IUCN Project Guidelines & Standards    	PAAS form Part III: Project proposal approval		Version 2.2 – 2016

Project proposal appraisal and approval 
Instructions: For detailed instructions see PGS Module 3, section 3.2. If the project is under CHF 100K and has no field component, use the Short Form for Project Approval instead.

This form has three sections for use by the proponent, reviewer, and approver:

Part I: Project summary data – filled in by project proponent.

Part II: Project proposal appraisal – completed by peer reviewer who reviews proposal. If peer reviewer suggests modifications these should be done before moving on to approval by approving authority. A modified proposal does not need to return to the peer reviewer for a second review.
Project proposals for appraisal and approval must include:
1. Project proposal document 
2. Budget + signed off Budget Review Tool
3. Business Risk and Opportunity Matrix (if applicable)
4. Partner Screening Tool – one for each named project partner
5. ESMS Questionnaire & Screening Report (ESMS Questionnaire is required for all projects; Screening Report only for projects above CHF 500K and smaller projects where risks were identified)
6. ESMS Clearance of project proposal (for moderate or high risk projects only)
7. Any letters of support from potential donors or partners
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Part III: Project proposal approval – completed by approving authority. Approved proposals may be submitted to donors and included on B list.



Project thresholds and approving authorities for PAAS 

	Project Size
	Form
	Appraisal
(peer review)
	Approval 
(CHF)

	Micro
Up to CHF 100K with no field component
	Short Form for Project Approval
	Self*
	DoA**: 
M grade and above



	Small-medium
CHF 100-499K
	PAAS Form + risk forms
	1 peer review by DoA approver or other*
	DoA: 
Up to 400K: M grade
400K and above: D grade 


	Large
CHF 500K+
	PAAS Form + risk forms
	Up to 1m: 2 peer reviews, by DoA approver and 1 other*

1m and above: 2 peer reviewers, excluding DG and DGO
	DoA:
Up to 1m: D grade

1m and above: Director General (Send to DGO)


*Peer reviewers must always be P2 and above. 
**Delegation of Authority Policy (DoA): https://portals.iucn.org/union/node/4084 (see Tables 1&2)


Project proposal appraisal and approval 
Part I: PROJECT SUMMARY DATA – filled out by proponent
This section is the same on both the concept and proposal PAAS Form. Copy data from concept PAAS form if there have been no changes and complete any fields that were left blank at concept review/approval.  
1. Project Identification Data
	Working project title:
	

	Project number:
	

	Concept/proposal prepared by:
(project proponent)
	

	Initiating unit or office: 
	

	Category: (specific to each component programme, e.g. FLR or LCF in the Forest Prog.)
	

	Project manager (if different than project proponent): 
	

	Registration Date: 
(automatically generated by the system upon submission of the concept for approval)
	

	Duration:
Include start/end dates if known
	

	Estimated Total Project Budget: 
(in donor currency)
	

	Estimated Total Project Budget in CHF:
	

	Cost recovery:
	

	Targeted staff time recovery:
	

	Anticipated overheads (management fee):
	

	Financial audit required?
	

	Reporting frequency (financial and technical):
	

	Donor Name(s):
List all donors that have a demonstrated interest and attach evidence (email, letter, etc).
Amount of budget request: 
(name, contact, status of negotiations, expected budget)
	

	Co-financing agencies and budget: 
(name, contact, status of negotiations, expected budget- in cash and in kind)
	

	Location: 
Countries + total area covered (Ha or km2)  
	

	Specific region(s) within country(ies):
Include coordinates if possible
	

	Project executive summary (including main intended outputs, results and impacts)











2. Alignment with IUCN Programme and priorities: To which IUCN 2013-2016 Programme Areas and priorities does the project contribute?
	Indicate the percentage of your project that contributes to each global programme area and describe how your project will contribute:
	% of budget

	1. Valuing and Conserving Nature - Credible and trusted knowledge for valuing and conserving biodiversity leads to better policy and action on the ground
Project contribution:

	 

