
 

 
Independent evaluation of IUCN’s 

influence on policy 

 

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

Volume 2 - Annexes 
 

 

 

Sophoi provides evidence, sense-making and learning expertise 
to help people and organisations generate knowledge, learn and 

change 

Our work is innovative, collaborative, practical and evidence-
based.  We are proud of our social & ecological contribution – 

both in the work we do and how we work 
 

 

Submitted by Robbie Gregorowski, Alex Moiseev, Ajoy Datta and Katherine 
Liakos on behalf of Sophoi – June 2024 

robbie@sophoi.co.uk 



 

Disclaimer 

The views expressed in this report are those of the authors and not IUCN.  We do not accept any liability 
if this report is used for an alternative purpose from which it is intended, nor to any third party in 
respect of this report. 

Copyright 

Unless we provide express prior written consent, no part of this report should be reproduced, 
distributed or communicated to any third party. 



 

Table of Contents 

Annex 1 – Conceptual Framework References ....................................................................................... 4 

Annex 2 - Steering Committee Members & Focal Points ....................................................................... 5 

Annex 3 - Working glossary..................................................................................................................... 6 

Annex 4 – Project Desk Review Summary ............................................................................................ 10 

Annex 5 - List of Key Informants Interviewed ....................................................................................... 14 

Annex 6 - List of projects sampled for each IDR ................................................................................... 18 

Annex 7 - Monitoring log ...................................................................................................................... 20 

Annex 8 - Dialogue Tools....................................................................................................................... 21 

Annex 9 – Evaluation Terms of Reference ............................................................................................ 23 

 



 

4 
 

Annex 1 – Conceptual Framework References 

Cairney, P. (2016) ‘The politics of evidence based policymaking’. Palgrave MacMillan: London.  

Datta, A., Hendytio, M., Perkasa, V. and Basuki, T. (2016) ‘The acquisition of research knowledge by national level 
decision makers in Indonesia’. Working Paper. Knowledge Sector Initiative: Jakarta 

Earl, S., Carden, F. and Smutylo, T. (2001) Outcome Mapping: The Challenges of Assessing Developing Impacts: Building 
Learning and Reflection into Development Programmes. Ottawa: IDRC. 

Green, D (2016) ‘ How change happens’. Oxford University Press, Oxford. 

IUCN (1999) ‘The External Review of the IUCN Programme’. Addendum 1 to Congress paper CGR/2/2000/2.  

Keck, M. and Sikkink, K. (1998) Activists beyond borders: advocacy networks in international politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press. 

Pasanen, T. and Shaxson, L (2016) ‘How to design a monitoring and evaluation framework for a policy research project’ 

Shaxson, L. (2009) ‘Structuring policy problems for plastics, the environment and human health: Reflections from the 
UK’. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B, vol 364, no 1526, pp2141-51. 

 

 

 

  



 

5 
 

Annex 2 - Steering Committee Members & Focal Points 

Focal Points of the in-depth reviews:  

1. Charles Karangwa - IUCN Head of NbS Management Hub 

2. Aurélie Spadone- Senior Programme Officer, Ocean Team 
3. Tania Ammour - Senior Advisor Regional Direction IUCN ORMACC,  Ahmid Daccarett - Regional 

Monitoring & Evaluation Adviser, IUCN ORMACC 
4. Alberto Arroyo Schnell- Head of Programme and Policy at the European Regional Office of the IUCN 
5. Sonia Peña Moreno- Director of the International Policy Centre of the IUCN Secretariat 
6. Tom Brooks- IUCN Chief Scientist, Thomas Starnes- Biodiversity Assessment Spatial Data Programme 

Officer at IUCN, Martin Sneary- Head of Enterprise and Investment team, IUCN Secretariat  
The Evaluation Steering Committee 

• Susan Lieberman - IUCN Councillor for North America & the Caribbean; Chair, IUCN Council Programme & 
Policy Committee; Vice-President, International Policy, Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) 

• Stewart Maginnis - Deputy Director General – Programme, IUCN  
• Antoine Ouellet-Drouin - Director, Programme Performance Management & Evaluation (PPME), IUCN 

• Daniel Maselli - Senior Policy Advisor and Focal Point Climate Change & Environment Network and 
Programme Manager, Deputy Head, Federal Department of Foreign Affairs FDFA)Swiss Agency for 
Development & Cooperation (SDC) 



 

6 
 

Annex 3 - Working glossary 

Driven off the Conceptual Framework and informed by our core background reading and feedback from the IMPE and 
Steering Committee during the Inception Phase, the glossary provides working definitions for the key terms used across 
in this report. The definitions include those cited in relevant literature (which we reference in the table below) as well 
those developed internally by the evaluation team.  

Term Definition Source / Reference 

Advocacy The active promotion of a policy outcome, through targeted strategies and 
tactics, usually focused either on decision-makers, influencers, or the public 
at large. Advocacy can involve a public campaign, or targeted actions with 
decision-makers (grass roots vs grass tops). 

Sophoi evaluation team 

Raw data Raw information with no organisation or quality assurance. Sophoi evaluation team 

Convening Bringing together stakeholders and facilitating them to engage with one 
another 

IUCN WCC, RCF, LF 

Evidence Data organised and quality assured into a coherent body to answer a 
particular (evaluation) question or hypothesis. 

Sophoi evaluation team 

Impact The extent to which an intervention has generated or is expected to 
generate significant positive or negative, intended, or unintended, higher-
level effects.  In this evaluation, impact is primarily associated with changes 
in IUCN’s sphere of interest. 

Sophoi evaluation team 

‘Inside-out'’ 
approach 

Asking internal IUCN stakeholders about what they’ve done and what 
contributions they’ve made to policy 

Sophoi evaluation team 

Interventions An activity or output that intends to bring about policy influence Sophoi evaluation team 

IUCN policy IUCN policies are principles or courses of action, which guide its present and 
future decisions and actions, in order to achieve its mission. 

IUCN Procedures 2022 

IUCN’s policy 
positions 

These are reflected in position papers and reflect more time-bound and 
strategic or tactical responses and include policy recommendations and 
briefings directed at a particular event or meeting (as compared to policy 
statements, which are substantive, long-term and strategic nature) 

IUCN Procedures 2022 

https://portals.iucn.org/union/sites/union/files/doc/PO.IPR_.C109.-27.1_Procedures_for_Engaging_in_International_Policy_Mtgs_May_2023.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/union/sites/union/files/doc/PO.IPR_.C109.-27.1_Procedures_for_Engaging_in_International_Policy_Mtgs_May_2023.pdf
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IUCN’s ‘policy 
influence 
mechanisms’ 

Update / expand based on 2022 procedures doc 
How change happens… The range of mechanisms and processes through 
which IUCN influences or informs policy in different contexts and across the 
policy influence ‘spheres’.  IUCN’s value proposition below presents a 
general shared understanding of these mechanisms or processes.  The 
evaluation approach to evidence and learning treats these mechanisms as 
‘emergent’ and will use the Conceptual Framework as the basis for defining 
and understanding them. 

Procedures 2022 as part of the 
mechanism 

IUCN’s ‘value 
proposition’ 

The Union provides credible and trusted knowledge; it convenes and builds 
multi-stakeholder partnerships for action; it has a global-to-local and local-
to-global reach; it sets and influences standards, practices, and global 
policies impartially; and it draws on a vast network of volunteer scientists 
and expert practitioners worldwide. 

Nature 2030 IUCN Programme, 
p. 6 

‘Mobilising the 
Union’ 

Leveraging the respective and combined roles, capacities, and the unique 
features of the constituent parts of the Union - IUCN’s Members, 
Commissions, National and Regional Committees and Secretariat - to 
achieve its goals. 

Nature 2030 IUCN Programme, 
p. 7 

Knowledge The understanding and familiarity gained by experience or association. It 
applies to facts or ideas acquired by study, investigation, observation, 
evaluation and/or experience. Knowledge also includes the development 
and use of the methods and tools to acquire it. 

A 2005 Background to the 
IUCN knowledge management 
strategy : companion 
document to the IUCN 
knowledge management 
strategy 

Outcomes Outcomes are the intended and unintended effects of outputs in the 
immediate, intermediate, and long term.  
  
In the context of this evaluation, outcomes tend to be related to changes in 
individual, institutional or collective rules, laws, decisions, knowledge, 
attitudes, skills, behaviours, capacities, and practices in relation to the 
underlying policy (influencing) objectives.  Outcomes tend to be best 
identified and understood in terms of IUCN’s contribution to wider changes 
processes in a particular context or system.   
  
In this evaluation, outcomes are primarily associated with changes in IUCN’s 
sphere of influence.  

Sophoi evaluation team 

Outputs Outputs are the tangible results (products and services) which come from 
the completion of activities. In this evaluation, outputs are primarily 
associated with changes in IUCN’s sphere of control.  

Sophoi evaluation team 

Outside-in 
approach 

Asking external stakeholders about any outcomes that have been achieved, 
what factors contributed to them and what if any contribution was made by 
IUCN 

Sophoi evaluation team 

https://www.iucn.org/nature-2030
https://www.iucn.org/nature-2030
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/43393
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/43393
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/43393
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/43393
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/43393
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/43393
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Policy 
See also IUCN 
Policy above 

A framework for action selected from among alternatives to guide 
governance and management,  

● focused at global, trans-national, national or local level;  
● formulated through a set of processes involving the participation 

of diverse stakeholders who have discussed alternatives and have 
given input into choices to be made;  

● sanctioned by a legitimate authority, in particular Inter 
Governmental Organisations, Regional authorities, national, 
provincial and local government, traditional authorities, influential 
organisations, or consortia of influential organisations and/or 
governments. 

