid, 
and (c) number of tourism 
operators certified under 
the Mana Tiaki Eco-
Certification Scheme.

 

(a) N/A; (b) 
MOA 
agricultural 
census 2021 
results will 
provide baseline 
information at 
project 
inception; (c) 53 
tourism 
operators 
certified under 
the Mana Tiaki 
Eco-
Certification 
Scheme.

(a) 10 low-value 
grants under 
implementation, 
piloting 
innovative 
practices in the 
priority 
catchments; (b) 
same as baseline 
figures from 
MOA 
agricultural 
census; (c) 30% 
increase in 
certified 
operators from 
baseline.

 

(a) 20 low-value 
grants 
implemented, 
piloting 
innovative 
practices in the 
priority 
catchments; (b) 
zero  reported 
use of 
glyphosate, 
paraquat, and 
imidacloprid, 
based on 
updated MOA 
agricultural 
census; (c) 80% 
increase in 
certified 
operators from 
baseline.

Outputs to 
achieve 
Outcome 2:

Output 2.1. Audits completed for priority catchments, with key pollutant sources 
(including nutrients) and responsible parties identified and interventions prescribed

Output 2.2. Intersectoral catchment management plans and a management plan for 
the Manuae Managed Area developed and implemented in partnership with key 
stakeholders

Output 2.3. Improved gender sensitive natural resource management in priority 
catchments and the Manuae Managed Area achieved through adoption of innovative 
practices

Project 
Component 2

Improving the management framework to effectively conserve a national 
protected areas system representative of Cook Islands biodiversity



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 12: Improved 
science-based protected 
area management, as 
measured by information 
on biodiversity resource 
inventories and vegetative 
area/cover systematically 
compiled, analysed and 
updated to the National 
Environmental Information 
System (NEIS).

Lack of 
centralized 
environmental 
information 
system; 
biodiversity 
survey results 
and information 
on vegetative 
area/cover not 
systematically 
analysed and 
disseminated.

NEIS under 
pilot operation.

 

NEIS fully 
adopted, serving 
as platform to 
share 
biodiversity 
information.

Outcome 3: 
Globally 
significant 
biodiversity 
protected across 
Cook Islands 
through 
effective 
selection, 
design, 
management, 
monitoring and 
enforcement of 
its PAs system

Indicator 13: Biodiversity 
threats reduced, as 
measured by the number of 
sites reporting absence of 
invasive rats after 
eradication interventions.

Rats present in 
Manuae, 
Takutea, 
Suwarrow and 
Takitumu 
protected areas

Rat eradications 
under 
implementation 
at two sites.

Two sites free 
of rats

Outputs to 
achieve 
Outcome 3:

Output 3.1. Management plans updated / developed and operational in target PAs, 
with legitimate governance structures in place that are inclusive of traditional 
management systems (i.e., House of Ariki), gender mainstreaming objectives, and 
collaborative arrangements with landowners and local communities

Output 3.2. Management capacities in target PAs strengthened through application of 
PACS, PAMP and tools (e.g., NEIS), and training and systems on biodiversity 
conservation, surveillance and monitoring

Output 3.3. Effective community conserved area demonstrated through a newly 
established Rarotonga Cloud Forest PA with collaborative agreements involving 
government, traditional leaders and communities

Project 
Component 3

Raising awareness, managing knowledge, mainstreaming gender and 
monitoring, evaluating and disseminating project results



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Indicator 14: Level of 
agreement to the following 
statement: Conservation 
areas/Ra'ui have improved 
the status of ecological 
systems in the Cook 
Islands.

Feb 2022 
survey (N=24):

Strongly agree: 
29.2%

Disagree: 
16.7%

 

Feb 2022 survey 
(N=24):

Strongly agree: 
29.2%

Disagree: 16.7%

Updated KAP 
survey to be 
made at end of 
project. At 
midterm, project 
knowledge 
management 
and 
communications 
strategy 
developed and 
under 
implementation.

