IUCN Project Guidelines & Standards 		Guide for applying the appraisal tool							Version 2.2 – 2016

Guide for project appraisals by peer reviewers
IUCN’s Project Guidelines and Standards require all project concepts and proposals to undergo appraisal by one or more peer reviewers before being recommend for approval. Peer reviewers should use this guide to ensure thorough and standardized review of all projects. Questions can be directed to the PM&E Unit.
	PAAS review criteria and questions
	What to review – concepts
	What to review – proposals
Note – proposal review should consider questions from both columns.

	Fit
	
	

	Alignment with IUCN Programme and priorities: the proposed project will help deliver IUCN’s Programme and specifially one of the priority areas
	· Alignment with IUCN core / thematic programme areas?
· Alignment with IUCN business lines?

	

	One Programme: the concept/proposal describes how Members and Commissions will be engaged
	· Have relevant IUCN offices, Members and Commissions been involved or reviewed the concept? 


	· Does the proposal clearly describe the roles of any IUCN offices, Members or Commissions?

	Alignment and ownership with partners: there is demonstrated interest from potential partners
	· Only required at concept stage if partners have already been named
	· Have the proposed project partners been involved or consulted or have they reviewed the proposal?
· Is the proposed project is aligned with partner strategies? Is or will a consultation process be undertaken to ensure local ownership?

	Quality
	
	

	Clarity of project design: the concept clearly describes the situation, the problem to be addressed, the means to achieve this and the expected results.
	· Are the problems to be addressed by the project clearly identified and defined? The situation analysis should clearly describe the main ecological features of the landscape, the state of the environment and of the people (men and women), and the current governance arrangements. Use of IUCN knowledge products is strongly encouraged.
· Is the proposed results chain sufficiently clear and appropriate to address the identified problem/s? 
· Is the theory of change of the project well described at least in general terms?
· A consistent theory of change should show a clear problem analysis and corresponding intervention logic with clear environmental and social benefits
3-5 main results are identified
Means to achieve the results identified  (these are the project’s strategies, comprised of ativities, outputs and intermediate results)

	· Are the theory of change and related results chain elements (outputs, outcomes, activities) of the project consistent with the problem analysis?
· Does the results chain include outputs and outcomes that are precise in terms of quantitative and qualitative elements?
· Are the results indicators in line with the IUCN programme areas (and if applicable, the GEF focal area result based indicators)?
· Is there a logframe and is it complete, consistent and clear?
· Is the project gender-sensitive, and if relevant, gender-responsive?
Project sustainability and scaling up
· Does the project have a strategy for scaling up? Do the project results have good potential for scaling up? 
· Does the results chain include the overall effects of an upscaling strategy?
· Does the proposal indicate how the capacities/benefits developed across the country or region will contribute to sustainability and upscaling of the project outcomes?
· Does the project have an adequate exit-strategy?
· Will there be political and social support to the project after completion? Will it be clear who will manage, if necessary, the project results after completion?

	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 a relevant contribution?
	· Does the project have a situation analysis? Is it gender-sensitive?
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Stakeholder consultation and analysis: the project has identified and engaged primary beneficiaries and other stakeholders in project design, disaggregated by men and women.
	· Has the stakeholder analysis identified the potential beneficiaries it will seek to influence? 
· Has the project engaged or consulted the potential beneficiaries and have the inputs from this shaped the project design?
	· Has a gender analysis been undertaken?
· Has the project described the benefits to stakeholders (men and women)? 
· Will stakeholders be engaged in monitoring and evaluation of project results?

	Project management: implementation arrangements are clear, including schedule and partnership implementation.
	
	Project organisation:
· Is there a clear management structure of the project that includes involvement of IUCN experts, national authorities, technical ministries, partners?
· Does the organizational management structure of the project reflect the partnership?
· Are the selected project partners, their roles and responsibilities, organisational cooperation and available capacities adequate to meet the final project goals?
· Are internal communication and decision-making flows clearly defined?
· Does the project have an external communication plan, especially targeting relevant decision- and policy makers? Are there any required disclosures (e.g. public website with info about the private sector engagement) and have they been planned for?

	Appropriate budget: the proposed budget is justified and adequate to achieve the proposed objectives (value for money). The co-financing commitments are realistic. (value for money). 
See project budget guidelines: https://portals.iucn.org/union/node/3905/686 
	· Does the project have an indicative budget?
· See project budget guidelines: https://portals.iucn.org/union/node/3905/686  
	· Review the completed Budget Review Tool, including comments by line manager and Finance.
· Does the project have a detailed budget that has been approved through the Budget Checklist Tool?
· See project budget guidelines: https://portals.iucn.org/union/node/3905/686

	Technical feasibility: the approach is viable from both environmental and social standpoints. 
	· Only a general description is needed for concepts.
	· Has this approach been proven successful elsewhere? Has the project adapted the approach to local requirements?
Is it viable given proposed staffing? Is it adaptable to changes?

	Cost effectiveness analysis (if required by donor): does the approach appear cost-effective (compared to alternative options for achieving the intended results)
	· 
	· Has the cost-effectiveness of the project design been demonstrated, as compared to alternative approaches to achieve similar benefits?

	Sustainability: the project has planned for long-term sustainability of project benefits.
	
	· Does the project make provisions for continuation after project funding ceases? (e.g. development of sustainable financing of project activities and cost recovery using various economic incentives) 
· Does it descirbe the institutional capacity in place or to be developed that will enable long-term benefits? 
· Is there an appropriate exit strategy with progressive phasing out?

	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.
	Not required for concepts
	· Does this project follow the PGS guidelines for monitoring?
· If the project is over 500K, has it budgeted a final evaluation? If it is over 2m, has it budgeted a mid-term review?
· Are any other learning, reflection or adaptive management steps included?
· Has an adequate monitoring plan been developed? Will it monitor and measure results with indicators and targets? Does it include the monitoring indicators of any ESMP? 
· Has the project described how the project manager and partner organisations will use tracking tools for relevant project indicators?
· Does the budget include provisions for monitoring? 




For very large projects only (over CHF 2m):
	Cost-benefit analysis: an economic cost-benefit analysis shows that project benefits exceed costs (environmental and social included)
	
	· Are the expected environmental and social benefits clear and does cost-benefit analysis show that benefits exceed costs?
· Has an economic cost benefit analysis been carried out using robust tools?
· Are the expected social, environmental and economic costs and benefits described and if possible quantified? Is the balance positive?
· Are the assumptions and uncertainties in defining the costs and benefits well set out (with supportive evidence)?

	Comparative value: there is no duplication and synergy with existing initiatives, with optimum comparative value by IUCN and its partners
	
	· Have recent and current approaches to address identified problems been reviewed, to ensure synergies, avoid duplication and capture lessons?
· Is the project consistent and properly coordinated with other related initiatives in the country or in the region?