● Might take the form of treaties, accords and other multilateral 
processes 

Adopted from Review of 
IUCN’s Influence on Policy, 
Phase 1: Describing the policy 
work of IUCN (2005) (pp. 35-
36) 

Policy ‘forms’ The forms of policy that are counted by the IUCN results management 
system are:  

● Any policy decision 
● Policy or agreement, including any component of the policy (i.e., a 

target, goal, or indicator)  
● Policy implementation mechanism, including action plan, 

implementation plan or strategy  
● Regulatory framework or mechanism, particularly at national level  
● Law or legal mechanism, particularly at national level  
● Planning mechanism, formally adopted, e.g., city planning 

mechanism, marine spatial planning  
● Financial mechanism or regulation  
● Governance system or arrangement  
● Formal incentive mechanism to implement a policy  
● Policy monitoring or accountability mechanism to support 

implementation and review, e.g. indicators of policy mechanisms.  

IPME internal wording 
definition for RBM 

Policy process 
‘cycle’ 

IUCN characterises the policy process as a four-stage policy cycle:  
1. agenda-setting,  
2. policy development,  
3. policy implementation, and  
4. policy review.  

  
IUCN’s work to influence policy may be targeted at any stage of this cycle, 
and policy influence is expected to occur through multiple outputs and 
intermediate outcomes in the cycle – not only when policy text changes.   

Adopted from Review of 
IUCN’s Influence on Policy, 
Phase 1: Describing the policy 
work of IUCN (2005) (pp. 35-
36) 

Policy 
influencing 

We use this interchangeably with the term policy advocacy  

Research Research aims to further theoretical and empirical knowledge of an issue. It 
is often scientific in nature, carried out by those working in established 
disciplines and professions with their own subsets of practitioners and 
practices 

Jones et al (2013) 

https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/j.ctt1t898vh
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Results Any policy influencing output, outcome or impact IUCN has delivered or 
contributed to, intended or unintended, positive, or negative. 

Sophoi evaluation team 

Science “The organised, systematic enterprise that gathers knowledge about the 
world and condenses the knowledge into testable laws and principles”. 

EO Wilson. (1998) 

Sense-making Sensemaking is the process of, and capacity to, make sense of the world so 
you can act in it.  
  
The sense-making approach for the evaluation involves cycling through 
three interlinked elements: 

1. IUCN’s policy influencing results, with evidence collected in ways 
that are designed to engage with complex context and diverse 
perspectives; 

2. Sensemaking, in which a set of IUCN stakeholders explore and 
interpret evidence, informed by their insights, and lived 
experience; and 

3. Learning, in which insights generated through the sense-making 
process inform IUCN policy influence strategies and decisions 
through course corrections and adaptations. 

Sophoi’s approach to Results-
Sensemaking-Learning 

 

https://www.penguinrandomhouse.com/books/191841/consilience-by-edward-o-wilson/
https://sophoi.co.uk/services/
https://sophoi.co.uk/services/
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Annex 4 – Project Desk Review Summary 

As part of the overall evaluation, the Terms of Reference called on the Evaluation Team to conduct a review of 40+ 
projects drawn from the IUCN Project Portfolio.  During the inception phase, the Evaluation’s Steering Committee and 
the Evaluation Team agreed to structure the project sample around the In-Depth Reviews. With the support of the IDR 
Focal Points, six to eight projects per IDR were sampled from the IUCN Project Portfolio.  Project Managers were 
requested to provide basic documentation related to the project to the Evaluation Team.  This analysis considers the 
entire sample to see patterns across the projects, individual projects are considered under the IDR analysis on Miro. 

Project desk review methodology 

1. Project documentation was gathered from Project Managers under each of the six In-Depth Reviews. 
2. For each project, a common template was completed by one Evaluation Team Member, drawing on data from 

the project documentations.  Topics covered included project and policy objectives, context, activities, outputs 
(planned and actual). 

3.  The documentation was assigned a series of quality scores (3 for complete and clear, 2 for relatively clear with 
gaps, 1 for unclear with major gaps, 0 for completely absent); these scores were subsequently aggregated to 
arrive at an overall score for the quality of project documentation (the evidence base for the project desk review 
part of the evaluation). 

4. For each IDR, a short summary of the sample was prepared, and key projects and their outputs and results were 
included in the IDR Miro boards. 

5. Finally, all of the projects were analysed to a) aggregate the project document quality scores, b) count the 
frequency of use of IUCN roles by projects and the part of the policy cycle the project focused on; and c) 
tendencies with the project results, if available, or objectives. 

Project desk review limitations 

There are two key limitations to consider when reading this analysis: 

●  The project sample was agreed with the IDR Focal Points (deliberately) to find a set of projects that would be 
interesting and illustrative of IUCN’s project work that supports its policy influencing.  As such, this set of 
projects represents only itself and any findings and conclusions cannot be generalised to the population of IUCN 
projects. 

● The quality and coverage of documentation for IUCN projects was highly uneven; there was no standardised 
approach to planning projects, reporting on projects, project evaluation or lessons learned. 

● In some cases we could not conduct PDRs on all of the projects proposed by the IDR Focal Points due to lack of 
project documentation. In total we received sufficient documentation to carry out a PDR on 22 projects out of 
the 39 identified with IDR Focal Points in our initial sample. 

Analysis: Project desk review analysis 

Tendencies in project objectives 

The projects reviewed tended toward objectives of knowledge generation and knowledge uptake, including capacity 
building, creating plans and strategies to implement policy, support national and sub-national entities in policy 
formulation, securing financing for policy implementation and supporting government to make pledges and voluntary 
commitments. 

https://d.docs.live.net/27ebbeded5571563/Documents/IUCN%20Policy%20Evaluation/Completed%20Analyses/Summary%20Memo%20on%20PDR%20Analysis_final.docx#_msocom_2
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IUCN’s roles in projects  

Using the same coding for IUCN roles as on the Miro board for the IDRs, the project desk review generated descriptive 
statistics on the roles that IUCN (Secretariat, Members, Commissions) plays in its projects.  

1. generating research, evidence and new knowledge 
2. building shared awareness, understanding & buy-in 
3.  developing evidence based methods, tools & standards 
4. facilitating Union Members and partner collaboration 
5.  communicating, disseminating & knowledge sharing 
6.  policy advocating 
7.  engaging & convening networks 
8. providing technical assistance & capacity building services 
9. piloting & demonstrating 
10. playing an ongoing trusted partner role 
11.  other roles 

The tendencies in the project sample and individual projects reviewed reflect the roles played by IUCN in policy 
influencing as seen in each IDR Miro board.  In its projects, IUCN tended to play multiple roles, carried out by all parts 
of the Union.  

Without overplaying the analysis, due to uneven documentation, the frequency of roles played by IUCN in 22 reviewed 
projects is as follows: 

● Generating research, evidence and new knowledge (1), engaging and convening networks (7) and providing 
technical assistance and capacity building services (8) appeared in 45% of the projects; 

● Building shared awareness, understanding & buy-in (2) and facilitating Union Members and partner 
collaboration (4) appeared in 32% of the projects; 

● The other roles (3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11) featured in 27% or less of the projects. 

It is highly likely that this is a gross underestimate of the roles employed by IUCN projects; the quality of the project 
documentation did not allow the Evaluation Team to make a definitive assessment.  

Only nine of the projects reported true results (as opposed to outputs) and included changes to policies, dialogues 
convened, mobilized financing, knowledge uptake and in one case policy monitoring.  Clearly identified results from 
projects included: 

● The NbS standard was recognized by UNEA (PO2502/IDR1) 
● NbS was recognized at UNFCCC COP26 and subsequently included in 92% of Nationally Determined 

Contributions, according to WWF (PO3583/IDR2). 
● IUCN supported the development of the PROBOSQUE law in Guatemala and Bonn Challenges pledges from a 

number of Central American countries (PO2004/IDR3). 
● The BIODEV 2030 project convened multi-stakeholder / multi-sector dialogues in 16 countries, leading to 

pledges of voluntary commitments to implement the Targets of the KMGBF in a “whole of government” 
approach (PO3100/IDR5). 

● Updated NDCs for Kenya, Mozambique and Tanzania specifically included mangroves (PO3886/IDR5).). 
● The 30 x 30 Challenge project led to millions of dollars in new funding for protected and conserved areas in a 

number of countries (PO4242/IDR5). 
● The conditions for uptake of the KBA Standard were put in place in Madagascar (PO1557/IDR6) 
● Eleven governments were enabled to conduct hotspot monitoring and their progress toward meeting 

obligations under the CBD, Sustainable Development Goals and the Ramsar Convention (PO2839/IDR6). 
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Throughout the project sample, there are many examples of successfully delivered outputs, in the form of Standards, 
tools, assessments, and capacity to use IUCN knowledge products and strategies, particularly supporting restoration.  
Projects supporting the Key Biodiversity Area Standard and the Restoration Barometer are two examples of projects 
that generate new knowledge and promote uptake. 

Projects and the Policy Cycle 

IUCN’s Policy Cycle contains four quadrants related to agenda setting, policy development, policy implementation and 
policy review with a number of sub-categories.  

The analysis of the projects sampled for which individual PDRs were completed (22 of 27) revealed that there is an 
argument for adding a fifth element to the IUCN Policy Cycle in the form of “knowledge for policy,” which clearly serves 
as an important element of IUCN’s policy influencing. At least in the case of the KMGBF IDR, IUCN’s knowledge  Of the 
22 projects, eleven focused on agenda setting, nine on policy development and three on implementation.  However, 
interestingly, nine projects also focused on knowledge for policy, of which five were purely knowledge projects. .  

Quality of project documentation 

The quality and coverage of project documentation was variable, often limited to a brief project document (plan) and a 
single technical report.  The depth and style of planning and reporting were unstandardized.  Evaluations and lessons 
learned were rare.  The quality of data, as documented in the provided documentation, was rated on a zero to three 
scale (three is ideal data, zero is absent data) on the description of objectives, activities, theory of change, audience, 
results and lessons learned.  For projects included in the final sample, the overall score was 2.08 with a range of 0.57 to 
3 2 projects.  This indicates that the data provided by IUCN project managers was incomplete or of poor quality.  Only 
data related to activities exceeded the score of 2.5 and data related to objectives and results exceeded a score of 2.  

