Conservation Action Planning (CAP) Self-Assessment Tool
 Working Draft
February 18, 2006
Project Name:   
Workbook Date:      
Assessment Date:      
Assessed by:      
	1.  IDENTIFY PEOPLE INVOLVED IN YOUR PROJECT

	Key Questions:  Is project team membership clear and are roles well-defined?

	Rating
	Description

	1
	· Team is only loosely defined and is missing key actors (e.g., important partners, key disciplines).

	2
	· Core team and extended team membership clear, but roles may be poorly defined or members insufficiently engaged or there are some serious gaps in representation of stakeholders/partners/disciplines. 
· Community relationships may be lacking or poor.

	3
	· Core and extended team is explicit (i.e., they see/think of themselves as a Team), team members are engaged, and roles are clearly assigned, including a clear project leader. 

· Key partners are represented on at least the extended team or as advisors (and see/understand their role vis-à-vis TNC’s staff). 
· Most disciplines appropriate to the project (botany, zoology, hydrology, etc) are represented on core team, extended team, or advisor groups.
· Project has sufficient local community relations.

	4
	· Core project team is explicit (i.e. they see/think of themselves as a Team) and roles are clearly assigned, including a clear project leader. 
· Key partners and stakeholders are included as team members, engaged, and understand their roles
· Core team members are clearly engaged and have sufficient time allocated. 
· All disciplines appropriate to the project (botany, zoology, hydrology, etc) are represented on core team, extended team, or advisor groups*.
· Collaboration with partners is strong; relationships and engagement are clear.
· Project has strong local community relations. 
* Advisors may change as focal targets are selected, threats identified, and strategies picked in subsequent steps

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:     


	2. DEFINE PROJECT SCOPE AND FOCAL CONSERVATION TARGETS 

	Key Questions:  How does the project fit into a regional picture of conservation? Is there a clear vision stated for the project, and has the team selected conservation targets on which to focus planning and implementation?

	Rating
	Description

	1
	· Overall goal or vision is lacking or unclear - OR - Focal targets are not selected.

	2
	Vision:

· An overarching goal or Vision is stated for the project, but it may not be inspiring, general, brief, or achievable. 
Maps:
· A map or text description may or may not be consistent or widely-shared, but team has some general idea of scope of project.  
Targets:

· Focal targets are selected, but the rationale for decisions may not be given or logic is unclear.
· Nested targets representing ecoregional targets (if Ecoregional Assessment has been completed) are not listed or relationship of focal targets to nested targets may not be evident.

	3
	Vision:

· A Vision is stated for the project, but it may not meet all criteria of being general, brief, and achievable.
Maps:  
· Clear map(s) showing the scope of the project and text description are available and understood by Project Team.
Targets:

· The rationale for selecting the focal targets to represent the project’s biodiversity is well documented.
· Ecoregional targets are linked to focal targets in nested targets table, plan text, or supporting documents.
Charter:
· A written Project Charter is available

	4
	Vision:

· A clear Vision is stated for the project (inspiring, general, brief, and achievable). 
· Project vision reflects the main reason this project area was chosen in Ecoregional or other regional analysis.
Maps:

· Clear map(s) showing the scope of the project and text description are available and understood by the Project Team
· Maps are effective and show location of focal targets, other features, and scope of project.
Targets:
· The rationale for selecting the focal targets to represent the project’s biodiversity is well documented. 

· Ecoregional targets are linked to focal targets within the nested targets table and/or plan text.
Charter:

· A written Project Charter is available and well-understood by project team

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	3. ASSESS VIABILITY OF FOCAL CONSERVATION TARGETS

	Key Questions:  What defines viability and how far off is the current viability status from the desired status?  Which conservation targets are most in need of attention?

	Rating
	Description

	1
	· Key Ecological Attributes (KEAs) have not been selected for most of the focal targets.

	2
	KEAs:

· Team has selected one or more KEAs for some of the focal targets 
Indicators:

· Indicator(s) are selected for some KEAs. 

· Acceptable range of variation may be missing for many indicators.

· Current and desired status may be missing for many indicators.