End-of-project 
survey:

Strongly agree: 
>50%

Disagree: <5%

Outcome 4: 
Greater 
understanding 
of values of 
conserving 
Cook Islands 
biodiversity and 
ecosystem 
services; 
adaptive 
management 
informed by 
M&E results; 
and 
dissemination of 
knowledge 
gained, and 
lessons learned

Indicator 15: Increase in 
flow of knowledge and 
information on best 
practices, as measured by 
(a) the cumulative number 
of visits to the NES 
website and social media 
platforms, and (b) the 
number of knowledge 
products generated and 
disseminated (case studies, 
factsheets, short videos, 
guidance documents, etc. 
(gender disaggregated).

N/A a) 250 visits 
(between project 
start and mid-
term review) to 
the website and 
social media 
platforms; (b) 5 
knowledge 
products 
generated and 
disseminated 
(PANORAMA 
solutions/case 
studies, 
EXPOSURE 
photo-stories, 
factsheets, short 
videos, 
guidance 
documents, etc., 
including at 
least one 
focusing on 
gender 
mainstreaming.

a) 1,000 visits 
(between project 
start and 
terminal 
evaluation) to 
the website and 
social media 
platforms; (b) 
20 knowledge 
products 
generated and 
disseminated 
(PANORAMA 
solutions/case 
studies, 
EXPOSURE 
photo-stories, 
factsheets, short 
videos, guidance 
documents, etc., 
including at 
least three 
focusing on 
gender 
mainstreaming.



 Objective and Outcome 
Indicators Baseline Mid-term 

Target
End of Project 

Target

Outputs to 
achieve 
Outcome 4:

Output 4.1. Gender-responsive Knowledge Management and Communications 
Strategy developed and implemented, including annual action plans with targeted 
public awareness programmes to promote the values of biodiversity and ecosystem 
services

Output 4.2. Gender-sensitive knowledge and information products on processes, best 
practices, innovations, lessons learned, and project findings developed and 
disseminated to stakeholders

Output 4.3. Participatory monitoring and evaluation, including gender 
mainstreaming, informs project implementation, decision-making and lessons learned

 

 

 

 

ANNEX B: RESPONSES TO PROJECT REVIEWS (from GEF Secretariat 
and GEF Agencies, and Responses to Comments from Council at work 
program inclusion and the Convention Secretariat and STAP at PIF). 

 

 

Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

GEF Secretariat comments to the PIF:



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Part I ? Project Information

2. Are the components in Table B and as 
described in the PIF sound, 
appropriate, and sufficiently clear to 
achieve the project/program objectives 
and the core indicators?

A note for CEO Endorsement ? The 
GEF can support areas that effectively 
protect biodiversity for the long term 
regardless of official status or 
international classification (such as 
OECMs). This narrative seems to 
struggle with this issue a bit at points as 
some areas may not have international 
classifications. We can discuss further 
but we would not want this to be an 
issue that prevents supporting effective, 
long-term measures, particularly those 
managed by communities and/or 
traditional authorities.

UNDP, June 2022:

For the proposed new Cloud Forest 
protected area in Rarotonga, a 
community conserved area modality is 
considered the most legally sound and 
appropriate approach, based on 
consultations made during the project 
preparation phase. The community 
conserved area would be supported by 
collaborative agreements involving 
government, traditional leaders and 
local communities.

ProDoc: Section 
IV, Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 2, 
Outcome 3, 
Output 3.3

Part I ? Project Information

6. Are the identified core indicators in 
Table F calculated using the 
methodology included in the 
corresponding Guidelines? 
(GEF/C.54/11/Rev.01)

During PPG, please consider if there 
may be some areas that are marine 
biodiversity mainstreaming that are 
being better managed as part of the 
project that could be included here. 
Depending on the status and prohibited 
activities, some areas listed as protected 
may better fit here (for example where 
restrictions are principally based on 
fisheries needs rather than biodiversity).

UNDP, June 2022:

The areas where mainstreaming benefits 
will be generated are included under 
Core Indicator 4, i.e., terrestrial 
ecosystems of the four priority 
catchments on Rarotonga and the 
Manuae Managed Area. There will be 
co-benefits to marine ecosystems, e.g., 
through reduction of land-based 
pollution and improved management on 
utilization of coastal biodiversity and 
natural resources.