There are reasons for this: size, nature and donor requirements result in varying documentation.  In some cases, project 
managers simply did not respond and provide documentation and at least one project manager retired as the evaluation 
was starting.  That said, having some clear, minimum requirements for project planning and reporting and a central 
repository for project documentation would seem to be an obvious solution. 

There were virtually no lessons documented by IUCN Project Managers.  PO3100 DEVBIO 2030 has a good set of lessons 
on the website, but were found by the Evaluation Team.  The evaluation team takes note that projects of different size 
and nature have different requirements and it is also possible that lessons have been documented elsewhere, such as 
in Panorama (although a review of Panorama is well outside of the scope of this evaluation).  Similar to the relationship 
between a programmatic approach and a set of projects, there is also scope for systematic learning to support 
programmatic goals and policy positions. 

PDR conclusions 

Project restricted funding does include some useful examples of how projects can support policy work directly, generate 
knowledge, test new methodologies, support policy implementation, generate voluntary commitments, formulate law 
and regulatory mechanisms and undertake monitoring.  

● Projects are documented quite unevenly in terms of project documents (objectives, theories of change), project 
reporting and evaluations.  There are some very good reasons for this: size, nature and donor requirements are 
three.  Smaller projects tend to have lighter requirements for planning and reporting and seldom require 
evaluations. Projects which are in the category of “service level agreement” likely have minimal planning and 
reporting requirements.  Donors have their own requirements.   

https://d.docs.live.net/27ebbeded5571563/Documents/IUCN%20Policy%20Evaluation/Completed%20Analyses/Summary%20Memo%20on%20PDR%20Analysis_final.docx#_msocom_6
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● It is hard to see the programmatic intent from the sample of projects, even at the IDR level.  For example, the 
BIODEV 2030 project aligned well with the IUCN position on means of implementation and demonstrated an 
innovative approach, but it is not clear how well the project and the iUCN policy position were connected.  
Conversely, the 30x30 Challenge project is clearly linked strategically to IUCN’s position on the 30x30 target of 
the GBF.  The evaluation did not review the portfolio systematically, nor did it review IUCN’s requirements for 
project planning and reporting.  However, there is a sense that more could be done to improve and strengthen 
relationship between programmatic goals and how projects are conceived and planned as a coherent set of 
projects supporting a set of programmatic goals, of which policy influencing ought to be one.   

● The PDR revealed a dearth of lesson learning.  Again, size and nature of the projects could be one explanation 
as to why lessons were not systematically captured.  That said, for larger projects a clearly articulated theory of 
change could serve as a set of working hypotheses against which lessons could be learned.   
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Annex 5 - List of Key Informants Interviewed 

IDR Name Title & Organisation 

1 - NbS Internal to IUCN 

● Charles Karangwa - Head of NBS Management Hub 

● Stewart Maginnis - Deputy Director General, Programme 

● Sandeep Sengupta - Head of Climate Change 

● Dorsa Sheikholeslami - NBS Programme Officer  

● Veronica Ruiz Garcia - Programme Manager, Ecosystems-based Disaster Risk Reduction (EcoDRR)  

● Ali Raza Rizvi - Director of Centre for Society and Governance 

● Chris Magero - Senior Programme Officer, Global Drylands Initiative 

● Radhika Murti - Director of Centre for Society and Governance 

● Valérie D'Hoedt Meyer - Director of the IUCN Academy 

● Angela Andrade - Vice-President of CEM, Chair of International Standard Committee (ISC), & Director of 
Environmental Policy at Conservation International-Colombia 

● Manuel Pulgar Vidal - Global Leader of Climate & Energy at WWF and Interim Chair of the IUCN Climate 
Crisis Commission 

External to IUCN 

● Chris Buss - Former IUCN Director of the IUCN Centre for Economy and Finance & COP26 High Level 
Champions team NBS Adviser 

● Barney Dickson - Head of Climate Change Adaptation Unit, UNEP 

● Gilles Kleitz - Executive Director for Sustainable Development Solutions - Agence Française de 
Développement (AFD) 

2 - BBNJ Internal to IUCN 

● Kristina Gjerde - Senior High Seas Advisor to IUCN, co-chair of its High Seas Specialist Group within 
WCPA and WCEL Specialist Group on Ocean, Coasts and Coral Reefs 

● Cymie Payne - Chair of the Ocean Law Specialist Group of the IUCN World Commission on 
Environmental Law 

● Aurélie Spadone - Senior Programme Officer, Ocean Team 

● Minna Epps - Director, Ocean Team 

● David Freestone - Executive Director of the Sargasso Sea Alliance 

● Daniel Kachelriess - Member of the IUCN World Commission on Environmental Law 

● Lydia Slobodian - Former expert within the IUCN Environmental Law Centre 

● François Simard - Former Deputy Director of the Global Marine and Polar Programme (Ocean team) 

● Despina Symons - Member of the Fisheries Expert Group of the IUCN Commission of Ecosystem 
Management 
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External to IUCN 

● Julien Rochette - Head of IDDRI Ocean Programme 

● Anca Leroy - Negotiator, Legal Advisor, French Government 

● Serge Segura - Former French Ambassador for the Oceans 

● Peggy Kallas - Former Coordinator for the High Seas Alliance 

3 - FLR Internal to IUCN 

● Tania Ammour - Senior Advisor Regional Direction IUCN ORMACC 

● Ahmid Daccarett - Regional Monitoring & Evaluation Coordinator, IUCN ORMACC 

● Management Team - IUCN ORMACC 

● Tony Nello - Landscape Restoration project 

● Melinka Nájera - IUCN ORMACC 

● Gilmar Navarrete - Chacón National Forestry Financing Fund (FONAFIFO), Costa Rica 

● Arq. Fernando Andrés López - Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, (MARN) El Salvador 

● Isabel Contreras - Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, (MARN) El Salvador 

● Guillermo Putzeys - Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, (MARN) El Salvador 

● Raquel Sigüenza - IUCN ORMACC 

● Ottoniel Monterroso - Country Representative, IUCN Guatemala Office 

● Orsibal Ramírez - National Project Coordinator, IUCN Guatemala Office 

● Marco Vinicio Ochoa - Integrated Watershed Management Specialist, IUCN Guatemala Office 

● Ing. Martir Vásquez - Former Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (MARN), Guatemala 

● Raul Quezada - National Forestry Institute (INAB), Guatemala 

External to IUCN 

● Manuel Guerrero - FUNDALACHUÁ, Guatemala 

● Franklin Paniagua - FUNDECOR (NGO, Costa Rica) 

● Mario Escobedo - Environment Ministry (MINAE), Costa Rica 

● Luis Gámez Hernández - Central American Commission of Environment and Development (CCAD) 

● Lic. Lucrecia Rodríguez - Central American Agricultural Council (CAC), Central America Integration 
System (SICA) 

● Lina Pohl - FAO Regional Rep/ Formerly Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources, (MARN) El 
Salavador 

● Lic. Jair Urriola - CCAD 

● Reyna Morales - Microcuenca la UNION, Resilient Highlands Project, Guatemala 

● Maricela Osorio - Resilient Highlands Project, Guatemala 

● Ambrosio Osorio - Resilient Highlands Project, Guatemala 
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● Juan Ferrando - FAO Panamá 

● René Zamora - World Resources Institute (WRI) 

● Silvio Simonit - FAO, formerly IUCN staff for Mexico ROAM 

● Various Members - Asociación de Desarrollo Integral “El Quetzal”, Resilient Highland Project Guatemala 

● Mario Coto - Sistema Nacional de Areas de Conservación/ Environment Ministry (MINAE) 

4 - ERO Internal to IUCN 

● Alberto Arroyo Schnell - Head of Policy and Programmes, IUCN Europe 

● Barbara Oberc - Senior Sustainable Food Systems Policy Advisor, TNC; ex senior Policy Officer, IUCN 
Europe 

● Boris Erg - Director of IUCN Europe 

● Tommaso Demozzi - Multilateral Policy Officer (ex junior policy officer, IUCN Europe) 

● Diarmaid O`Cuanachain - European Commission (ex junior policy officer) 

● Ludovic Labordière - Senior Agricultural and Environmental Policy Advisor, IUCN 

● Despina Symons - Member of the Fisheries Expert Group of the IUCN Commission for Ecosystem 
Management 

● Chantal Van Ham - ex Acting Director of IUCN Europe 

External to IUCN 

● Mark Titterington - Lead, Forum for the Future of Agriculture 

● Humberto Delgado Rosa - Director Biodiversity at the European Commission 

5 - GBF Internal to IUCN 

● Sonia Peña Moreno - Director, International Policy Centre, IUCN 

● Victoria Romero - Senior Policy Officer, Biodiversity, International Policy Centre, IUCN 

● Trevor Sandwith - Director, Centre for Conservation Action, IUCN 

● James Hardcastle - Head, Protected Areas Team, IUCN 

● Luther Anukur - Regional Director, IUCN-ESARO 

● Khalid Pasha - Coordinator, Regional Protected and Conserved Areas, IUCN-AROIUCN-ARO 

● Dao Nguyen - Senior Programme Manager, Conservation Science, IUCN IUCN 

● Thomas Brooks - Chief Scientist, IUCN 

External to IUCN 

● Peter Stoett - Dean, Ontario Technical University and SSC-ISSG Member, Co-Chair of the IPBES 
assessment on invasive alien species 

● Imen Meliane - Adaptation Fund and IUCN Vice President 

● Natasha Ali - UNEP-WCMC 

● Marco Lambertini - Nature Positive 
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● Harvey Locke - Consultant and Chair of the SSC Post 2020 Biodiversity Targets Task Force 