	3
	KEAs:
· Team has selected at least one KEA for most focal targets 
· KEAs  represent a reasonable mix of key environmental regimes, area requirements, species composition and structure for system targets
· KEAs represent a reasonable mix of population and habitat requirements for species targets
Indicators:

· At least one indicator for many KEAs
· An acceptable range of variation is defined for many indicators
· When available, a best estimate of current and desired status is given for many indicators, even if it is a guess 
Documentation:

· Brief documentation of literature used, experts interviewed, and rationale for choice of KEAs, indicators, indicator ratings, and current and desired status.  This documentation may occur in workbook, plan text, or other project files. 

	4
	KEAs:

· Team has selected at least one KEA for each focal target. 

· KEAs represent a reasonable and comprehensive mix of key environmental regimes, area requirements, species composition and structure for system targets.  Needs of nested targets were explicitly considered in selection of KEAs for system and assemblage targets.
· KEAs represent a reasonable and comprehensive mix of population and habitat factors for species targets
Indicators:
· At least one indicator for each KEA
· Indicators are brief, consistent across categories, and at an appropriate scale for the project. 
· An acceptable range of variation is given for most  indicators. 
· When available, a best estimate of current and desired status is given for most indicators.
Documentation: 

· Brief documentation of literature used, experts interviewed, and rationale for choice of KEAs, indicators, indicator ratings, and current and desired status is available in the workbook or plan text.

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	4. IDENTIFY CRITICAL THREATS

	Key Questions:  Why are some key ecological attributes not at their desired status? What threatens the future of conservation targets? Which threats are most pressing?

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· Threats are poorly identified if at all.  

	2 
	· A comprehensive list of stresses is given for some focal conservation targets.
· A comprehensive list of sources of stress is given for some focal conservation targets.
· Sources of stress /stresses may not be separated/distinguished by the Project Team.
· Some sort of determination of which threats are most critical has been made, although it may not be a formal or systematic ranking.  
· Severity, scope, contribution, and irreversibility ratings may be inconsistently applied. Stresses and sources may not be directly linked to each focal target.

	3 
	· A comprehensive list of stresses is given for each focal conservation target.
· A comprehensive list of sources of stress is given for each focal conservation target (or at least a distinction between stresses and sources of stress).
· At least one source is given for each stress
· A ranking of the sources of stress affecting each focal target and a determination of the critical threats affecting the overall project is made.

	4 


	· A comprehensive list of stresses is given for each focal conservation target.
· A comprehensive list of sources of stress is given for each focal conservation target (or at least a distinction between stresses and sources of stress).

· At least one source is given for each stress

· A ranking of the sources of stress affecting each focal target and a determination of the critical threats affecting the overall project is made.
· Rankings are clearly agreed to by the Project Team, including partners, etc.
· Documentation of information and assumptions made is presented in the workbook or plan text.

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	5. CONDUCT SITUATION ANALYSIS

	Key Questions:  What are the underlying causes of threats or opportunities for successful actions?  How are they related to each other and to the stakeholders involved?  What is the most effective point in the chain of causation to intervene with conservation strategies?  

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· No situation analysis.
· Team members have a weak understanding of (and/or ability to communicate) factors affecting the Project's focal targets.

	2 
	· Simple diagram(s) or text narrative of the situation of some of the focal targets, critical threats, stakeholders, or linkages is presented. May be simple discussion of underlying causes and/or stakeholder influence.
· Team members have an understanding of the factors affecting the Project’s focal targets, but may not communicate them well.

	3 
	· One or more diagrams or text narrative of the situation that shows the key, hypothesized causal relationship between focal targets, critical threats, related indirect threats, opportunities and stakeholders is presented. 
· Team members understand the factors affecting the Project’s focal targets, and can communicate the situation well.

	4 


	· One or more diagrams or text narrative of the situation that shows the key, hypothesized causal relationships between focal targets, critical threats, related indirect threats, opportunities and stakeholders is presented. 

· Team members understand the factors affecting the Project’s focal targets, and can communicate the situation well.

· Model is simple and does not show extraneous factors, yet is complete enough and specific enough to encourage understanding of the situation and provide a good basis for identifying opportunities for developing strategies and monitoring.
· An interdisciplinary team and Stakeholders/partners are involved in developing the situation analysis, especially in identifying underlying causes of threats and opportunities.
· Model could be used to help communicate the situation and our work to key stakeholders.

