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1. Did the project pro-actively identified changes to the external environment and incorporated them into the project

strategy?

3: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives, assumptions were tested to determine if the project’s
strategy was valid. There is some evidence that the project board considered the implications, and documented
the changes needed to the project in response. (all must be true)

2: The project team identified relevant changes in the external environment that may present new opportunities
or threats to the project’s ability to achieve its objectives. There is some evidence that the project board
discussed this, but relevant changes did not fully integrate in the project. (both must be true)

1: The project team considered relevant changes in the external environment since implementation began, but
there is no evidence that the project team considered these changes to the project as a result.
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Evidence:

The project team did identify changes in the external
environment and these were discussed in the Nation
al Biodiversity Steering Committee (NBSC) (the Proj
ect Board) that met regularly on the quarterly basis.
Throughout the duration of the project, there was hig
h turnover of staff within the project team. In addition
there were challenges and delays in project impleme
ntation due to internal arrangements within the key g
overnment agencies, the project manager was a ma
nager within the IP and her time was not dedicated t
o the project alone but also to other functions within
the IP. The internal arrangements were discussed at
the project steering committee and internal channeli
ng of funds to the project was diverted back to the pr
oject IP account for the project. Implementation for t
he project continued to be delayed due to reluctance
of project partners to recruit international consultants
to complete project tasks and preferred to utilise gov
ernment personnel who had other competing prioriti
es with their agencies. After the MTR, UNDP procur
ed the services for a capacity needs assessment as
an adaptive management strategy, with the CTA and
Protected Areas Specialist to follow, however the IP
took on the recruitment of the CTA and PA specialis
t. Another challenge that was encountered by the pr
oject team in completing some of the needed assess
ments for the project were the distance and timing fo
r travel to outer islands and weather conditions as b
oat travel to some remote outer islands targeted by t
he project were not regular and the survey teams co
uld only reach the outer islands by chartering a boat.
One other matter that was recognised early on in the
project in the NBSC was that there decision makers
of the project partners did not attend the meeting but
sent a representative that could not make decisions
on project matters. This was recognised and the He
ads of ministries attended the NBSC. Lesson learnt f
rom this project will be implemented and considere
d in future programming in the Cook Islands

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 2021Q1NBSCmeetingminutes_8532_301 (ht = anne.trevor@undp.org 8/25/2021 7:39:00 AM
tps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/2021Q1NBSCmeetingminutes
_8532_301.docx)
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FormDocuments/BSCMinutes-20165thOctFlI
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mDocuments/BSCMinutes2017Q310thOct_8
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ocuments/BSCMinutes-201826Jan_8532_30
1.pdf)

SignedQ1Q22019minutes_8532_301 (http
s:/lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/SignedQ1Q22019minutes_853
2_301.pdf)

SignedQ32019minutes_8532_301 (https://int
ranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDoc
uments/SignedQ32019minutes_8532_301.p
df)
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2. Was the project aligned with the thematic focus of the Strategic Plan?

3: The project responded to at least one of the development settings as specified in the Strategic Plan (SP) and
adopted at least one Signature Solution .The project’s RRF included all the relevant SP output indicators. (all
must be true)

2: The project responded to at least one of the developments settings1 as specified in the Strategic Plan. The
project’s RRF included at least one SP output indicator, if relevant. (both must be true)

1: While the project may have responded to a partner’s identified need, this need falls outside of the UNDP
Strategic Plan. Also select this option if none of the relevant SP indicators are included in the RRF.
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Evidence:

The project responded to UNDP SP 2014-2017 outc
ome 1 UNDP SP Outcome 1 (Growth and developm
ent are inclusive and sustainable, incorporating prod
uctive capacities that create employment and livelih
oods for the poor and excluded). This was reflected i
n its Strategic Results Framework through Planning
at sub-national levels to help connect national prioriti
es with action on the ground as seen in the objective
indicator where the project supported the developme
nt framework for conservation in the Southern group
of the Cook Islands through the operationalisation M
arae Moana (Cook Islands Marine Park - CIMP) as
well as the review of the National Environment Act f
or the Cook Islands. The 1.9 million square kilometr
e Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) of Cook Islands
was declared under the Marae Moana Act in 2017 a
nd the CIMP management was supported by the pro
ject through the Technical Advisory Group and Mara
e Moana Council meetings, the Sustainable Financi
ng mechanism, the development of the Marae Moan
a Outlook Report, Marine Spatial Planning and Mari
ne Ecosystems Valuation studies. Refer to prodoc ¢
overpage and strategic results frameworks pages fro
m the prodoc attached. Although the project precede
s the current SP, it clearly adopts what is now known
as the Signature Solution on "Environment: nature-b
ased solutions for development”.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On
1 72426R2RProjectcoverpageandSRF_8532_  anne.trevor@undp.org 8/25/2021 7:50:00 AM
302 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ

A/QAFormDocuments/72426R2RProjectcove
rpageandSRF_8532_302.pdf)

Relevant Quality Rating: Satisfactory

3. Were the project’s targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, with a priority focus on the
discriminated and marginalized, to ensure the project remained relevant for them?
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3: Systematic and structured feedback was collected over the project duration from a representative sample of
beneficiaries, with a priority focus on the discriminated and marginalized, as part of the project’'s monitoring
system. Representatives from the targeted groups were active members of the project’'s governance
mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) and there is credible evidence that their feedback informs
project decision making. (all must be true)

2: Targeted groups were engaged in implementation and monitoring, with a priority focus on the discriminated
and marginalized. Beneficiary feedback, which may be anecdotal, was collected regularly to ensure the project
addressed local priorities. This information was used to inform project decision making. (all must be true to
select this option)

1: Some beneficiary feedback may have been collected, but this information did not inform project decision
making. This option should also be selected if no beneficiary feedback was collected

Not Applicable

Evidence:

The project target groups were engaged in the imple
mentation of the project through the activities imple
mented by the responsible partners of the project. R
efer to NBSC meeting minutes in 1. and project prog
ress reports (PIRS). Targeted beneficiaries of the pr
oject were engaged through activities implemented
by the key project partners National Environment Se
rvice, Marae Moana Technical Advisory committee,
Ministry of Marine Resource, Ministry of Agricutlure,
House of Ariki, Cook Islands Tourism Corporation, O
ffice of the Prime Minister, Te Ipukarea Society.
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4. Did the project generate knowledge, and lessons learned (i.e., what has worked and what has not) and has this
knowledge informed management decisions to ensure the continued relevance of the project towards its stated
objectives, the quality of its outputs and the management of risk?

3: Knowledge and lessons learned from internal or external sources (gained, for example, from Peer Assists,
After Action Reviews or Lessons Learned Workshops) backed by credible evidence from evaluation, corporate
policies/strategies, analysis and monitoring were discussed in project board meetings and reflected in the
minutes. There is clear evidence that changes were made to the project to ensure its continued relevance.
(both must be true)

2: Knowledge and lessons learned backed by relatively limited evidence, drawn mainly from within the project,
were considered by the project team. There is some evidence that changes were made to the project as a
result to ensure its continued relevance. (both must be true)

1: There is limited or no evidence that knowledge and lessons learned were collected by the project team.
There is little or no evidence that this informed project decision making.
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Evidence:

Yes the project generated knowledge and lessons le
arned drawn project implementation and activities by
the project partners informed decisions to ensure th
e project remained relevant. Assessments through p
roject and project support to the marine spatial plann
ing in the Cook Islands is key to sustainability of the
Marae Moana beyond the duration of the project. Th
e eco tourism certification programme would be sust
ained beyond the project. Refer to PIRs, BSC meeti
ng minutes, assessment reports below.

Some of the knowledge materials for ecotourism wa
s distributed via the project Facebook page
https://www.facebook.com/nationalenvironmentservi
ces/

Mana Tiaki videos

1. Sustainable Water Use
https://www.facebook.com/249403468750645/video
s/464595013898155

2. Rubbish — Keep CKI clean
https://lwww.facebook.com/249403468750645/video
s/463551597335830

3. Sanitation
https://www.facebook.com/249403468750645/video
s/464591813898475

4. Tourism
https://www.facebook.com/249403468750645/video
s/463537560670567

5. Lagoon
https://www.facebook.com/249403468750645/video
s/463542770670046
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Assessment2018_8532_304 (https://intranet.
undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocument
s/Atiu_TakuteaNearshorelnvertebrate_Finfis
hAssessment2018_8532_304.pdf)
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22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

TangaeoSpeciesStatusReportfinal11.9.2020

_8532_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Pr
ojectQA/QAFormDocuments/TangaeoSpecie

sStatusReportfinal11.9.2020_8532_304.doc
X)