ProDoc: Section 
IV, Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 1, 
Outcome 2, 
Outputs 2.1, 2.2, 
2.3



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Part II ? Project Justification

1. Has the project/program described 
the global environmental/adaptation 
problems, including the root causes and 
barriers that need to be addressed?

During PPG, the project could look at 
the approaches (including legal) 
neighboring countries have 
implemented to recognize community 
and traditional protected areas.

UNDP, June 2022:

The PPG team members had extensive 
experience of community conservation 
in the Pacific, and approaches in other 
Pacific countries on establishing 
traditional protected areas were 
considered. Under Output 3.3 
(establishment of the Cloud Forest 
community conserved area), resources 
are allocated for a best practice learning 
exchange where similar community 
conservation arrangements are in place.

ProDoc: Section 
IV, Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 2, 
Outcome 3, 
Output 3.3

Part II ? Project Justification

3. Does the proposed alternative 
scenario describe the expected outcomes 
and components of the 
project/program?

During PPG, as the ToC is being 
developed please note that the assumed 
links (on page 18 of the PIF ? the bullets 
starting with if) are the assumptions that 
we would like to see really thought 
through a broken down in the ToC.

UNDP, June 2022:

The project Theory of Change was 
elaborated during the PPG phase, and 
assumptions, impact drivers and longer-
term outcomes are described in the 
Project Document.

ProDoc: Section 
III, Project 
Strategy, Theory 
of Change

The development of Island 
Environmental Management Plans are 
described as being ?in consultation with 
island communities?. This maybe an 
issue of semantics, but we would like to 
see that the plans are really driven by 
the communities rather than just in 
consultation with them.

UNDP, June 2022:

Under Output 1.3, Island Environmental 
Management Plans are planned for Atiu 
and three other outer islands. 
Consultations were held with Atiu 
stakeholders during the PPG phase. The 
selection of the other three outer islands 
will be made during project 
implementation, based on the level of 
interest and commitment from enabling 
local stakeholders.

ProDoc: Section 
IV, Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 1, 
Outcome 1, 
Output 1.3; 
Annex 8 
(Stakeholder 
consultations 
during project 
preparation 
phase)



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Also during PPG, we would like the 
proponents to consider the challenges of 
enforcement in a small country where 
many people are related. How will the 
project work to address these issues? 
Small size presents both advantages and 
disadvantages; however, there may be 
particular reluctance to enforce against 
friends and family. The project should 
consider various behavior change 
pathways to achieve the goal.

UNDP, June 2022:

The project strategy has a concerted 
focus on strengthening involvement of 
landowners into conservation 
governance. For example, improving 
the management of the community 
conserved areas of Manuae, Takutea, 
Takitumu and the proposed Cloud 
Forest PA, will require empowering 
landowners and local communities in 
process of management planning, 
enforcement, implementation and 
monitoring.

Moreover, apart from enhancing 
intersectoral collaboration, the 
development and implementation of the 
catchment management plans of the 
four priority catchments in Rarotonga 
will include the landowners and local 
communities.

ProDoc: Section 
III, Project 
Strategy

Part II ? Project Justification

4. Is the project/program aligned with 
focal area and/or Impact Program 
strategies?

During PPG, please include 
sustainability as a key piece of any IAS 
work. It will also be important to 
examine and include prevention 
strategies.

UNDP, June 2022:

Under Output 2.2, through collaboration 
with the Ministry of Agriculture, NES 
and other stakeholders, the project will 
build capacities, strengthen systems, 
and demonstrate the sustainable 
management and biosecurity issues of 
invasive alien species, including 
development of guidelines on best 
practice planting, use and handling of 
agrochemicals, flood management, 
erosion prevention, etc., development 
and dissemination of communication 
materials on biosecurity. These 
interventions will make substantive 
contributions and innovations towards 
sustainability of managing, controlling 
or eradicating IAS.

ProDoc: Section 
IV, Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 1, 
Outcome 2, 
Output 2.2



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Risks to Achieving Project Objectives

Does the project/program consider 
potential major risks, including the 
consequences of climate change, that 
might prevent the project objectives 
from being achieved or may be resulting 
from project/program implementation, 
and propose measures that address 
these risks to be further developed 
during the project design?