6 - KBA Internal to IUCN 

● Dr Thomas Brooks - Chief Scientist, IUCN 

● Thomas Starnes - Biodiversity Assessment Spatial Data Programme Officer, IUCN 

● Martin Sneary - Head of Enterprise & Investment, IUCN 

● Dr Andy Plumptre - Head of KBA Secretariat 

● Dr Naomi Kingston - Co-Chair KBA Partnership/ Conservation International 

● Dr Paul Matiku - Co-Chair KBA Partnership/ Nature Kenya 

● Stuart Butchart - Chief Scientist, Birdlife International 

● Dr Vicky Jones - Flyways Science Coordinator, Birdlife International 

● Megan Eldred - Global Sites Policy Coordinator, Birdlife International 

● Dr Olivia Crowe - Global Science Coordinator (IBAs/KBAs), Birdlife International 

External to IUCN 

● Ed Ellis - Business Manager, IBAT Secretariat, IBAT Alliance 

● David Stroud - Ramsar Science Technical Review Panel/ The Joint Nature Conservation Committee 
(JNCC) 

● Jack Tordoff - Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund 

● David Emmett - Senior Manager- Biodiversity Partnerships, Hempel Fund 

● Lori Conzo - Global Biodiversity Lead, IFC 

● Dr Stuart Anstee - Independent Consultant, (former Chief Advisor – Biodiversity & Ecosystems Policy at 
Rio Tinto) 

● Dr Ciara Raudsepp-Hearne - Wildlife Conservation Society Canada (KBA national coordination) 

● Dr Konstantina Spiliopoulou - Hellenic Centre for Marine Research, Greece 

● Dr Andrew Skowno - South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) 

Multiple 
IDRs or 
inception  

● Susan Lieberman - IUCN Councillor for North America & the Caribbean; Chair, IUCN Council Programme 
& Policy Committee; Vice-President, International Policy, Wildlife Conservation Society (WCS) 

● Stewart Maginnis - Deputy Director General – Programme, IUCN  
● Antoine Ouellet-Drouin - Director, Programme Performance Management & Evaluation (PPME), IUCN 
● Daniel Maselli - Senior Policy Advisor and Focal Point Climate Change & Environment Network and 

Programme Manager, Deputy Head, Federal Department of Foreign Affairs FDFA), Swiss Agency for 
Development & Cooperation (SDC) 

● Susanne Pedersen - Director of the IUCN Science and Data Centre 
● Grethel Aguilar – Acting (at the time of interview) Director General of IUCN  
● Prof Jon Paul Rodriguez, Chair, IUCN Species Survival Commission (SSC) 
● Dr Madhu Rao, Chair, IUCN World Commission for Protected Areas (WCPA) 
● Dr Christina Voigt, Chair, IUCN World Commission on Environmental Law (WCEL) 
● Luther Anukur – Regional Director, IUCN Eastern and Southern Africa Regional Office (ESARO) 

● Lucy Deram – Director, IUCN Strategic Partnerships Unit (SPU) 
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Annex 6 - List of projects sampled for each IDR 

IDR Project Number & Title 

1 - NbS ● PO2502: Developing a Global Standard for Nature-based Solutions 
● PO2575: Nature-Based Solutions to Climate Change 
● PO3035: We Value Nature Campaign 
● PO3366: Multi-stakeholder platform for NBS 
● PO3583: Support to the COP 26 High Level Champion 
● PO3594: NetworkNature 
●  PO3802: SIDA Framework Agreement 
●  PO4523: Enhancing Nature-based Solutions for an Accelerated Climate Transformation - Initiative (ENACT) 

2 - BBNJ ● P03080: Support to Small Island Developing States in the context of the UN BBNJ negotiations 
● P02604: Agenda IMPANA towards a global network of MPAs by 2020 and beyond (AFB annual contribution 2018-2019) 
● P00917: Conservation and Sustainable Development of South West Indian Ocean Seamounts and Hydrothermal Vents 
● P03146: OFB Post-2020 global biodiversity strategy - Agenda IMPANA 
● P04013: Sweden Ministry of Environment support for ongoing Oceans & Climate Change programme 
● P03733: Sweden MES Oceans and Climate Change Phase 5 (2021)  

3 - FLR ● PO0860: Regional Climate Change Programme (2013-18) 
● PO1554: Accelerating action on REDD+ (2015-18) 
● PO1865: BMU 7 (2015-18) 
● PO2004: DFID KNOWFOR (2015-18) 
● PO1979: Lachua Guatemala (2016-19) 
● PO2337: BC Barometer (2016-23) 
● PO2693: Landscape Standard (2017-21) 

4 - ERO ● P00060: 2016-2024: European Habitats Forum 
● P02883: 2018- 2021: Towards an enhanced sustainable future EU agriculture: supporting the knowledge base and facilitating discussions 

among stakeholders 
● P03137: 2019-2022: Support to the Evaluation of the EU Biodiversity Strategy to 2020, and Follow-Up 
● P03821: 2021-2024: Supporting EU’s role in the transition to sustainable agriculture 
● P04179: 2022-2026: Achieving Ecological Resilient Dynamism for the European food system through consumer-driven policies  

5 - GBF ● PO2337: The Restoration Barometer 
● PO3100: BIODEV 2030 
● PO3263: Promoting fair and effective conservation of protected and conserved areas globally and in global policy for the post-2020 

framework, based on experience in Asia. 
● PO3491: A Multi-Partner Trust Fund to Implement the UN Decade on Ecosystem Restoration 2021-2030 
● PO3506: Island Voices, Island Choices 
● PO3886: Save our Mangroves Now! 2.0 
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● PO4242: 30x30 Target  

6 - KBA ● P01557: Mobilising Freshwater Biodiversity Information for Better Representation within Protected Areas in Madagascar 
● P02839: Identification and Valuation of West African Freshwater KBAs 
● P03310: Identification of KBAs in the UAE 
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Annex 7 - Monitoring log 

Date  Activity or Outcome  Planned or 
unexpected? 

Audience (s) Measure or 
observation for 
the indicator 

After Action 
Review –what 
happened and 
why? 

Contribution and 
role 

Additional 
resources, web 
links, contact 
person, etc. 

Date of the 
entry  

Depending on the 
trigger describe: 
● The activity undertaken 

● The outcome observed 

 

State whether the 
activity or outcome 
were expected by 
the team or 
unexpected 

For an activity: who 
was the activity 
directed at? 
For an outcome 
whose behaviour 
does the output 
refer to? 

What qualitative 
indicators are being 
used to assess the 
activity or outcome 
being recorded? 

For an activity, 
describe in more 
detail what took 
place, what worked 
well, what did not 
work, and why did 
this happen.  
For an outcome 
describe in more 
detail what 
contributed to its 
achievement.  

Provide an estimate 
of your 
intervention’s 
relative contribution 
to the completion of 
the activity or the 
outcome and what 
role IUCN played 

Provide links to or 
describe any 
additional resources 
or key people who 
might be contacted 
for more 
information.  

Add new 
entry by 
adding a 
row 
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Annex 8 - Dialogue Tools 
 

Useful Ongoing 
Dialogue tools 

Frequency/ when to use 
them?  

How and what should be shared? 

Back to office reports 
(BTORs) 

Every time there is a 
meeting or trip 

How: Via email to a predefined email list 
What:  

● Information about activities, activity outcomes and impacts 
● Information about key audiences present or mentioned 
● Reflections of assumptions and risks 

After Action Reviews 
(AARs) 

After a key activity (big 
event, workshop, launch or 
book or report, important 
meeting, research study, 
etc.) 

How: Facilitated meetings with the team and key stakeholders (2 to 3 hours) and then shared via email  
What: Mostly information about activities and activity outcomes: 

● What was intended? 
● What was achieved? 
● What worked well and why? 
● What did not work well and why? 
● What could be done differently? 

(Weekly) team 
meetings 

Weekly (or whenever the 
team meets) 

How: Team meetings or email updates 
What: Planned activities and any useful information about contacts, risks and lessons learned 

Online discussions 
using Communities of 
Practice (CoPs) 

Ongoing, ideally facilitated 
when the discussions 
involve different teams  

How: Email lists or online discussion fora  
What: Most useful when the discussion focuses on content (aid effectiveness, health, conflict and security) or around specific 
actions (coordinating the participation at an event) or policy objectives (commitment at UN summit, etc.) 

Retreats As planned How:  Professional, department or team retreats  
What: Share and find out about common: 

● Lessons learned 
● Challenges  
● Innovative solutions 

Professional retreats, in particular, are useful to keep up to speed with the latest research and evidence on the key issues 
addressed by the team.  
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Intranets As necessary What: Depending on the system that your organisation uses it may be possible to access information about: 
● An intervention including detailed budgets and time use;  
● All background of an intervention and any planning, supporting and monitoring and evaluation documentation.  

Ideally, these intranet spaces should synthesise lessons or provide comparisons between interventions.  

Workshops and 
trainings 

As necessary or planned What: New knowledge and skills can be introduced to the group. This is also a good opportunity for experienced or experts in 
the team to share their knowledge and skills with their team members.  
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Annex 9 – Evaluation Terms of Reference 

 
 

Terms of Reference:  

 

Independent evaluation of 
IUCN’s influence on policy 
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1. Evaluation context 

Influencing policy and policy processes for the conservation of biodiversity at all scales has been at the 
core of the work of IUCN (the International Union for Conservation of Nature) for decades given its 
vision of A just world that values and conserves nature, and its mission to Influence, encourage and 
assist societies to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature and ensure that any use of natural 
resources is equitable and ecologically sustainable. 

As constituents of the world’s largest and oldest Union for the conservation of nature, the Council, 
1400+ Members, seven Commissions, 75 National and Regional Committees  and the IUCN Secretariat, 
along with their Framework Partners and project donors, jointly work to influence policies at all levels 
around the world to achieve this mission and deliver the four-year IUCN Programme that is adopted by 
all Members. Policy influence is an integral part of IUCN’s theory of change in which policy influence 
outcomes are based on knowledge and science informed by implementation of actions “on the ground” 
(and in the water).  