KakeroriSpeciesStatusReportfinal10.09.202
0_8532_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/
ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/KakeroriSpe
ciesStatusReportfinal10.09.2020_8532_304.
docx)

NESPalmerstonBTOR_8532_304 (https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/NESPalmerstonBTOR_8532_304.pdf)

ManaTiakiEcoCertificationFinal3-10-181_85
32_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proje

ctQA/QAFormDocuments/ManaTiakiEcoCert

ificationFinal3-10-181_8532_304.pdf)

BTOR_Mitiaro_SpeciesSurvey_2017_8532_
304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQ
A/QAFormDocuments/BTOR_Mitiaro_Speci
esSurvey 2017_8532_304.pdf)

R2RConsultations_Mangaia1_8532_304 (htt

ps://lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/R2RConsultations_Mangaia1
_8532_304.pdf)

R2RExitSustainabilityStrategy FINAL50_85
32_304 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proje
ctQA/QAFormDocuments/R2REXxitSustainab
ilityStrategy_FINAL50_8532_304.pdf)

EoPPerformanceReport FINAL34 8532 30
4 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/
QAFormDocuments/EoPPerformanceReport
_FINAL34_8532_304.pdf)
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5. Was the project sufficiently at scale, or is there potential to scale up in the future, to meaningfully contribute to
development change?

3: There was credible evidence that the project reached sufficient number of beneficiaries (either directly

through significant coverage of target groups, or indirectly, through policy change) to meaningfully contribute to

development change.

2: While the project was not considered at scale, there are explicit plans in place to scale up the project in the

future (e.g. by extending its coverage or using project results to advocate for policy change).

1: The project was not at scale, and there are no plans to scale up the project in the future.
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Evidence:

The project in terms of implementing mainly focusse
d on the southern group of islands in the Cook Islan
ds. Based on the project outputs and results from th
e R2R project has laid the groundwork further oppor
tunities to work with the government of the Cook Isla
nds as a Small Islands developing states to ensure
the sustainability of Marae Moana into the future wit
h the MSP and policy. refer to reports uploaded in 4.
and also PIRs.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Principled Quality Rating: Satisfactory

6. Were the project’'s measures (through outputs, activities, indicators) to address gender inequalities and empower
women relevant and produced the intended effect? If not, evidence-based adjustments and changes were made.

3: The project team gathered data and evidence through project monitoring on the relevance of the measures
to address gender inequalities and empower women. Analysis of data and evidence were used to inform
adjustments and changes, as appropriate. (both must be true)

2: The project team had some data and evidence on the relevance of the measures to address gender
inequalities and empower women. There is evidence that at least some adjustments were made, as
appropriate. (both must be true)

1: The project team had limited or no evidence on the relevance of measures to address gender inequalities
and empowering women. No evidence of adjustments and/or changes made. This option should also be
selected if the project has no measures to address gender inequalities and empower women relevant to the
project results and activities.
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Evidence:

While the project did not actively actively collect or d
ocument gender specific data during project implem
entation, the project actively engaged women throug
hout the duration of the project and this is document
ed in TAG meeting minutes, quarterly progress and
annual PIR reporting as well as community engage
ment activities by the project partners. Workshops h
ave had good participation and gender balance, with
representation of women often outnumbering those
of men present and involved in knowledge gathering
and decision making activities. Women have repres
ented important cultural associations such as the Ko
tou Nui traditional leaders, as well as others.

In the Cook Islands women are included in decision
making or discussions involving their land or as the t
raditional leaders in their family. The support of wo
men in every meeting or consultation can be taken f
or granted as their roles are reflective in the many 'h
ats' they wear. They are not only mothers, they are c
ouncil members, traditional leaders including religiou
s leaders in their own right as well as business owne
rs who support all developments on their islands/gro
ups.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

7. Were social and environmental impacts and risks successfully managed and monitored?
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3: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed for identified risks through consultative process and implemented, resourced,
and monitored. Risks effectively managed or mitigated. If there is a substantive change to the project or change
in context that affects risk levels, the SESP was updated to reflect these changes. (all must be true)

2: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. Appropriate assessments conducted where
required (i.e., Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for High risk projects and some level of
social and environmental assessment for Moderate risk projects as identified through SESP). Relevant
management plan(s) developed, implemented and monitored for identified risks. OR project was categorized as
Low risk through the SESP.