Yes, thank you for the information on 
climate risks in CI. However, noting the 
many challenges in the implementation 
and relatively poor evaluations of CI's 
GEF-5 project, it would be good to 
discuss here or elsewhere lessons 
learned and how this project (which is 
similar in types of activities as opposed 
to the GEF-6 project) will avoid these 
issues. 

At CEO Endorsement, please include 
more information on the lessons learned 
in the structure and approach for 
implementation. It will be important to 
consider how to include flexibility and 
adaptive management in light of 
COVID.

UNDP, June 2022:

The lessons identified in the TE report 
of the CI GEF-5 R2R project were 
considered in the development of the 
GEF-7 project strategy. Firstly, the 
scope of the GEF-7 project was 
developed to be implementable within 
the time and budget parameters set 
forth. The implementation timeframe 
was designed to be six years, to allow 
sufficient time for the inception phase, 
further socialising the project, allocating 
time for capacities to be built up, and 
enabling enough time for execution of 
activities in the field.

The partner agencies were closely 
involved throughout the PPG phase. 
And the intersectoral catchment 
management processes are designed to 
actively engage NES, MOA, ICI and 
CIT, with priority actions integrated 
into their agency work programmes and 
budget frameworks. The stakeholder 
engagement plan provides practical 
direction on the genuine involvement of 
governmental and non-government 
stakeholders. Involvement of 
landowners, local NGOs and private 
sector enterprises is an important part of 
the project strategy.

Substantial resources have been 
allocated for an international Chief 
Technical Advisor, to be involved from 
project inception, providing overall 
technical and strategic guidance.

The Resident Representative of the 
UNDP Multi-Country Office (MCO) in 
Samoa will be a member of the Project 
Board, and the UNDP MCO and the 
Asia-Pacific regional hub in Bangkok 
will provide project assurance services.

As part of the M&E framework and KM 
activities, the project will apply an 
adaptive management approach that will 
help aligning the project with changing 
context and needs in real time. This 
includes, but is not limited to, 
adaptation of project organizational 
structures and teams, timelines, results 
frameworks (including indicators and 
targets), outputs and activities. Adaptive 
management will also be used as a way 
to test underlying assumptions and 
impacts at the level of the project?s 
Theory of Change.   

With respect to incorporating flexibility 
in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, 
two separate risks were assessed, and 
mitigation measures developed. Firstly, 
there is a risk that a prolonged or 
recurrent COVID-19 pandemic or 
similar public health crisis may impact 
the continuity and delivery of the 
project. The Executing Agency NES 
and UNDP will work towards 
implementing adaptive management 
measures, starting with updating the 
work plan, focusing on activities that 
can be carried out uninterrupted, and 
resuming field activities as soon as 
possible. Secondly, people involved in 
project activities, project team 
members, and service providers may be 
at a heightened risk of exposure to 
COVID 19 through the stakeholder 
consultation meetings, workshops and 
field visits, etc. Adaptive management 
measures will be put in place during 
project implementation, as needed, e.g., 
ensuring physical distancing, providing 
personal protective equipment, avoiding 
non-essential travel, delivering training 
on risks and recognition of symptoms, 
etc. Virtual meetings will be held where 
feasible. 
During the PPG phase, a COVID-19 
risks and opportunities analysis was 
conducted, and an action framework 
developed to address opportunities, e.g., 
promoting sustainable land management 
approaches that safeguard critical 
ecosystems and increase resilience of 
local communities.

ProDoc: Section 
II, Development 
Context (Lessons 
learned from the 
GEF-5 Ridge to 
Reef (R2R) 
project; Annex 4 
(Social and 
environmental 
screening 
procedure); 
Annex 5 (UNDP 
risk register); 
Annex 12 
(COVID-19 
analysis and 
action framework)



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Comments by GEF Council Members

Germany Comments

Germany approves the following PIF in 
the work program but asks that the 
following comments are taken into 
account:

Suggestions for improvements to be 
made during the drafting of the final 
project proposal:

?         According to the project 
proposal, biodiversity safeguards will be 
institutionalized within governance 
frameworks to provide sustainable 
development in key national sectors. 
The proposal aims to measure the 
number of policies and regulations to 
mainstream and safeguard biodiversity. 
However, the number of regulations 
may not necessarily provide the desired 
outcomes. 