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	6. DEVELOP STRATEGIES: OBJECTIVES AND ACTIONS

	Key Questions:  Have measurable objectives been set and strategic actions developed to ensure that the greatest threats are abated and target viability is maintained or enhanced?  Are the objectives worded in such a way that the project team will know if the conservation actions are successful?

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· Objectives and strategic actions not identified, or are not SMART (Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Realistic, Time-bound), and/or many critical threats or degraded KEA's are not addressed.

	2 
	Objectives:

· Objectives for some of the most critical threats or degraded key ecological attributes are presented.
· Objectives may not meet several of SMART criteria.

Strategic actions:

· Some objectives may not have strategic actions linked to them. 
· Strategic actions are identified, but may not be linked to objectives.


	3 
	Objectives:
· Objectives for each of the most critical threats and degraded key ecological attributes are presented.
· Objectives meet most of SMART criteria. 
· The number of objectives is feasible given project resources

Strategic actions:
· Each objective has one or more strategic actions linked to it 

· All strategic actions are linked to objectives



	4 


	Objectives:
· Objectives for all critical threats and degraded key ecological attributes are presented.
· Objectives meet SMART criteria and are politically, socially, and ecologically appropriate.
· The number of objectives is feasible given project resources
· Partners are involved in the development of at least some objectives
· Objectives are explicitly linked to the situation analysis, if one is available.  
Strategic actions:
· Each objective has one or more strategic actions linked to it.

· All strategic actions are linked to objectives
· Partners are involved in the development of at least some strategic actions
· Strategic actions are high-leverage and feasible.
· Strategic actions are ranked for benefits, cost, and feasibility

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	7. ESTABLISH MEASURES

	Key Questions:  Will it be clear if progress is being made to achieve objectives? How will the Project Team know if threats are increasing or decreasing?  How will the Project Team know if target viability is getting better or worse?

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· Indicators and monitoring, if described, are not tied to essential elements of plan (objectives, target viability information, threats). 

	2 
	· Indicators are described but many stated objectives, critical threats, and key ecological attributes are not the subject of monitoring.
· The monitoring plan may include very little or no detail on proposed methods.
· Monitoring has been identified and is linked to at least some objectives, threats, or attributes.

	3 
	· Indicators are described for:

a. Nearly all objectives to track the effectiveness of planned strategic actions.

b. Selected threats and targets to determine if a change in status warrants new strategic actions.

· Indicators are closely linked to the objective, threat, or KEA they are intended to measure.
· The monitoring plan includes descriptions of proposed methods for most high priority indicators.

· Most indicators are measurable, consistent, cost-effective and timely in response.  Most indicators are at an appropriate scale.
· The number of monitoring indicators is feasible given project resources
· Monitoring indicators are prioritized

· Research needs are documented

	4 


	· Indicators are described for:

a. All objectives to track the effectiveness of planned strategic actions.

b. Selected threats and targets to determine if a change in status warrants new strategic actions.

· Indicators are closely linked to the objective, threat, or KEA they are intended to measure. 

· The monitoring plan includes a description of monitoring methods for nearly all high priority indicators.

· Nearly all indicators are sensitive, measurable, precise, consistent, cost-effective and timely in response. Nearly all are at an appropriate scale.
· The number of monitoring indicators is feasible given project resources

· Monitoring indicators are prioritized

· Research needs are documented 
· Partners are involved in the development of indicators, especially those conducting their own monitoring (agencies, universities, etc). 
· Monitoring program is not limited to biological or environmental sciences but incorporates social sciences and other sciences as appropriate.
· Monitoring indicators are explicitly linked to the situation analysis, if one is available.

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	8. DEVELOP WORK PLANS

	Key Questions:  Is there a detailed plan outlining the steps needed to complete conservation actions and monitoring?  Are roles and timelines clearly assigned?  Are there enough resources allocated for the implementation of conservation actions and monitoring?

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· Action steps and monitoring tasks have not been identified or are unrelated to critical threats or viability information.

	2 
	· Some action steps have been identified, but few assignments made or steps budgeted.
· Some monitoring tasks have been identified, but few assignments made or tasks budgeted.