1: Social and environmental risks were tracked in the risk log. For projects categorized as High or Moderate
Risk, there was no evidence that social and environmental assessments completed and/or management plans
or measures development, implemented or monitored. There are substantive changes to the project or changes
in the context but SESP was not updated. (any may be true)

Evidence:

Social and environmental impacts and risk were trac
ked in the ATLAS risk log. The project reported soci
al and environmental risks through quarterly reportin
g as well as annual reporting - PIR.

An example of a risk is the COVID-19 pandemic wh

ere travel to the Cook Islands was restricted to safeg
uard Cook Islanders as the country was COIVD-19.

During the COVID-19 international consultants work
ed remotely with PMU to ensure that remaining activ
ities in the project continued, and for the TE UNDP r
ecruited an international Team leader and a national
team expert to conduct the terminal evaluation for th
e project. The challenge encountered with internatio
nal consultants is that there are limitations in commu
nication - slow internet connection and also if the co

nsultant has not worked in the country previously the
y are not able to understand the national context.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 UNDPSocialEnvironmentalScreening_8532_  anne.trevor@undp.org 8/24/2021 8:20:00 AM
306_8532_307 (https://intranet.undp.org/app
s/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/UNDPSocia
IEnvironmentalScreening_8532_306_8532_3
07.pdf)
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8. Were grievance mechanisms available to project-affected people and were grievances (if any) addressed to
ensure any perceived harm was effectively mitigated?

3: Project-affected people actively informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism (SRM/SECU) and
how to access it. If the project was categorized as High or Moderate Risk through the SESP, a project -level
grievance mechanism was in place and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they
were effectively addressed in accordance with SRM Guidance. (all must be true)

2: Project-affected people informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism and how to access it. If the
project was categorized as High Risk through the SESP, a project -level grievance mechanism was in place
and project affected people informed. If grievances were received, they were responded to but faced
challenges in arriving at a resolution.

1: Project-affected people was not informed of UNDP’s Corporate Accountability Mechanism. If grievances
were received, they were not responded to. (any may be true)

Evidence:
If any, grievances were channeled through and dealt
with via the IP - National Environment Service. Any

grievances if reported would have documented in th
e project progress reports and PIR annual reporting.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Management & Monitoring Quality Rating: Satisfactory

9. Was the project’'s M&E Plan adequately implemented?
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3: The project had a comprehensive and costed M&E plan. Baselines, targets and milestones were fully
populated. Progress data against indicators in the project’s RRF was reported regularly using credible data
sources and collected according to the frequency stated in the Plan, including sex disaggregated data as
relevant. Any evaluations conducted, if relevant, fully meet decentralized evaluation standards, including
gender UNEG standards. Lessons learned, included during evaluations and/or After-Action Reviews, were
used to take corrective actions when necessary. (all must be true)

2: The project costed M&E Plan, and most baselines and targets were populated. Progress data against
indicators in the project’s RRF was collected on a regular basis, although there was may be some slippage in
following the frequency stated in the Plan and data sources was not always reliable. Any evaluations
conducted, if relevant, met most decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were captured but were
used to take corrective actions. (all must be true)

1: The project had M&E Plan, but costs were not clearly planned and budgeted for, or were unrealistic.
Progress data was not regularly collected against the indicators in the project’'s RRF. Evaluations did not meet
decentralized evaluation standards. Lessons learned were rarely captured and used. Select this option also if
the project did not have an M&E plan.

Evidence:

The project document included a costed monitoring
and evaluation plan (pages 84 - 88). Progress data
against indicators of project strategic results framew
ork was monitored by the project and reported at the
NBSC meetings, in the quarterly progress reports an
d the annual PIR reporting. Lesson learnt from the p
roject were the captured in the MTR and TE reports
and these will be taken on board for future program
ming in the Cook Islands. Refer to meeting minutes i
n Q1, progress reports attached here and final evalu
ation uploaded in Q1 as well.