UNDP June 2022:

Indicator No. 7 in the project results 
framework includes specific regulations 
that the project plans to support the 
development of, rather than targeting 
the number of regulations.

Based on the stakeholder consultations 
conducted during the PPG phase, the 
key regulations that will be developed 
or updated reflect strengthened 
biodiversity and ecosystem safeguards 
include the following:

(a) EIA (permitting and consent) 
regulations under the new Environment 
Act

(b) Agrichemical regulations under the 
Pesticides Act 1987

(c) Protected Area (PA) regulations 
under the new Environment Act, 
aligning with the new Protected Areas 
Management Policy (PAMP).

Apart from development of regulations, 
the enabling environment will be 
enhanced through strengthening 
institutional capacities of NES, MOA, 
ICI and CIT. 

ProDoc: Section 
IV, Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 1, 
Outcome 1, 
Output 
1.1; Section V, 
Project Results 
Framework

Annex 18 
(Institutional and 
governance 
profile); Annex 
19 (Capacity 
baseline and 
needs assessment)



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

?         An effective implementation of 
safeguards, regulations and policies is 
crucial to create an actual change. 
Governmental priorities often change 
due to unforeseen circumstances. 
Therefore, it would be important to 
develop a mechanism to ensure that 
safeguards, policies and regulations are 
implemented sustainably.

UNDP June 2022:

This risk has been included in the risk 
register. Whilst such changes are likely 
over the course of the project due to 
high turnovers in personnel common in 
SIDS, they can be mitigated through 
strong communication within and 
between government agencies and 
relevant stakeholders, so that there is 
wider support and understanding of the 
project?s goals and outputs across 
government and other key stakeholders. 
Institutionalizing protocols, agreements 
and improvement plans will help to 
reduce reliance on key individuals, 
whilst also being more effective, 
efficient and sustainable ? ensuring that 
delivery of project activities is also 
timely.

Annex 5 (UNDP 
risk register)

STAP comments to the PIF:

Part I ? Project Information

B. Indicative Project Description 
Summary

Project Objective

Is the objective clearly defined, and 
consistently related to the problem 
diagnosis?

The overall purpose of the project is 
clear by reading through the project 
proposal, but the project objective is not 
defined very clearly. It is broadly related 
to the problem diagnosis, but this aspect 
could also be improved. However, 
STAP would like to clarify that we 
concluded this is not a deep structural 
issue, but rather a

more superficial one, which could be 
easily addressed by simply rephrasing 
the objective to make more clearly 
reflective of what the project is trying to 
achieve.

UNDP, June 2022:

The project objective has been 
rephrased as follows:

To safeguard globally significant 
biodiversity and core ecosystem 
services through mainstreaming 
environmental issues in key 
development sectors, facilitating more 
inclusive natural resource governance, 
and improving the management 
effectiveness of conservation areas.

 

Project 
Document, 
Section IV, 
Results and 
Partnerships



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Part I ? Project Information

B. Indicative Project Description 
Summary

Project Components

A brief description of the planned 
activities. Do these support the 
project?s objectives?

Yes, the planned activities as a whole 
present a coherent framework for an 
intervention. However, our review 
noticed some inconsistencies in the 
language used for the project outcomes 
and outputs. For example, in Outcome 1 
we were not sure what it was meant by 
?embedding safeguards into institutional 
capacities?. As we already remarked, 
our assessment concluded that these 
inconsistencies were mostly due to an 
incorrect/confusing use of terminology, 
rather than deeper issues with the 
project structure.

UNDP, June 2022:

The phrasing of Outcome 1 has been 
changed to the following:

Outcome 1. Biodiversity and ecosystem 
services safeguards embedded in 
national and island governance 
frameworks, and policies, and 
institutional capacities strengthened 
across key development sectors (i.e., 
agriculture, infrastructure, tourism).