The last time IUCN influence on policy was comprehensively reviewed was in 2005, when a descriptive 
study of IUCN’s Secretariat and Commission work was undertaken (the report is available on IUCN’s 
website). That study informed IUCN’s definition of policy and established IUCN’s conceptualisation of 
the policy cycle as a collection of steps organised in four different domains of action (agenda setting, 
policy formulation, policy implementation and policy review). However, for a variety of reasons the 
intended phase II that would have assessed effectiveness was postponed indefinitely. 

Since then, various evaluations of IUCN projects have assessed specific policy influence outcomes and 
an independent review commissioned in 2021 by Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation (SDC) 
assessed IUCN’s development relevancy and made recommendations to further evaluate IUCN’s 
capacity to “transform societies” through policy influence work in particular1. 

In February 2023 IUCN Secretariat leadership commissioned a learning-focused evaluation of IUCN’s 
influence on policy at all scales: international, regional, national and sub-national. At the request of 
Secretariat leadership, this evaluation is financially supported by one of its framework partners, SDC. 

2. IUCN policy influence context 

Delivery mechanisms to influence policy 

Within IUCN, policy influence is understood to encompass the participatory and collaborative processes 
through which IUCN contributes to shaping any aspect of a policy at any stage of the policy cycle. IUCN 
describes a four-stage cycle for the policies it seeks to influence: agenda setting, policy formulation, 
policy implementation, and policy review2.  

IUCN sets conservation priorities through a unique multi-stakeholder decision-making process resulting 
in policies and decisions that guide the development and promotion of recommendations to 
governments and global conservation standards and policies. These outcomes are IUCN’s Resolutions 
and Recommendations. As IUCN’s highest body, the Members Assembly defines the general and 
specific policies of IUCN.  

 
1 External Review of IUCN’s Development Relevancy and IUCN management response: external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-
march-2020.pdf and external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-management-response-may-2020.pdf 

2 The policy cycle was described in the 2005 Review of IUCN’s Influence on Policy and has been used since. This evaluation is expected to 
reconfirm or propose a new policy cycle relevant to planning IUCN policy work today. 
 

https://www.iucn.org/policy
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-march-2020.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-march-2020.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-management-response-may-2020.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
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As a Union, IUCN establishes its policy positions first and foremost based on the IUCN Resolutions and 
Recommendations3. In addition, the IUCN Council can provide additional guidance for IUCN’s positions 
as appropriate. Other consultative processes to obtain input from Members to develop or refine policy 
positions may also be used in between sessions of the Members’ Assembly.  

All constituents of the Union contribute to advocating for and implementing the resulting policy 
positions through a variety of influence and advocacy approaches. Policy influence work is achieved 
under three broad delivery mechanisms, each with unique accountability requirements that have a 
bearing on the type of influencing strategies. However, it should be noted that many of the policy 
objectives IUCN pursues are achieved through coordination across all three of these mechanisms.  

Three integrated delivery mechanisms for IUCN policy influence: 

1. Mobilising the Union: Members, Commissions, Committees, and the Council, contribute 

independently and collectively to implement IUCN Resolutions and influence policy based on 

IUCN policy positions. Many IUCN Members also refer to the IUCN Resolutions and 

Recommendations to further guide and advance conservation actions and decision-making. 

Contributions to policy work are coordinated and disseminated across all IUCN components in a 

multi-directional influence and amplification process between the constituents of IUCN in which 

the network facilitates scaling effects.  

 
The work of IUCN Commissions and the general effects of mobilising the Union will be considered 
for this evaluation. 
 
IUCN Commissions are broad and active networks of scientists and other experts providing IUCN 
and its Members with sound knowledge, expertise, and policy advice to drive conservation and 
sustainable development. Over 15,000 scientists and experts from around the world and across a 
wide range of disciplines volunteer their expertise as members of an IUCN Commission. The IUCN 
Commissions play a special role in policy influence as the principal contributors and key stewards 
of several IUCN flagship knowledge products4 that are formally recognised in global multilateral 
environmental agreements, and by governments and others at the national level.  
 
Support to mobilise and coordinate across the Union and for Commissions’ contributions to policy 
comes from a variety of sources including cash and in-kind contributions. 
 

2. Programmatic Secretariat contributions to policy, i.e “non-portfolio”: Work led by global, 

regional or country Secretariat teams to influence policy at these respective scales.  

 

Guided by IUCN’s general policy as stated in the Resolutions and Recommendations adopted by 

Members, the IUCN Secretariat prioritises international policy processes where the Union has a 

clear mandate either from its body of Resolutions, from the IUCN quadrennial programme 

adopted by the Members, from a recognised advisory role and track record5, where it has a clear 

comparative advantage6, or where there is a clear convergence with the implementation of the 

 
3 IUCN issued a publication in 2018 on "The Impact of IUCN Resolutions on International Conservation Efforts - an overview" 2018-011-En.pdf 
(iucn.org) 
4 Example flagship knowledge products: The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species™ and the Red List Index, IUCN Protected Area Categories, 
World Database on Protected Areas, IUCN Green List, among others. 
5 Examples of recognised advisory role or track record for: the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Global Biodiversity Framework, CITES 
and the World Heritage Convention. 
6 Examples of comparative advantage: the United Nations High-Level Political Forum, the United Nations General Assembly and other UN 
processes capitalising on the IUCN UN Observer Status and authoritative knowledge products. 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/resrec/search
https://portals.iucn.org/library/resrec/search
https://www.iucn.org/our-union/members/
https://www.iucn.org/our-union/expert-commissions
https://www.iucn.org/our-union/members/national-and-regional-committeeshttps:/www.iucn.org/our-union/members/
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2018-011-En.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2018-011-En.pdf
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IUCN Programme7 (through which new areas of work may also be identified8).  

 

For these international policy processes, the IUCN Secretariat engages with IUCN Members, 

Council members (including Commission Chairs), Parties to the Conventions and other policy 

stakeholders to exchange, align and influence positions and decisions. Among other engagement 

approaches, the Secretariat and Commissions provide technical and scientific inputs, targeted 

recommendations, and capacity building on both technical topics and advocacy strategies. This is 

achieved through a variety of products and services that include position papers9, briefs 

(technical or policy), Statements by the Director General, Open letters (including to IUCN 

Members ahead of key events), interventions from the floor, articles and blogs, media briefs, 

webinars, side events and other dedicated capacity building and training activities.  

 

The Secretariat also participates in a number of regional and national policy processes. These 

include engagement with regional policy bodies (e.g. African Union, European Parliament and 

Commission) or processes (e.g. African Ministerial Conference on the Environment, the Regional 

Forums on Sustainable Development).  In many cases, policy influencing activities at the regional 

level have a direct correlation with the Secretariat’s projects that include policy components.  

 

Regional and national policy influence and engagement is supported by similar products, 

services and strategies as at the international level. In addition, the Secretariat uses a number of 

Union-wide communication channels10 and hosts activities to socialize and amplify IUCN’s policy 

positions and to create space for active engagement on policy.  

 

Support for non-portfolio/programmatic work of the Secretariat is from unrestricted sources 

(framework income, membership dues, philanthropy income and others). More information on 

income sources can be found in the IUCN 2022 Annual Report. 

 
3. Portfolio contributions to policy: projects that include policy objectives, led by the Secretariat 

and often co-implemented with Members and Commissions, that generally have regional, 

national and sub-national policy objectives, and that may have international policy objectives or 

links. 

 

The project portfolio supports the implementation and delivery of the IUCN Programme on a 

global scale (currently delivering in 166 countries), with the goal of positive outcomes for 

people, land, water, oceans, and climate (the IUCN Programme).  

 

Through its portfolio, the Secretariat, in collaboration with Members and Commissions, and the 

oversight of the Council: 

• generates, compiles and/ or provides science and knowledge solutions based on locally-

driven identification of conservation and development problems; 

• disseminates this knowledge through engagement with policy stakeholders and policy 

makers to increase awareness, capacity, and will that lead to improved policy for 

biodiversity conservation and equitable sustainable natural resource management; 

 
7 Example of alignment to Programme: engagement in the High Seas treaty negotiations 
8 Example of new area of work emerging from Programme implementations: negotiations of the new Plastic Pollution Treaty. 
9 Position papers are focused on the agenda of the respective prioritized meeting or process and provide concrete policy recommendations. 
10 Written communications include: the IUCN Digest (newsletter) and dedicated webpages in the IUCN website, 
circulation of newsletters, factsheets and reports. 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/2023-018-En.pdf
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• supports governments and actors across other sectors to implement these policies by 

providing technical assistance, globally-recognized monitoring and reporting standards, 

capacity development, and direct financing; among others.   

More information on the IUCN Secretariat portfolio can be found in the IUCN 2022 Annual 
Report section 5 Programme portfolio overview page 34. 

Funding for the portfolio is restricted project income. 

Type of activities under the three delivery mechanisms: 

Common policy influencing activities and strategies under each of these mechanisms include: 

• Generation, compilation, or facilitation of policy relevant research, science and knowledge, 

and provision of knowledge or science to policy-makers and implementers in government 

and economic sectors (including methods, metrics, data, and leadership roles in science-

policy interfaces e.g. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, IPBES and others); 

• Convening at multiple scales: national dialogue platforms, formal scientific panels, IUCN 

World Conservation Congress and Members’ Assembly, other coalition-building work at 

regional and international levels; 

• Advice and advocacy for priority setting and agenda setting: e.g. policy briefs, technical 

advice, including coordination of policy input from the Union to multilateral environmental 

agreements; 

• Fulfilling formal mandates to deliver policy, e.g. provision of formally recognised indicators 

(e.g. Red List Index, among others) 

• Providing science and knowledge in formal processes to (e.g. IUCN submits Technical 

Analyses of the ‘proposals to amend the appendices and add new species to the Convention’ 

that then inform Party decisions.) 

• Demonstrating or piloting approaches to implement policies ‘on the ground’; 

• Capacity development for policy advocacy 

• Technical assistance: in particular to policy-makers and implementers in governments; 

• UN Observer Status. 

 

3. Rationale and purpose 

The primary purpose of the evaluation is to assess IUCN’s effectiveness in contributing to policy at 
national, regional, and global levels. IUCN’s leadership, and the Council in its leadership role, wishes to 
identify, communicate, and learn from successes and failures to establish principles and lessons for 
policy strategies and advocacy in the future.  

The secondary purpose is to make recommendations to guide future policy influence strategies and 
activities by IUCN’s Members, Commissions, Council, Secretariat and Committees. The evaluation will 
be used to: 

i) update or clarify IUCN definitions of policy, policy influence and the policy cycle11; 

ii) improve guidelines and practices for identifying policy priorities and positions, and 

designing and implementing policy influence strategies at project, programme and 

institutional levels; 

 
11 The evaluation should consider and review the definitions used in the 2005 review and the current definition proposed by the PPME Unit 
for internal policy monitoring. 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/50923
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/50923
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iii) feed into the IUCN Strategic Vision exercise currently being undertaken by IUCN’s 

Council (see Annex 1: 2021 Congress Decision 147 WCC-2020-Dec-147-EN).   

Thirdly, as this evaluation will clarify IUCN’s policy influence pathways, it will also contribute to clarifying 
how these can be monitored and evaluated in future and thus inform institutional guidance for 
planning, monitoring, evaluation and reporting for policy work for all of IUCN’s constituents.  

Finally, successful examples of policy impact will be turned into communication products that show 
funders and other IUCN stakeholders where IUCN has had significant impact on policy.  

4. Audience and use 

This evaluation is commissioned by the IUCN Executive Board, in coordination with the IUCN Council.  

The key audiences for the evaluation are: 
 
IUCN constituents: 

• Commissions, in particular Chairs and Commission members participating in IUCN 
delegations to international multilateral environmental agreements  

• Member organisations 

• National, regional and interregional Committees 

• Council 
 
IUCN Secretariat: 

• IUCN’s Executive Board, made up of: 
o IUCN Director General 
o Deputy Director General for Regional and outposted Offices 
o Deputy Director General for Programme 
o Deputy Director General for Corporate Services 
o Chief Finance Officer 

• Director of International Policy Centre  

• Secretariat staff, in particular Directors of Regional Offices and Global Thematic Centres 
 
IUCN partners and donors, in particular: 

• Governments 

• Intergovernmental organisations/agreements/treaties 

• Framework partners 

• Donors supporting IUCN policy influencing efforts 
 

The independent evaluation report and the management response written by the Executive Board in 
consultation with all relevant evaluation stakeholders, particularly the Council, and will be published on 
the IUCN website. 

5. Objectives and evaluation questions 

The evaluation is expected to assess IUCN’s influence on policy under each of the three delivery 
mechanisms mentioned above against the six evaluation criteria recognised by OECD DAC: relevance, 
coherence, effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability. Indicative preliminary evaluation 
questions under each criterion are given in Annex 1: Evaluation questions. The evaluation team is 
invited to submit with the proposal a draft evaluation matrix. The team may suggest a prioritisation 
within the preliminary evaluation questions and is encouraged to add or modify questions. The final 
evaluation matrix will be approved by IUCN in the Inception Report.  
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In addition to the findings for each delivery mechanism, the evaluation should draw conclusions based 
on IUCN’s ability to leverage greater policy influence through coordination across these mechanisms.  

The evaluation should clarify the observed operational theories of change and how they connect in a 
Union-wide policy theory of change.  

On the basis of the findings and conclusions the evaluation should make recommendations for future 
work.  
 
Scope: The scope of influence on policy includes contributions any aspect of the policy cycle for public 
sector or private sector policies, laws or legal frameworks. The work of all IUCN constituents is in scope, 
and a sampling strategy aligned to the three main delivery mechanisms has been proposed. The 
proposed timeframe is from 2013 to 2023 (last ten years). 

6. Methods and sources 

Approach to the evaluation 

To ensure ownership and usefulness of the evaluation, it will be undertaken in an independent manner, 
will be based on wide consultation of external and internal sources, and will solicit stakeholder input to 
validate the usefulness of the recommendations.  

These terms of reference provide the minimum requirements for evaluation questions, methods and 
sources and the independent external evaluation team is expected to refine the methodology and 
sampling strategy, and to expand the stakeholder list to specify the external sources and informants (or 
categories of informants). These should be broadly outlined in the evaluation team’s proposal and will 
be precisely specified in the inception report to be approved by IUCN.  

Methods, sources, and analysis 

This evaluation will take a mixed methods approach. Different methods or frameworks may be applied 
to different parts of the evaluation.  

To the extent possible data triangulation will be achieved by analysing information from multiple 
sources. IUCN welcomes the use of relevant published or recognized analytical frameworks to guide 
the analysis of evidence.  

Specific methods can include, among others:  

• Document review (internal and external) 

• Internal and external key informant interviews (KII)  

• Stakeholder survey 

• Focus groups 

• Field or office visits (3 recommended) 

• Qualitative data analysis tools such as NVivo or others 

• Use of specific policy advocacy evaluation methods such as: episode studies, value for 

money studies, process tracing, etc12 

List of stakeholders to be consulted 

IUCN has provided the evaluation team with internal stakeholder categories and a preliminary list of 
key stakeholders to be consulted in the context of the evaluation (see ToR Annex 3). The evaluation 

 
12 Examples of the application of some of these methodologies are: Episode Study of project on forest policy in Guatemala (2017): knowfor-
evaluation-case-study-2-guatemala.pdf (iucn.org); Episode study for forest landscape restoration project in Rwanda (2016): rep-2016-018.pdf 
(iucn.org); Value for Money study of forest landscape restoration in Guatemala (2018) Value for money | IUCN Library System. 

https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/knowfor-evaluation-case-study-2-guatemala.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/knowfor-evaluation-case-study-2-guatemala.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/rep-2016-018.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/rep-2016-018.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/47643
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team may propose changes or additions. Note that in addition to seeking the perspectives of the main 
audiences and users of the evaluation, non-IUCN stakeholders from among policy makers and policy-
making bodies in the public and corporate sectors will be interviewed and/or surveyed. 

The evaluation is expected to interview approximately 60-78 internal and external key informants 
across the three objectives. This must cover internal and external perspectives. Internal sources are 
considered to be: IUCN Secretariat staff, IUCN Commissions, IUCN Council, Members (including State 
Members), and National, regional and interregional Committees. External sources are: thematic 
experts, staff of partner organisations including policymakers, and staff of relevant conventions and 
agreements, and other policymaking bodies in both public and corporate sectors. Other sources may 
be proposed by the evaluation team.   

IUCN is particularly interested in receiving an independent and external assessment of its effectiveness 
to influence policy, including external perceptions of its relevance, efficiency, effectiveness and impact. 
It is therefore of utmost importance that a diversity of sources and perspectives are consulted, and that 
every effort is made to balance internal and external perspectives. This is essential to ensure the 
evaluation responds to questions about IUCN’s influence on policy outcomes and decision-making.  

Approach to sampling and sampling frame 

The evaluation team is requested to anchor the sampling frame around the three delivery mechanisms 
outlined in Section 2 of this ToR to ensure coverage of all three, and to facilitate the alignment of 
findings and recommendations to the distinct internal planning and monitoring mechanisms.  

The evaluation will evaluate a purposeful sample across each of the three policy influence delivery 
mechanisms. The inception phase of this evaluation should identify and include IUCN’s most valuable 
policy influence achievements with input from key stakeholders.  

The criteria for the purposeful sample of projects, programmes or initiatives reviewed needs to ensure 
coverage of a diversity of geographies, thematic topics, approaches, IUCN constituent involvement, and 
of geographic scales of influence (roughly 80% regional, national or sub-national and 20% international 
policy objectives).  

The sampled interventions will not all be mutually exclusive because IUCN policy objectives frequently 
are achieved through a combination of work across the three delivery mechanisms. The evaluation is 
expected to make findings, conclusions and recommendations based on the integration of the Union’s 
policy work across all elements assessed. 

The sampling requirements and suggested data sources for each delivery mechanism are outlined 
below and the evaluation team is invited to refine these during inception: 

1. Mobilising the Union and Commissions’ contribution to policy  

Policy influence work, on any relevant scale, topic or sector, of two (2) Commissions, sampled from 
among three of the seven: Species Survival Commission (SSC) and/or World Commission on 
Protected Areas (WCPA) and/or World Commission on Environmental Law (WCEL). 

• Desk review and qualitative textual analysis of internal and external sources (internal: 

constituents’ strategy documents, policy planning meeting minutes, etc), (external: 

position papers, inputs made to policy processes, draft and final policy texts and 

decisions, etc); 

• App. 8-10 key informant interviews (internal and external) per commission; 

 
2. Programmatic Secretariat policy work (non-portfolio) 
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Two (2) international policy processes or policy objectives led by the HQ based international policy 
unit13 sample from among: CBD, UNFCCC, CITES and CMS. All would offer the opportunity to review 
IUCN’s engagement over an extended time frame and held meetings in 2022 for which recent 
documentation is available. 

• Desk review of internal and external sources (internal: delegation briefs and reports 

from policy events, etc), (external: position papers, inputs made to policy processes, 

draft and final policy texts and decisions, etc); 

• App. 8-10 key informant interviews (internal and external) per process/objective; 

Two (2) IUCN Regional Offices and their work on a selected national or regional policy objective. 

• Desk review of internal and external sources (internal: delegation briefs and reports 

from policy events, etc), (external: position papers, inputs made to policy processes, 

draft and final policy texts and decisions, etc); 

• App. 8-10 key informant interviews (internal and external) per process/objective; 

 

3. Project portfolio 

 

• 40 projects to be reviewed and assessed for their policy component or scope (desk 

review incl. project documents, monitoring data, donor reports, project evaluations, 

public documents, etc.).  

 
For each of the two Regional offices considered for the regional policy objective/process:  

• In-depth review of 2-3 projects per region (including at national level) among the 40 

selected with 2-3 interviews per project. 