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name Modified By Modified On

1 SignedQ1QPR2020_8532_309 (https://intra anne.trevor@undp.org 8/30/2021 5:32:00 AM
net.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/SignedQ1QPR2020_8532_309.pdf)

2 EndorsedR2RQPRQ22020_8532_309 (http anne.trevor@undp.org 8/30/2021 5:32:00 AM
s:/lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/EndorsedR2RQPRQ22020_85
32_309.pdf)

3 EndorsedR2RQPRQ32020_8532_309 (http anne.trevor@undp.org 8/30/2021 5:32:00 AM
s:/lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/EndorsedR2RQPRQ32020_85
32_309.pdf)
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4

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

1.EndorsedR2RQPRQ42020_8532_309 (htt
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFo
rmDocuments/1.EndorsedR2RQPRQ42020_
8532_309.pdf)

1.R2RQPRQ12021_8532_309 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/1.R2RQPRQ12021_8532_309.pdf)

Q22021R2RQPR_8532_309 (https://intrane
t.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocume
nts/Q22021R2RQPR_8532_309.pdf)

R2RQPRQ42019_8532_309 (https://intrane
t.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocume
nts/R2RQPRQ42019_8532_309.pdf)

R2RQPRQ32019-FINAL-signed_8532_309
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/R2ZRQPRQ32019-FINAL-si
gned_8532_309.pdf)

CKIR2R2017QPR3_8532_309 (https://intran
et.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocum
ents/CKIR2R2017QPR3_8532_309.pdf)

2017R2RQPR4FinalSigned_8532_309 (http
s:/lintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/2017R2RQPR4FinalSigned_8
532_309.pdf)

2016Q1QPRR2RCKI_8532_309 (https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/2016Q1QPRR2RCKI_8532_309.pdf)

2016Q2PR-R2R_8532_309 (https://intranet.
undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocument
s/2016Q2PR-R2R_8532_309.pdf)

2016Q3PR-R2R_8532_309 (https://intranet.
undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocument
s/2016Q3PR-R2R_8532_309.pdf)

CKIR2RQ12018QPR_8532_309 (https://intr
anet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocu
ments/CKIR2RQ12018QPR_8532_309.pdf)

2017-CKIR2RQPR1st2017_8532_309 (http
s:/fintranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/2017-CKIR2RQPR1st2017_85
32_309.pdf)

20172ndQPRR2RFINAL_8532_309 (https://i
ntranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormD
ocuments/20172ndQPRR2RFINAL_8532_3
09.pdf)
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17  2016Q4PR_8532_309 (https://intranet.undp.  anne.trevor@undp.org 8/31/2021 6:07:00 AM
org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/201
6Q4PR_8532_309.pdf)

10. Was the project’s governance mechanism (i.e., the project board or equivalent) function as intended?

3: The project’s governance mechanism operated well, and was a model for other projects. It met in the agreed
frequency stated in the project document and the minutes of the meetings were all on file. There was regular (at
least annual) progress reporting to the project board or equivalent on results, risks and opportunities. It is clear
that the project board explicitly reviewed and used evidence, including progress data, knowledge, lessons and
evaluations, as the basis for informing management decisions (e.g., change in strategy, approach, work plan.)
(all must be true to select this option)

2: The project’'s governance mechanism met in the agreed frequency and minutes of the meeting are on file. A
project progress report was submitted to the project board or equivalent at least once per year, covering results,
risks and opportunities. (both must be true to select this option)

1: The project’s governance mechanism did not meet in the frequency stated in the project document over the
past year and/or the project board or equivalent was not functioning as a decision-making body for the project
as intended.

Evidence:

The project governance mechanism - the National Bi
odiversity Steering Committee (NBSC) operated as t
he project board for the R2R project as well as other
biodiversity related projects in the Cook Islands. the
Committee was made up of Ministry of Marine Reso
urces. Ministry of Agriculture, Office of the Prime Mi
nister - Marae Moana Coordination Office and Clima
te Change Cook Islands, Natural Heritage Trust, Ho
use of Ariki - Cultural development, Cook Islands To
urism Corporation, Te Ipukarea Society and committ
ee was co-chaired by the Te Ipukarea Society and th
e National Environment Service. The NBSC metonr
egularly on the quarterly basis to review project prog
ress and address project issues. Refer NBSC meeti
ng minutes in 1.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

11. Were risks to the project adequately monitored and managed?
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3: The project monitored risks every quarter and consulted with the key stakeholders, security advisors, to
identify continuing and emerging risks to assess if the main assumptions remained valid. There is clear
evidence that relevant management plans and mitigating measures were fully implemented to address each
key project risk and were updated to reflect the latest risk assessment. (all must be true)

2: The project monitored risks every year, as evidenced by an updated risk log. Some updates were made to
management plans and mitigation measures.