Project 
Document, 
Section IV, 
Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 1, 
Outcome 1



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Part I ? Project Information

B. Indicative Project Description 
Summary

Outcomes

A description of the expected short-term 
and medium-term effects of an 
intervention.

Do the planned outcomes encompass 
important adaptation benefits?

The planned outcomes do not 
encompass any specific adaptation 
benefits, although some of these are 
inferred further down in the proposal.

UNDP, June 2022:

Protection of scarce freshwater 
resources in Rarotonga is one of the 
main priorities with respect to climate 
change adaptation in the Cook Islands. 
The target catchments in the project 
cover a cumulative area of 2,513 ha, 
representing more than 35% of the total 
terrestrial area of the island. The 
catchment audits and management plans 
under Outputs 2.1 and 2.2 will provide 
scale-able frameworks for the other 
catchments in the country. 
Implementation of sustainable land 
management practices and reduction in 
the use of agrochemicals will generate 
substantive adaptation benefits. 
Moreover, improved and intersectoral 
management of priority catchments will 
contribute to the low carbon 
development priorities of the country, 
safeguarding important ecosystem 
services, increasing awareness, and 
increasing resilience and coping 
capacities of local communities.

Project 
Document, 
Section III, 
Project Strategy



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Part II ? Project Justification

1. Project description.

3) the proposed alternative scenario 
with a brief

description of expected outcomes and 
components of the project.

Are the mechanisms of change 
plausible, and is there a well-informed 
identification of the underlying 
assumptions?

Yes, the logical pathways to impact 
proposed in the project proposal are 
very robust and provide a very clear 
causal link between activities, outputs 
and outcomes. The underlying 
assumptions are also well articulated 
and provide additional strength to the 
ToC construct. However, in the ToC 
diagram we found a level of 
disconnection between the top three 
(orange) strategy boxes on the left-hand 
side of the diagram, and some of the 
intermediate results (i.e. the second, 
third and fourth maroon color boxes 
from the top). For example, we could 
not understand how ?Mainstreaming BD 
and ecosystem services across the public 
sector? would lead to ?Improved 
capacities?. STAP recommends that the 
project proponent revises this element of 
the ToC.

UNDP, June 2022:

The project Theory of Change was 
elaborated during the PPG phase, and 
assumptions, impact drivers and longer-
term outcomes are described in the 
Project Document.

ProDoc: Section 
III, Project 
Strategy, Theory 
of Change



Comment Response
Project 

Document 
Reference

Part II ? Project Justification

1. Project description.

7) Innovative, sustainability and 
potential for scaling-up

Is there a clearly-articulated vision of 
how the innovation will be scaled-up, 
for example, over time, across 
geographies, among institutional 
actors?

The project proposal includes two very 
short sections on scaling up and 
sustainability, which provide very brief 
outlines of how the project may achieve 
this. These provisions can be sufficient 
at this stage of the program design but 
STAP recommends that the project 
proponents expand this section during 
the PPG phase.

UNDP, June 2022:

The narrative descriptions on 
sustainability and scaling up have been 
updated and expanded in the Project 
Document.

Project 
Document, 
Section IV, 
Results and 
Partnerships 
(Innovativeness, 
Sustainability and 
Potential for 
Scaling Up)

8. Knowledge management.

What overall approach will be taken, 
and what knowledge management 
indicators and metrics will be used?

The project proposal included a 
knowledge management section, which 
covered the basic elements for a project 
of this scope and size. Whilst this was 
deemed appropriate for this stage of the 
project design in light of the above 
considerations, it would be advisable 
that a more  detailed knowledge 
management plan is further developed 
during the inception phase of the 
project. More specifically STAP 
recommends that the project proponents 
further articulate and develop their plans 
to create a National Environment 
Information System for the Cook 
Islands.

UNDP, June 2022:

Resources are allocated in the project 
budget for developing and 
implementing a Knowledge 
Management and Communications 
Strategy for the project under Output 
4.1, along with annual action plans.

The establishment and 
operationalisation of the National 
Environmental Information System 
(NEIS) is the focus of Output 1.2.