	2. Effective and Equitable Governance of Nature’s Use - Improved governance arrangements over natural resources deliver rights-based and equitable conservation with tangible livelihoods benefits
Project contribution:

	 

	3. Deploying Nature-based Solutions - Healthy and restored ecosystems make cost-effective contributions to meeting global challenges of climate change, food security and economic and social development
Project contribution:

	 



3. One Programme Approach: Please indicate which IUCN components will be formally involved in the project (written into the contract), and provide detail of how they were consulted/engaged in project design.
	IUCN Component 
Secretariat Unit, Member, Commission or Reg/Nat Committee 
	Involvement in project design
How have you engaged this partner in developing this project?
	How will they contribute to implementation:
(multiple select possible)
A. Recipient of a portion of project funds 
B. Provider of co-finance (direct, indirect or parallel)
C. Contributing time on a volunteer basis (Commissions only)
	Implementation arrangements:
Do you plan to sign a contract with this partner (for Secretariat units  Internal Agreement (IA))?

	
	
	☐ A   ☐ B    ☐ C  
	☐ Yes ☐ No

	
	
	☐ A   ☐ B    ☐ C  
	☐ Yes ☐ No

	
	
	☐ A   ☐ B    ☐ C  
	☐ Yes ☐ No

	
	
	☐ A   ☐ B    ☐ C  
	☐ Yes ☐ No

	Add rows as needed
	
	☐ A   ☐ B    ☐ C  
	☐ Yes ☐ No



4. Implementation arrangements: List any partners, consultants and other sub-contractors (including Commission members as consultants or IUCN Members) for which a transfer of funds from IUCN is anticipated (written into the contract).
	
	Procurement Process1

	Name if known of implementing partner, grant recipient, consultant or other, e.g. translator (or brief description of role)
	☐ A    ☐ B    ☐ C    ☐ D

	Name if known of implementing partner, grant recipient, consultant or other, e.g. translator (or brief description of role)
	☐ A    ☐ B    ☐ C    ☐ D

	Add rows as needed
	☐ A    ☐ B    ☐ C    ☐ D



1Select from the following:
A – below the threshold for formal competition
B – exception from competition due to partner being named in the donor contract
C – exception from competition for any other reason (please specify under ‘Comments’)
D – formal competition
2All implementing partners named in the project proposal (except Secretariat components) need to have been screened using the Partner Screning Tool (owner: Finance). If they are not named in the proposal, the screening will need to take place as part of the contracting process with them.
Further steps on procurement are guided by the Procurement Officer in the Global Finance Group. Further steps on contract clearances are guided by the Office of the Legal Adviser.

--------------------------------------------
End of PAAS Part I.
--------------------------------------------
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Part II: PROJECT PROPOSAL APPRAISAL – for use by peer reviewers

Use the Guide for project appraisals by peer reviewers as a basis for reviewing the project.
Use input from other peers where necessary (e.g. to review the communication strategy or the local context if you are not familiar with these).
1) Peer review of project proposal:
* Fields marked with an asterisk (*) were not part of review at concept stage.	
	
	Appraisal

	Peer reviewer’s comments
Indicate any modifications required
	Proponent’s response to appraisal feedback

	Review criteria and questions
	Yes
	No
	N/A
	
	

	Fit
	
	
	
	
	

	Alignment with IUCN Programme and priorities: the proposed project will help deliver IUCN’s Programme and specifially one of the priority areas
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	One Programme: the concept/proposal describes how Members and Commissions will be engaged
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	* Alignment and ownership with partners: there is demonstrated interest from potential partners.
	
	
	
	
	

	Quality
	
	
	
	
	

	Clarity of project design: the concept clearly describes the situation, the problem to be addressed, expected results and the means to achieve this. 
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	Intervention logic: are the linkages between the elements of the results chain  clear (i.e. clear “theory of change”)? does the project clearly address the problem/needs? Is it relevant contribution
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	Stakeholder consultation and analysis: the project has identified and engaged primary beneficiaries and other stakeholders in project design, disaggregated by men and women.
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	Project management: implementation arrangements are clear, including schedule and partnership implementation for proposals.
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	Appropriate budget: the proposed budget is justified and adequate to achieve the proposed objectives (value for money). The co-financing commitments are realistic.
	