1: The risk log was not updated as required. There was may be some evidence that the project monitored risks
that may affected the project’s achievement of results, but there is no explicit evidence that management
actions were taken to mitigate risks.

Evidence:

Project risks were monitoring by the project team an

d documented in quarterly progress and annual repo
rting (uploaded) and mitigation measure taken were

documented. Project risks were updated by UNDP o
n the project risk log in ATLAS (refer to uploaded pro
gress reports)

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Efficient Quality Rating: Satisfactory

12. Adequate resources were mobilized to achieve intended results. If not, management decisions were taken to
adjust expected results in the project’s results framework.

Yes
No
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Evidence:

Adequate resources were sufficient to achieve inten

ded results, however the project experienced delays
in implementation due to limited human capacities in
the PMU, reluctance to recruit international consulta

nts and a CTA in the early stages. A lesson learnt he
re is that any future projects should have full PMU d

edicated to project implementation ( and not govern

ment employees with other competing priorities withi
n government) and a Senior/Chief technical advisor

and required short term consultancies should be rec
ruited to complete project outputs as timelines for pr
ojects short with the requirement dedicated focus on
the achievement of project target within the defined t
imelines.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

13. Were project inputs procured and delivered on time to efficiently contribute to results?

3: The project had a procurement plan and kept it updated. The project quarterly reviewed operational
bottlenecks to procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management
actions. (all must be true)

2: The project had updated procurement plan. The project annually reviewed operational bottlenecks to
procuring inputs in a timely manner and addressed them through appropriate management actions. (all must be
true)

1: The project did not have an updated procurement plan. The project team may or may not have reviewed
operational bottlenecks to procuring inputs regularly, however management actions were not taken to address
them.
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Evidence:

The project had a procurement that was updated an
nually but mainly based on the procurement plan ap
proved at project inception. There were delays in pro
curement mainly of short-term consultants and proje
ct staff. This project operated a full NIM with no sign
ed letter of agreement (LoA) for country office suppo
rt services to the project although the MCO did cond
uct some support services to try to mitigate project d
elays.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

1 ProcurementPlanNovember20151_8532_31 anne.trevor@undp.org 8/26/2021 8:43:00 AM
3 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/Q
AFormDocuments/ProcurementPlanNovemb
er20151_8532_313.pdf)

2 R2RProcurementPlan-May2019_8532_313 anne.trevor@undp.org 8/26/2021 8:43:00 AM
(https://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QA
FormDocuments/R2RProcurementPlan-May
2019_8532_313.pdf)

14. Was there regular monitoring and recording of cost efficiencies, taking into account the expected quality of
results?

3: There is evidence that the project regularly reviewed costs against relevant comparators (e.g., other projects
or country offices) or industry benchmarks to ensure the project maximized results delivered with given
resources. The project actively coordinated with other relevant ongoing projects and initiatives (UNDP or other)
to ensure complementarity and sought efficiencies wherever possible (e.g. joint activities.) (both must be true)
2: The project monitored its own costs and gave anecdotal examples of cost efficiencies (e.g., spending less to
get the same result,) but there was no systematic analysis of costs and no link to the expected quality of results
delivered. The project coordinated activities with other projects to achieve cost efficiency gains.

1: There is little or no evidence that the project monitored its own costs and considered ways to save money
beyond following standard procurement rules.

Evidence:

This project was NIM and monitored its own costs wi
th oversight from the Ministry of Financial and Econo
mic Management and UNDP MCO.
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List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Effective Quality Rating: Needs Improvement

15. Was the project on track and delivered its expected outputs?

Yes
No

Evidence:

Project implementation was delayed due to limited h
uman resource capacities in-country in the PMU, rel
uctance to recruit international consultants and a CT
A'in the early stages. The project was granted two e
xtensions first for 18 months to allow for project to ¢
omplete project activities and the second extension
due to force majeure - COVID-19 pandemic. See the
Terminal Evaluation report uploaded as evidence #1
7 under Q1 above.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

16. Were there regular reviews of the work plan to ensure that the project was on track to achieve the desired
results, and to inform course corrections if needed?
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3: Quatrterly progress data informed regular reviews of the project work plan to ensure that the activities
implemented were most likely to achieve the desired results. There is evidence that data and lessons learned
(including from evaluations /or After-Action Reviews) were used to inform course corrections, as needed. Any
necessary budget revisions were made. (both must be true)

2: There was at least one review of the work plan per year with a view to assessing if project activities were on
track to achieving the desired development results (i.e., outputs.) There may or may not be evidence that data
or lessons learned were used to inform the review(s). Any necessary budget revisions have been made.