	3 
	· Lists of major action steps and monitoring tasks are presented in the planning documents.
· The team has assigned most steps and tasks to specific individual(s) and developed a rough timeline. Roles and responsibilities for tasks are agreed upon by team members and others that will be performing them.
· Project Resources Scorecard completed and/or another assessment of funding, staffing, leadership, and external resources exists and is current. 

· At least a rough project budget has been developed. 
· Work plans are in alignment with State or Country program annual objectives.

	4 


	· Lists of major action steps and monitoring tasks are presented in the planning documents. 
· The team has assigned steps and tasks to specific individual(s) and developed a rough timeline.  Roles and responsibilities for tasks are agreed upon by team members and others that will be performing them.

· Project Resources Scorecard completed and/or another assessment of funding, staffing, leadership, and external resources exists and is current. 

· A detailed project budget exists and is used on a regular basis. 
· Work plan is integrated into annual objectives for the State or Country program. 
· Data management and analysis is planned in advance.
· Steps and tasks include planning for communication of results including determination of key audiences and appropriate communications products for each.

· Steps include a process for adjusting plan elements if monitoring results show a need for change.

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	9. IMPLEMENT

	Key Questions:  Is the plan being implemented?  Does it get support from partners/stakeholders/upper management/ funding sources?

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· Actions and monitoring identified in plan have not been implemented to any degree.

	2 
	· Some of actions in plan are being implemented (or have been implemented).
· Some of monitoring in plan is being implemented (or has been implemented).

	3 
	· Key actions in plan are being implemented (or have been implemented).
· Priority monitoring is being implemented (or has been implemented).

	4 


	· Conservation actions follow strategic actions and action steps described in plan and/or plan is adjusted as necessary and with good rationale
· Monitoring program follows indicators and methods described in plan and/or plan is adjusted as necessary and with good rationale.
· Partners/stakeholders/upper management/funding sources are continually educated about the plan and are involved with, or at least informed of, implementation and monitoring status.
· Sustainable sources of funding are available and planned.  

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:


	10. ANALYZE, LEARN,ADAPT AND SHARE

	Key Questions:  Is feedback / data analyzed and interpreted regularly and explicitly?  Is it used to update plan elements and to re-assess assumptions and strategies to further progress towards goals and objectives?   Are results being communicated with team partners/stakeholders/supporters and other audiences?

	Rating
	Description

	1 
	· Monitoring data do not exist, have not been summarized, used to adapt actions, or shared with appropriate audiences.

· Objectives, strategic actions, and work plans are not regularly updated based on new information.

	2 
	· Monitoring data may be summarized, but not adequately shared or used to adapt actions. 

· Some review of the implementation of work plans and progress towards achieving the intended results is made.

· Modifications to objectives and actions may be made, but not documented or shared. 

	3 
	· Monitoring data are summarized regularly

· Appropriate and scheduled review of the degree of implementation of the Project’s work plan is made.

· Scheduled review of progress towards achieving results is made

· Viability and threat assessments and the situation analysis are updated and revised as needed. 

· Modifications to objectives, strategic actions, and work plans are made as warranted with adequate explanation for the changes made.
· At least some results are regularly shared with key audiences.

· Progress status is regularly reported to supervisors and OU managers

	4 


	· Monitoring data are summarized regularly.

· Appropriate and scheduled review of the degree of implementation of the Project’s work plan is made.

· Scheduled review of progress towards achieving results is made

· Viability and threat assessments and the situation analysis are updated and revised as needed; revisions are based on results of analysis.
· Modifications to objectives, strategic actions, and work plans, are made as soon as warranted with clear and complete explanations for the changes made.
· Communication products are tailored for each key audience. Interpretation is made as clear and practical as possible to all audiences, but conclusions are not overstated.
· Managers are informed of results early and involved in revision of plan elements.
Joint meetings with project partners/stakeholders/supporters are held. 
· Monitoring program is flexible and adaptable; effectiveness of indicators and methods are analyzed as well as effectiveness of strategic actions being taken.
· Progress status is regularly reported to supervisors and OU managers

	Rating:  FORMDROPDOWN 

	 Positive Findings:
 Opportunities for improvement:     
 Recommendations:     
 Scoring notes:
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