Project 
Document, 
Section IV, 
Results and 
Partnerships, 
Component 1, 
Outcome 1, 
Output 1.2 
(NEIS); 
Component 3, 
Outcome 4, 
Output 4.1 (KM 
and 
Communications 
Strategy)

ANNEX C: Status of Utilization of Project Preparation Grant (PPG). 
(Provide detailed funding amount of the PPG activities financing status 
in the table below: 



PPG Grant Approved at PIF:  150,000

GETF/LDCF/SCCF Amount ($)
Project Preparation Activities 

Implemented Budgeted 
Amount

Amount Spent To date Amount 
Committed

The project preparation grant to develop 
the UNDP GEF Project document for the 
project Enhancing biodiversity 
considerations and effective protected 
area management to safeguard the Cook 
Islands integrated ecosystems and 
species has been implemented through 
the following components.

?       Component A: Preparatory 
Technical Studies/Reviews and PPG 
inception workshop

?       Component B: Formulation of the 
UNDP-GEF Project Document, CEO 
Endorsement Request, and Mandatory 
and Project Specific Annexes

?       Component C: Validation 
Workshop and Report

150,000

Breakdown:

International 
Consultants 

($82,750)

Local 
Consultants 

($39,500)

Travel 
($21,000)

Supplies 
($1,000)

Miscellaneous 
Expenses 
($1,500)

Trainings, 
Workshops 

($4,250)

 

83,036.18

Breakdown:

International 
Consultants 

($34,487.63)

Local Consultants 
($34,069.50)

Travel ($6,090.01)

Trainings, Workshops 
($8,389.04)

 

 

              
66,963.82

Breakdown:

International 
Consultants 

($48,262.37)

Local 
Consultants 
($5,430.50)

Travel 
($4,909.99)

Supplies 
($1,000)

Miscellaneous 
Expenses 
($1,500)

Trainings, 
Workshops 
($5,860.96)

 

 

If at CEO Endorsement, the PPG activities have not been completed and there is a balance of unspent 
fund, Agencies can continue to undertake exclusively preparation activities up to one year of CEO 
Endorsement/approval date.  No later than one year from CEO endorsement/approval date.  Agencies 
should report closing of PPG to Trustee in its Quarterly Report. 

ANNEX D: Project Map(s) and Coordinates 

Please attach the geographical location of the project area, if possible.





ANNEX E: Project Budget Table 

Please attach a project budget table.











ANNEX F: (For NGI only) Termsheet 

Instructions. Please submit an finalized termsheet in this section. The NGI Program Call 
for Proposals provided a template in Annex A of the Call for Proposals that can be used 
by the Agency. Agencies can use their own termsheets but must add sections on 
Currency Risk, Co-financing Ratio and Financial Additionality as defined in the template 
provided in Annex A of the Call for proposals. Termsheets submitted at CEO 
endorsement stage should include final terms and conditions of the financing.



ANNEX G: (For NGI only) Reflows 

Instructions. Please submit a reflows table as provided in Annex B of the NGI Program 
Call for Proposals and the Trustee excel sheet for reflows (as provided by the Secretariat 
or the Trustee) in the Document Section of the CEO endorsement. The Agencys is 
required to quantify any expected financial return/gains/interests earned on non-grant 
instruments that will be transferred to the GEF Trust Fund as noted in the Guidelines on 
the Project and Program Cycle Policy. Partner Agencies will be required to comply with 
the reflows procedures established in their respective Financial Procedures Agreement 
with the GEF Trustee. Agencies are welcomed to provide assumptions that explain 
expected financial reflow schedules.

ANNEX H: (For NGI only) Agency Capacity to generate reflows 

Instructions. The GEF Agency submitting the CEO endorsement request is required to 
respond to any questions raised as part of the PIF review process that required 
clarifications on the Agency Capacity to manage reflows. This Annex seeks to 
demonstrate Agencies? capacity and eligibility to administer NGI resources as 
established in the Guidelines on the Project and Program Cycle Policy, 
GEF/C.52/Inf.06/Rev.01, June 9, 2017 (Annex 5).