1: While the project team may have reviewed the work plan at least once over the past year to ensure outputs
were delivered on time, no link was made to the delivery of desired development results. Select this option also
if no review of the work plan by management took place.

Evidence:

The NBSC met on the quarterly basis and these me
eting informed the project workplan to ensure project
activities were on track and to manage any bottlenec
ks. Workplan updates were provided in the uploaded
quarterly progress reporting. Kindly refer NBSC min
utes uploaded on Q1 above.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

17. Were the targeted groups systematically identified and engaged, prioritizing the marginalized and excluded, to
ensure results were achieved as expected?

3: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, identified by using credible data sources on
their capacity needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area
of work. There is clear evidence that the targeted groups were reached as intended. The project engaged
regularly with targeted groups over the past year to assess whether they benefited as expected and
adjustments were made if necessary, to refine targeting. (all must be true)

2: The project targeted specific groups and/or geographic areas, based on some evidence of their capacity
needs, deprivation and/or exclusion from development opportunities relevant to the project’s area of work.
Some evidence is provided to confirm that project beneficiaries are members of the targeted groups. There was
some engagement with beneficiaries in the past year to assess whether they were benefiting as expected. (all
must be true)

1: The project did not report on specific targeted groups. There is no evidence to confirm that project
beneficiaries are populations have capacity needs or are deprived and/or excluded from development
opportunities relevant to the project area of work. There is some engagement with beneficiaries to assess
whether they benefited as expected, but it was limited or did not occurred in the past year.

Not Applicable
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Evidence:

The targeted groups were based on the approved pr
oject document. This is documented in the project pr
ogress reports (refer Q9 attachements) and the ann
ual PIR reporting (refer Q3).

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

Sustainability & National Ownership Quality Rating: Satisfactory

18. Were stakeholders and national partners fully engaged in the decision-making, implementation and monitoring of
the project?

3: Only national systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to fully implement and
monitor the project. All relevant stakeholders and partners were fully and actively engaged in the process,
playing a lead role in project decision-making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)

2: National systems (i.e., procurement, monitoring, evaluation, etc.) were used to implement and monitor the
project (such as country office support or project systems) were also used, if necessary. All relevant
stakeholders and partners were actively engaged in the process, playing an active role in project decision-
making, implementation and monitoring. (both must be true)

1: There was relatively limited or no engagement with national stakeholders and partners in the decision-
making, implementation and/or monitoring of the project.

Not Applicable
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Evidence:

This project was a Nationally implemented modality
(NIM) project where national systems were used to i
mplement the project and stakeholder were fully eng
aged in the decision making, implementation and m
onitoring of the project. The UNDP MCO supported t
he procurement for the MTR and TE as well as the
Capacity Needs Assessment and Chief Technical A
dvisor consultancy. There was no Letter of Agreeme
nt or approved budget in the GEF approved project
document for additional support services by the UN
DP MCO for this project however, the MCO interven
ed with the procurement support to the project as pr
oject implementation was delayed and there was lim
ited capacity in-country to complete the required out
puts of the project.

List of Uploaded Documents
#  File Name Modified By Modified On

No documents available.

19. Were there regular monitoring of changes in capacities and performance of institutions and systems relevant to
the project, as needed, and were the implementation arrangements® adjusted according to changes in partner
capacities?

3: Changes in capacities and performance of national institutions and systems were assessed/monitored using
clear indicators, rigorous methods of data collection and credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Implementation arrangements were formally reviewed and adjusted, if needed, in
agreement with partners according to changes in partner capacities. (all must be true)

2: Aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems were
monitored by the project using indicators and reasonably credible data sources including relevant HACT
assurance activities. Some adjustment was made to implementation arrangements if needed to reflect changes
in partner capacities. (all must be true)

1: Some aspects of changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and systems may
have been monitored by the project, however changes to implementation arrangements have not been
considered. Also select this option if changes in capacities and performance of relevant national institutions and
systems have not been monitored by the project.