	
	
	Review the completed Budget Review Tool (including comments from technical reviewer and whether it has been approved by Finance Team)
	

	Technical feasibility: 
the approach is viable from both environmental and social standpoints. 
	
	
	
	Paste responses from concept review if still applicable.
	

	* Cost effectiveness analysis (if required by donor): does the approach appear cost-effective (compared to alternative options for achieving the intended results)

For very large projects (over CHF 2m): Cost effectiveness analysis – see the Guide for appraisals by peer reviewers
	
	
	
	
	

	* Sustainability: the project has planned for long-term sustainability of project benefits.
	
	
	
	
	

	* Contextual risks: does the project address political risks such as governance issues, changes of political buy-in or of political stability? NB: other risks addressed in stand-alone risk forms – see next section.
	
	
	
	
	

	* Communication: there is a clear, appropriate and budgeted communication plan.
	
	
	
	
	

	* Project M&E: the proposal includes budgeted monitoring activities to measure results with indicators and targets (using gender-responsive and sex-disagreggated data).
The proposal also includes budgeted evaluation plans.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  All projects over CHF 500K must include an end-of-project evaluation. All projects over CHF 2 million must also include a mid-term review. See IUCN M&E Policy (2015).] 

	
	
	
	
	



2) Checklist of risk assessments:
	Risk area
	Has the relevant risk assessment been undertaken?
	Additional explanation

	Business Engagement: The project applied and passed the Business Risk and Opportunity Matrix.
	☐ Yes
☐ No
☐ n/a 

	

	Business engagement – due diligence: if required
	☐ Yes
☐ No
☐ n/a
	

	Partner Screening Tool (for implementing partners and grant recipients): every named partner has been screened and any required risk mitigation actions planned.
	☐ Yes (please ensure all subcontractors named in Part I have been screened)
☐ No
☐ n/a – no named partners
	Review risk mitigation actions in Partner Screening Tool.

	ESMS Questionnaire & Screening Report: pre-identification of risks results in assigning a risk level
	☐ Low risk
☐ Moderate risk
☐ High risk
	Risks (if identified) and required assessments are described in the Screening Report.

	ESMS Clearance of project proposal: required only for moderate or high risk projects 
	☐ Cleared
☐ Conditionally cleared
☐ Clearance rejected 
☐ n/a – low risk project
	Risks and how they are managed are described in the ESMS Clearance Form.


	
Based on review of the above aspects of the project proposal, please indicate if you recommend this project for approval:

	
Appraisal
	
RECOMMEND for approval
	
RECOMMEND
with minor modifications
	
RECOMMEND
with major modifications
	
DO NOT RECOMMEND 

	Peer reviewer name:
Position:
Office/component 
programme:
	☐
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Summary of any modifications suggested (peer reviewer):


	Summary of modifications made (proponent):
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End of Part II, peer reviewer form.
Part III. PROJECT PROPOSAL APPROVAL – for use by approving authority
Instructions: The approving authority should approve the project on the basis of the peer reviewers’ recommendations. Only projects that have been recommended or recommended with minor modifications (that have been addressed) by all peer reviewers should be approved.
1. Have you reviewed the project appraisal (Part II: Project Proposal Appraisal), including the attached budget and Budget Review Tool and all risk assesments?  
Yes ☐ No ☐

2. Have any suggestions for modifications been addressed to satisfaction? 
Yes ☐  No ☐

If the approving authority accepts all appraisals, s/he can sign off to indicate that the proposal has been approved to be registered as a B list project. Only approved proposals can be submitted to potential donors.
	
SIGN OFF (as per relevant DOA)
	
APPROVED
	
APPROVED
with minor modification
	
NOT APPROVED

	☐Proposal
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Summary of any modifications requested (by approving authority):


	Summary of modifications made (proponent):


	Approving authority name:
Position:
Office/component 
programme:
Signature:

Date:



