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Guidance on the Preparation of Written Peer Reviews for the Conservation Measures Summit 
Purpose of this Guidance

For this year’s Conservation Measures Summit, 23 project teams will be receiving peer review on their work associated with developing and implementing a measures program to evaluate the effectiveness of one or more strategies. Each project team has been requested to follow a consistent report format to facilitate communication among project teams and peer reviewers from different geographies and disciplines. All participants of the Measures Summit will be expected to provide written peer reviews for one or more projects (these will be assigned in a separate email or communication). The purpose of this guidance is to structure the information/feedback from the peer reviewers.

Context for Peer-reviews
Each team was requested to follow three steps:

· Step 1: Focus on an already well-developed strategy or suite of closely related strategic actions so that peer reviews can, in turn, focus feedback on the strategy effectiveness measures program rather than the strategy development. 
· Step 2: Provide background information on their project and strategy using TNC’s online Conservation Project (ConPro) database as context for peer reviewers.  This information was not to be repeated in the written reports. 
· Step 3: Describe their strategy effectiveness measures program in narrative format, which included three products that should be the focus of the peer-review:
· Answered six questions in paragraph form using a single Word document that does not include general information on the project or strategy development process, but instead focus exclusively on the measures program.
· Completed a graph on monitoring investment  
· Completed a table of monitoring costs.

Guidelines for Peer Reviews
The comments of written peer reviews should address the five topical areas and associated questions outlined below which are intended to parallel the six questions (with some additional probing) that each project team was asked to address in their narrative report. Before initiating your review, please look through the ConPro record of your assigned project for background information (e.g., targets, threats, strategies, objectives, indicators) and read the project’s narrative report. Reviews should be brief and to the point – preferably less than 3 pages but definitely no longer than 5 pages.  The audience for these written peer reviews is primarily the project team being reviewed. We are looking for substantive comments about the measures and monitoring programs being presented, not grammatical edits to the report itself.  A set of key questions for each topic are provided below as guidance.  Not all questions will be relevant to each project being peer reviewed. Bulleted responses to questions are acceptable. Deviations from the proposed list of questions are also acceptable, but reviewers do need to provide the most important comments on each of the five topics to help the project team improve their measures and monitoring plan.
1) Describing the Overall Approach to Measuring Strategy Effectiveness (the bulleted questions below relate directly to Question #1 in the written narrative that project teams prepared – “What is the main question about strategy effectiveness that you will answer through your measures program and why is this question important?”): 
· Is the project team clear about the question they will address with a monitoring program? 
· Is it clear to you why this question is important? 
· Are objectives SMART - Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Time-limited with a special emphasis on measurable and whether that measurement will lead to insights into whether the strategy is really working or not? 
· Do the indicators make sense in answering this question? 
· Do you feel confident that the measures plan which is being implemented or has been outlined will be able to credibly detect change in the most critical indicators over time?  
2) Assessing the Level of Investment in Monitoring (Question #2 in the written narrative report is “What level of investment will you make in monitoring to answer this question?”) 
·  Is it evident the project team has carefully considered the level of investment they are making or intend to make in monitoring? 
· Did their depiction on the graph of where their project falls coincide with your assessment (based on the background information you read about the project in ConPro)? 
· Did the budget information (provided in the table) match with your understanding of monitoring costs?  Please explain important similarities or differences in perspective. (Question 3 in the narrative report is: “How much do measures and monitoring cost?”)
3) Designing and Implementing a Monitoring Plan (Question 4 in the written narrative report is: “What is or will likely be your monitoring plan for this strategy or closely affiliated set of strategic actions?”) 
· If information has been provided on the sampling design for the monitoring plan, do you have any suggestions for improving this design? 
· Has the project team given due consideration to how they will use information gathered from a monitoring to improve the strategy over time?  (Question 5 in the narrative report is: “How will you adapt this strategy based on measures results?”) 
· Have they provided enough information to convince you that they will be able to use the information to make course corrections as is necessary? 
· Did the project team provide any examples of already using monitoring information to help adapt the project over time (e.g., analysis already conducted)?  (Question 6 in the project’s narrative report is: “Please provide an example of monitoring results.”) 
4) Sharing Lessons Learned throughout the Conservancy:  
· Are there any lessons you have learned from your work on other projects that might help this team improve their monitoring and adaptive management approaches? 
· Are there some best practices that are emerging from this project that you believe are relevant more broadly across the Conservancy? 
· Are there some barriers to evaluating strategies that were obvious in this project, that you believe are repeated across many projects, and that are important for the Conservancy’s senior management to address? 
5) Priorities for Improvement:  What do you think are the top one or two most important changes or fixes this team needs to address in order to improve their measures, monitoring, and adaptive management approach? What are the key strengths of the measures and monitoring effort of this project? 
 

PLEASE NOTE: A link to the ConPro record and a copy of the narrative report for your assigned projects will be emailed to you during the first week of September. Your written peer review (in a Word document) is due to Kirsten Evans on September 14 (email:kevans@tnc.org). Please plan now to set aside the time to complete your review in a timely manner. Should you have any questions about the peer review guidance, please contact either Jensen Montambault (jmontambault@tnc.org) or Craig Groves (craig_groves@tnc.org).  




