Not Applicable
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Evidence:

Two HACT micro-assessments were completed for t
he NES in 2015 and 2020. Two Spot check reports
were completed for NES and the R2R project. Thes
e documents are uploaded here. In addition, a Capa
city Needs Assessment was conducted under the R
2R project and this will be reviewed and incorporate
d into future programming with NES

List of Uploaded Documents

# File Name

1 CooklslandsNES-UNDP-Micro-assessmentre
port-final_8532_319 (https://intranet.undp.or
g/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/Cook
slandsNES-UNDP-Micro-assessmentreport-fi
nal_8532_319.pdf)

2  R2RCNAReport_FINAL_8532_319 (https://in
tranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDoc
uments/R2RCNAReport_FINAL_8532_319.p
df)

3 CKINESMicroAssmtSept2015_8532_319 (htt
ps://intranet.undp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFor
mDocuments/CKINESMicroAssmtSept2015_
8532_319.pdf)

4  CooklslandsR2R-UNDP-SpotCheckReport_8
532_319 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Proj
ectQA/QAFormDocuments/CooklslandsR2R-
UNDP-SpotCheckReport_8532_319.pdf)

5  NESCooklslands-BDO2020SpotCheckRepor
t-31March2021_8532_319 (https://intranet.un
dp.org/apps/ProjectQA/QAFormDocuments/
NESCooklslands-BD02020SpotCheckRepor
t-31March2021_8532_319.pdf)

20. Were the transition and phase-out arrangements were reviewed and adjusted according to progress (including

financial commitment and capacity).
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3: The project’s governance mechanism regularly reviewed the project’s sustainability plan, including
arrangements for transition and phase-out, to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements
set out by the plan. The plan was implemented as planned by the end of the project, taking into account any
adjustments made during implementation. (both must be true)

2: There was a review of the project’s sustainability plan, including arrangements for transition and phase-out,
to ensure the project remained on track in meeting the requirements set out by the plan.

1: The project may have had a sustainability plan but there was no review of this strategy after it was
developed. Also select this option if the project did not have a sustainability strategy.

Evidence:

The NBSC met on the quarterly basis.(refer Q1 uplo
aded) The project exit and sustainability strategy (up
loaded below) was completed by the CTA and revie
wed by the NBSC. This strategy will be incorporated
into future programming in Cook Islands.

List of Uploaded Documents

#  File Name Modified By Modified On
1 R2REXxitSustainabilityStrategy_FINAL50_853 = anne.trevor@undp.org 8/26/2021 9:47:00 AM
2_320 (https://intranet.undp.org/apps/Project

QA/QAFormDocuments/R2REXxitSustainabilit
yStrategy FINAL50_8532_320.pdf)

QA Summary/Final Project Board Comments
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The implementation of the Cook Island R2R project was initially constrained by delays in recruitment of key project p
ersonnel followed by the delay implementation of activities and completion of project outputs linked to achieving proj
ect targets. This project was a full NIM project and there was no LOA or budget for support services from the UNDP
MCO. In addition the Project Manager from project start to end-2019 was the Senior Manager in NES who had other
obligations and priorities within NES. In late 2019, the new Director of NES brought onboard a Project Manager to fo
cus completely on project implementation until the end of the project. The project suffered from staff turnover in the
PMU as well as limited technical capacities within the team. UNDP advised the IP to recruit a senior technical adviso
r from the beginning of the project but there was reluctance to recruit a technical advisor or any international consult
ants, as the partner agencies wanted to conduct activities themselves. However, this proved to be a bottleneck since
government personnel had their competing work priority and project activities could not be completed within the exp
ected timelines or were not completed at all. The Cook Islands did have the technical capacities to fulfil project outpu
ts, but given the small population and narrow market there were few technical experts available to complete work on
time due to other commitments or were already working within the government agencies. While the project had man
y challenges, several outputs were completed or were started with support from the project and these outputs can inf
orm future programming and legislative/policy review in the Cook Islands. These included the various biodiversity as
sessments, the review of the Environment Act and the support to the Marae Moana Coordination with Marine Spatial
Planning. In addition, this was the first NIM project implemented by NES, and it has contributed to building capacities
within NES and the Cook Islands government in implementing a project of this scale.

A critical lesson learnt is that any future projects should have a full PMU dedicated to project implementation, and a
part-time Senior/Chief technical advisor as well as required short term consultancies should be procured timely to co
mplete project outputs, thus enabling projects to achieve targets within the defined timelines of the project. In additio
n, recommendations and lessons learnt and documented by the R2R project TE, EoP, Sustainability Strategy and pr
oject outputs should be incorporated into future programming in the Cook Islands.
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