 

Summary sampling framework and approximate number of key informant interviews: 

Work sampled Approximate KII per intervention App. Total nb of KII 

Union   

2 Commissions’ policy objectives 
or processes targeted (any scale) 

8-10 16-20 

Programmatic / non portfolio   

2 international policy objectives or 
processes 

8-10 16-20 

2 regional or national policy 
objectives or processes 

8-10 16-20 

Portfolio   

40 projects for desk review n/a, desk review n/a 

4-6 projects for in-depth review 
(within the 40) 

Approx 3 interviews per project 12-18 

 Total: 60-78 

 

7. Evaluation deliverables 

The evaluation outputs expected include: 

 
13 Named International Policy Centre as of 2022 

https://www.iucn.org/regions
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Inception Report  

The evaluation team will submit an inception report for approval by IUCN that explains the detailed 
methodology, evaluation matrix and work to sample. This is expected to be informed by desk review 
and key informant interviews with a sub-set of the total key informants cited above to identify the final 
sample to be assessed under each delivery mechanism.  

The inception report is expected to contain the following contents:  

• Introduction 

• Purpose and scope 

• Working draft of an IUCN policy influence theory of change/impact pathway* 

• Working draft definitions* 

• Evaluation matrix* 

• Evaluation methodology 

• Evaluation work plan, management, and quality assurance process 

• Sampling framework and proposed interventions to sample (with explanation of the 

alignment to the criteria and criteria for evaluability) 

• Annexes: work plan, evaluation matrix, TORs, documents reviewed, draft data collection 

instruments including interview protocols, categories of stakeholders to interview with 

expected number of informants per category, expected table of contents of the final 

evaluation report, and any other as relevant. 

*Theory of change: The evaluation should surface or re-create and validate a theory of change (or 
impact pathway) for each delivery mechanism, and one that demonstrates how these fit together in a 
cohesive Union-wide policy influence theory of change. IUCN currently does not have a shared policy-
focused theory of change. It is expected that a working model will be proposed during the inception 
and refined throughout the evaluation. This should make clear how IUCN influences policies that guide 
the conservation of nature and the equitable and ecologically sustainable use of natural resources. It 
should describe the mechanisms and thematic aspects of IUCN’s policy influence work in all three of 
the samples (programmatic, portfolio, and Union). If distinct approaches to policy influence emerge 
within these, these should be explained. The evaluation should explore whether a typology of policy 
influence strategies can be defined.  

*Definitions: Describe or provide definitions relevant to IUCN for: policy, policy advice, policy advocacy, 
policy outcomes, policy implementation, policy review, systemic approach, societal transformation, 
sustainable development.  

*Evaluation matrix: The evaluation matrix should detail the issues to be addressed by each evaluation 
criterion, key and/or sub-questions to be covered, performance indicators, sources of information, and 
information-gathering methods for each issue.  

Preliminary findings 

The evaluation team will verbally present its preliminary findings (online) to the Steering Committee at 
the conclusion of its data collection and analysis phase (i.e. by December 2023). 

The structure of the evaluation report should be reconfirmed with the Steering Committee when 
preliminary findings are presented to ensure that the structure proposed in the inception report is still 
relevant.  

In addition, the evaluation team is expected to propose appropriate means for inclusive and 
participatory validation of recommendations by key stakeholders (e.g. through workshops or other 
means).  
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Draft evaluation report  

The draft report will be submitted in early Q1 2023 (see timetable below). The draft report will be presented and 
submitted to a stakeholders’ review process by the Steering Committee before a final report is submitted. The 
review process of the draft report is meant to correct potential factual errors or pinpoint omissions, and the 
reviewers should not attempt to change or influence conclusions or recommendations directly. The process will 
be facilitated by the evaluation manager whose role is to ensure that the evaluation report adheres to the final 
ToR and matrix agreed in the inception report.  

The final report should be structured to maximise readability and usefulness. The link between 
questions, data collection, analysis, findings/conclusions, and recommendations must be clearly made 
and set out in a transparent manner in the presentation of the review report. Recommendations are 
expected to be strategic and concise. Each recommendation should also clearly state the main 
audience(s) and delivery mechanism to which it applies. Recommendations may cut across delivery 
mechanisms.  

All data collection tools, the terms of reference, and the list of stakeholders interviewed are to be 
included as an Annex to the final report. 

Final evaluation report  

The evaluation findings and recommendations will be presented in a final report, split into multiple 
volumes and annexes as appropriate, a concise executive summary, and a verbal presentation (online) 
supported by a PowerPoint slide deck by the evaluation team to the key stakeholders of the evaluation.  

8. Travel Required  

The evaluation is expected to visit a minimum of two (2) Regional offices and potentially Country Offices 
to assess both the non-portfolio work for national and regional policy influencing and the portfolio 
sample from the region. Office missions will also be used to meet with external evaluation informants 
and stakeholders. Where possible, other interviews will be conducted by phone or online as relevant.  

The evaluation team’s proposal and work are expected to make every effort possible to minimize travel 
and associated emissions. Travel must be well-thought through and optimised to limit CO2 emissions. 
All travel will require prior approval of IUCN. 

9. Expected deliverables and tentative timeframe 

The review will take place between August 2023 and March 2024. Preliminary findings are expected by 
the end of 2023. A more detailed time schedule will be developed with the evaluation team, including 
an agreed timeframe for the following deliverables. 

Milestone Indicative completion date 

Estimated closing of Request for Proposals Day 0 

Estimated contract award date + 3 weeks 

Documentation review and preliminary analysis + 6 weeks 

Inception report, including evaluation matrix 6-8 weeks after contract award date 

IUCN approval of inception report + 3 weeks for Steering Committee to review and 
approve 

Data collection and analysis phase 4-6 months 

Preliminary findings presentation to Steering 
Committee and ExBo 

December 2023  

Stakeholder input/validation of 
recommendations 

Targeting Q4 2023 and early Q1 2024 
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Draft report delivery to IUCN Q1 2024 

IUCN comments on draft report + 3 weeks for Steering Committee to review and 
approve 

Final report, executive summary & verbal 
presentation to key review audiences 

By end Q1 2024 

10. Roles and responsibilities 

This evaluation will be undertaken by an independent evaluation team, selected through IUCN’s 
procurement process.  

Technical supervision and input will be provided by Evaluation Steering Committee14 assembled for the 
duration of this review, composed of staff from IUCN, a representative of IUCN’s Council, and a 
representative of the funding agency, SDC.  

Day-to-day management and coordination will be by the Programme Performance, Monitoring and 
Evaluation Unit (PPME Unit). The evaluation manager will assist the evaluation team to coordinate with 
the concurrent External Review of IUCN’s Programme 2021-2024 and 20-Year Strategic Vision to seek 
synergies and avoid overlap of work sampled.  

11. Evaluation team experience and qualifications 

The consultancy is open to evaluation teams in which all team members are independent of the design 
or implementation the work being evaluated.  

Evaluation bids must declare:  

1) If any team members were or are involved in the design or implementation of the work to be 
evaluated;  

2) How the evaluation team proposes to avoid bias arising from a potential conflict of interest, either 
by excluding that team member from segments of the evaluation design, data collection or analysis;  

3) Which aspects of IUCN policy work would need to be excluded from the sample to maintain 
independence and impartiality. 

The following expertise is required for the evaluation team: 

▪ A team leader with extensive (10-15 years) demonstrated experience in the evaluation, 

monitoring and strategic review of institutions, projects and programmes with a focus on policy 

influence or advocacy for nature conservation or development. 

▪ Experience evaluating science or research-based policy advocacy or influence on all aspects of 

the policy cycle. 

▪ Experience evaluating membership organisations or other similarly structured organisations or 

collective influence efforts. 

▪ Experience with gender-sensitive evaluation, participatory evaluation or developmental 

evaluation desirable. 

▪ A team that can bring together diversity of perspectives, particularly those of women, youth and 

indigenous peoples would be a strong asset. 

 
14 The proposed composition of the Evaluation Steering Committee is: Head of PPME; 1 representative from SDC; 1 representative from the 

Programme and Policy Committee of Council (PPC) (excluding IUCN Commission Chairs on PPC), 1 from a Secretariat Global Thematic Centre, 
1 from a Secretariat Region]. 
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▪ Familiarity or demonstrated understanding of the mandate, governance, programme and 

operations of IUCN, including the IUCN Members, Commissions and National and Regional 

Committees. 

▪ Demonstrated knowledge or understanding of global, regional and national biodiversity 

conservation and natural resource management policies and their evolution over the last 50 

years in the context of wider global human development challenges, multilateral approaches 

and agendas, across a range of geographical situations. 

▪ Excellent analytical skills and proven record of undertaking evaluations of similar scope and 

focus, and delivering clear reports with relevant and attainable recommendations. 

▪ Demonstrated experience of undertaking complex and large-scale evaluations in collaboration 

with a wide range of stakeholders. 

▪ Excellent English language proficiency, with French and Spanish proficiency highly desirable 

(English, French and Spanish are IUCN’s three official languages and the executive summary will 

be translated).  

 

12. Cost  

 
The available budget for this evaluation shall not exceed CHF 175 000, including all travel and 
accommodation expenses. All travel will require prior approval of IUCN. 
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Annexes 

Annex 1: Evaluation questions 

The questions below are preliminary and indicative. The evaluation team will propose the final key evaluation 
questions, sub-questions, indicators, and sources of information for each one in the evaluation matrix to be approved 
as part of the Inception Report. 

In addition to the OECD DAC evaluation criteria listed below, the evaluation team should consider three of the IUCN-
specific lines of inquiry from the IUCN Evaluation Policy (issued June 2023): One Programme Approach; Gender, 
indigenous peoples and youth; and Science/policy/action interface. ).  The evaluation team may propose to address 
these transversally across the standard criteria listed below or separately. Details of each of these IUCN lines of 
inquiry may be found in the IUCN Evaluation Policy (June 2023). 

Relevance – The extent to which policy objectives and influence strategies responded to global, national and partner 
needs and responded to the needs and priorities of IUCN constituents and beneficiaries15, placing particular 
emphasis on needs, roles and perceptions of women and girls, youth, indigenous peoples, and the mechanisms to 
ensure continued relevance. i.e. Were the interventions doing the right things? 
 

1. To what extent do policy objectives and influence strategies respond to global, national, partner and IUCN 

constituents and beneficiaries needs and priorities? 

2. To what extent are processes to establish policy positions, prioritize policy objectives and design influence 

strategies responsive to context?  

a. To what extent have they been underpinned by analysis of potential for impact for biodiversity 

conservation and equitable and ecological natural resource management? 

3. What is the quality of intervention designs? To what extent did they address relevant priorities and needs 

and contain clearly specified goals? 

4. To what extent did designs adapt over time (to ensure continued relevance)? 

Coherence –The compatibility of the policy influence objectives and strategies with other interventions in IUCN, the 
country, or the sector. i.e. How well does this intervention fit? 

5. To what extent are the goals and influence strategies within policy thematic areas or within sectors 

harmonised (including duplication vs complementarity)? (internal coherence) 

6. To what extent are policy objectives and influence strategies aligned with national, regional and global 

conservation and development objectives?  

a. To what extent were interventions coherent with interventions implemented by other actors? 

(external coherence) 

7. How are IUCN influence strategies similar or different to those of other actors operating in the same policy 

contexts?  

Efficiency –The extent to which the policy influence interventions delivered, or are likely to deliver, results in an 
economic and timely way. i.e. How well are resources being used?  

8. Do the resources used justify the results? 

9. How have inputs been used to produce outputs? (consider economic efficiency and operational efficiency) 

10. What outputs are used to achieve policy outcomes? 

11. To what extent is the conversion of inputs to outputs to outcomes efficient? (consider implementation rates) 

12. What are the time frames associated with output delivery and outcome achievement in each stage of the 

policy cycle? 

13. What are the drivers and inhibitors of engagement with policy work across the constituents of the Union? 

 
15 Beneficiaries are defined by OECD DAC as, “the individuals, groups, or organisations, whether targeted or not, that benefit directly or indirectly, from the 

development intervention." Other terms, such as rights holders or affected people, may also be used. IUCN encourages the use of the term rights-holder when 
appropriate. 

https://www.iucn.org/about-iucn/accountability-and-reporting/values-policies-and-procedures
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14. What is the role of partnerships and alliances in the policy influence efforts? What is the role of the 

relationships across the Union in these efforts? Where and under what conditions is coordination or an 

increase of policy influence observed? 

15. Are there are more efficient ways to influence policy? 

For the effectiveness and impact criteria: 

● Address the threshold between output, outcome and impact level change in policy influence work (contribution 

versus attribution) and the implications for planning, monitoring and evaluating policy influence work. 

● Identify indicators for measuring the achievement of objectives and, if necessary, improve the clarity of the 

objectives and theory of change for the assessed interventions. 

Effectiveness – The extent to which IUCN’s policy influence efforts achieved, or are expected to achieve, their 
objectives. i.e. In what ways, and to what extent has IUCN’s influencing work contributed to changes in every stage of 
the policy cycle?  

16. To what extent were the intended outcomes achieved? (output and outcome level achievements) 

17. How effective has IUCN been in setting and influencing the policy agenda? 

18. How did perceptions of IUCN’s role in the policy space change because of the project or policy influence 

work? 

19. How effective has IUCN been in engaging with, building relationships with, and/or influencing key decision 

makers?  

20. How effective has IUCN been in supporting policy implementation?  

21. To what extent does the use of IUCN science and metrics to monitor policy commitments contribute to 

policy review and enhancements? 

22. To what extent do the different constituents of IUCN, through their participation in the Union, and in 

particular the relationships and processes that define the Union, orient or increase the policy influence? 

23. Were there unintended or unexpected policy outcomes or other consequences? What were the success 

factors and what were the impediments to success? What emerge as the necessary conditions for IUCN’s 

policy influencing work to have the greatest effects? 

Impact – The extent to which the interventions evaluated and the policy efforts of the Union as a whole, generated or 
are expected to generate significant positive or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects. What difference 
has the policy change made, or can reasonably be expected to make, to the adoption at scale of new practices to benefit 
biodiversity conservation or equitable and sustainable natural resource management?  
 

24. To what extent does the Union deliver a unique value proposition? 

25. To what extent are policy outcomes influenced by IUCN advocacy and policy interventions? 

26. To what extent do IUCN approaches to policy influence show evidence of scaling from small or limited 

effects to larger or more embedded effects? 

27. To what extent has implementation of the targeted policies contributed to sustainable development? To 

equity and justice? To biodiversity conservation? 

28. To what extent have the policies influenced by IUCN led to or can be expected to lead to societal 

transformation or systems change?  

Sustainability –The extent to which the net benefits of the policy influence work continue, or are likely to continue. The 
extent to which the intervention strengthened enabling conditions, in particular partnerships, capacities or policies, 
that can be expected to contribute to lasting change.  i.e. To what extent did the evaluand strengthen enabling 
conditions, in particular partnerships, networks or capacities, that can be expected to contribute to sustained change?  
 

29. How effective has IUCN been in building capacity for policy influence? 

30. To what extent are the policies or legal frameworks likely to be implemented or enforced?  



38 
 

38 
 

31. How likely is it that the results achieved will be sustained? 

32. How likely is it that the outcomes achieved will lead to impact-level change to biodiversity targets, or human 

or societal well-being targets? 

 

Annex 2: Preliminary document list 
 

• IUCN External Review 2015 (section on knowledge chains) 

• IUCN Evaluation of IUCN’s Influence on Policy: Phase 1 Describing the policy work of IUCN (2005) 

• Value for Money evaluation of IUCN Forest Landscape Restoration work in Guatemala (2018) Value for 

money | IUCN Library System 

• SDC review of development relevancy (2020) external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-march-

2020.pdf 

• Overview of IUCN's policy influence (2018) The impact of IUCN resolutions on international conservation 

efforts : an overview | IUCN Library System 

• All IUCN evaluations are available at: Evaluations Database | IUCN 

• All IUCN External Reviews (review of the IUCN Programme every four years) are available at: External 

Reviews | IUCN 

Annex 3: Indicative list of categories of stakeholders to consult 
 

Stakeholders and categories of stakeholders to interview or survey: 

IUCN Internal stakeholder list (proposed by IUCN) 

• IUCN Director General 

• Deputy Director General for Regional and out posted Offices 

• Deputy Director General for Programme 

• Deputy Director General for Corporate Services 

• Chief Finance Officer 

• Director of International Policy Centre  

• Director of Strategic Partnerships 

• Head of Membership and Commission Support 

• Head of Environmental Law Centre 

• Secretariat staff, in particular 

o Regional Directors and/or Country Representatives 

o Knowledge product leads 

o Lead for CBD CoPs or other meetings in 2022 

o Lead for IUCN delegations to UNFCC CoPs or other meetings in 2022 

o Lead for work on high seas policy, TBD 

o Leads for portfolio projects, TBD 

• Commission Chairs, based on the 2 Commissions sampled among:  

o Species Survival Commission (SSC) 

o World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) 

o World Commission on Environmental Law (WCEL) 

• Commission members participating as IUCN delegation members in policy fora 

• National and Regional Committees Chairs 

• Member organisations across different categories  

• Council, in particular PPC 

https://www.iucn.org/about-iucn/accountability-and-reporting/external-reviews-and-evaluations/external-reviews
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/global-iucns-influence-on-policy-phase-i-february-2005.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/47643
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/47643
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-march-2020.pdf
https://www.iucn.org/sites/default/files/2022-05/external-review-of-iucns-development-relevancy-march-2020.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/47226
https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/47226
https://www.iucn.org/about-iucn/accountability-and-reporting/external-reviews-and-evaluations/evaluations-database
https://www.iucn.org/about-iucn/accountability-and-reporting/external-reviews-and-evaluations/external-reviews
https://www.iucn.org/about-iucn/accountability-and-reporting/external-reviews-and-evaluations/external-reviews
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o Council members in particular that have participated in various policy fora 

• Framework partners 

External stakeholders and/or key informants, list to be expanded by evaluation team: 

• Major portfolio donors  

• Policy makers in public sectors, at any jurisdictional or geographical scale 

• Policy makers in corporate sectors 

• Staff of policy-making or implementing bodies, including but not limited to multilateral environmental 

agreements Secretariat or current or future presidents of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) or the 

UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 

• Project stakeholders affected by policy work 

• Indigenous Peoples’ Organisations  

Annex 4: 2021 Congress Resolution 147 (WCC-2020-Dec-147-EN)  

Development of a new 20-year Strategic Vision, inclusive of a Financial Strategy, and Strategic Plan for the Union   

The IUCN World Conservation Congress 2020, at its session in Marseille, France:   

REQUESTS the IUCN Council, as a matter of priority, to establish an intersessional Council working group including 
IUCN Members to lead and work with the Director General:   

a. to define a consultative process to undertake the following:   

i. undertake a global situational analysis of IUCN that takes into account all points raised in the external review;   

 ii. develop options to address the points raised in the External Review of Aspects of IUCN’s Governance, including 
strengthening Council’s capacity to carry out its oversight and governance roles, and if needed, reviewing its 
membership models and any other needed organisational change;   

 iii. develop a long-term (20 years) integrated Strategic Vision that includes a Financial Strategy, and Strategic Plan and 
other implementation plans, as needed, that follow the four-year planning process of the Union; and   

 iv. establish a clear roadmap to ensure that the Union effectively and efficiently fulfils its mandated objectives, including 
by actively engaging its membership, while ensuring financial sustainability;   

 b. to consult with the IUCN membership during the process, including sharing the proposed process, the composition 
of the working group, and the situational analysis and the outcomes of that strategic planning process and options 
developed in a.ii; and   
 
c. to submit the Strategic Vision, Financial Strategy and Strategic Plan and options developed in a.ii. to a vote by the 
Members before the end of the next World Conservation Congress. 

 

 


