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Asia

In the Asian region, most countries which have undertaken PAME assessments have used
either the Tracking Tool or RAPPAM, and in many cases both, usually with the involvement
of NGO organizations, particularly WWF, or the World Bank/GEF. The exceptions include
studies in India and Korea. Studies in Asian countries are summarized in Figure 18.

Management effectiveness assessments in the Asian region used in this study include:

e Rappam studies in India (Department of Forests and Wildlife Sikkim and WWF
India 2003; WWF India 2006) , Cambodia (Lacerda ef al. 2004), Nepal (Nepali
2006), Bhutan (Tshering 2003) , Laos (Anonymous no date), Malaysia (Ministry of
Natural Resources and the Environment 2006), Indonesia (Anonymous 2004) ,
Georgia (no report published), Turkey (Steindlegger and Kalem 2005), Vietnam and
Mongolia (Nemekhjargal and Belokurov 2005) and the Yangzte Ecoregion of China
(Diqiang et al. 2003) .

e Studies of tiger reserves in India (Project Tiger Directorate Ministry of Environment
& Forests 2006)

e Application of a modified Tracking Tool in nature reserves in China (Department of
Nature Conservation - State Forestry Administration and Research Center for Eco-
environmental Sciences - the Chinese Academy of Sciences 2006)

e Enhancing our Heritage studies in Nepal and India (Wildlife Institute of India 2007a;
Wildlife Institute of India 2007b; Wildlife Institute of India 2007¢)

e A system-wide evaluation of protected areas in Korea (Korean National Parks
Service and IUCN 2009)

e Indian program of rolling national, state and site level management effectiveness
assessments (V. Mathur, pers. comm.; no report published)

Above: Village children listen in while conservation programs are evaluated. Kerinci National Park,
Indonesia’

The overall mean score for Asia is consistent with the world average at 0.53 (see Figure 19).
It is possible that culturally, the process of self-assessment in this region may lead to slightly
higher scores, but many of the protected areas evaluated in this region are well-established
and have very high remaining values in spite of severe threats to their integrity.
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Figure 18: PAME assessments by country in Asia (UN region) recorded on the Global Studies

database (note data has been analysed for only some of these)
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Figure 19: Overall average scores for Asian PAME assessments
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Europe

The first edition of this report in 2007 included very little data on management effectiveness
in Europe. A specific study on European management effectiveness was conducted to
address this issue and the fact that protected area governance on the European continent has
characteristic features which justified a separate analysis of methodologies, threats and
success factors.

The European survey was conducted in conjunction with the Global Study and was led by
the University of Greifswald (Germany) and the University of Queensland with support from
UNEP-WCMC, EUROPARC Federation and the German Agency for the Conservation of
Nature (BfN). The report (Nolte et al. 2010) is available from the BfN website. Note that the
countries included in the European study include all those in the UN European region but
also several which are included in Asia in this report (Turkey, Azerbijan, Georgia and
Armenia).

The European Study found that the overwhelming majority of countries in Europe have assessed
at least some of their protected areas within the last decade: about one third can be expected to
achieve the CBD PoWPA target for management effectiveness by area (assessing PAME of 30%
of terrestrial sites by 2010). Our database recorded a total of 1786 single-site assessments, of
which 240 are repeat assessments. In addition, a number of countries had conducted system-
level assessments or evaluated habitat types. We recorded very few assessments for marine
protected areas. Only a handful of countries have institutionalized management effectiveness
evaluation by scheduling regular re-assessments, and making sure results are firmly integrated
into governance and management processes.

Forty different assessment methodologies have been applied in Europe; 31 of which are not used
elsewhere. Evaluations have been led by a variety of entities: overseeing agencies, NGOs/policy
advisors, protected area management bodies, certifiers, donors or research teams. The purpose
of evaluation and the way results feed back into management are closely related to the type of
leading agency. Intensity and frequency of assessments vary widely, as do the type of generated
data and access to it.

Most frequently used indicators in Europe are those looking at management plans, park gazettal
and tenure security, involvement of communities and stakeholders, communication programs and
adequacy of funding and staffing. In comparison with international methodologies, European
evaluators tend to look more closely at the ecological significance of sites, visitor management
issues and specific activities in the field of resource use and management; comparatively less
attention is paid to the general capacity of individual sites to cope with threats (adequacy of
enforcement, human resource policies, training and infrastructure).

(Nolte et al. 2010), p. ii adjusted for regional differences

Studies in Europe have included significant assessments of protected area systems and
protected areas in Catalonia, Spain (Mallarach 2006; Mallarach and Varga 2004); across
Finland, combining RAPPAM and a new system assessment tool (Gilligan et al. 2005;
Heinonen 2006); and in Lithuania (Ahokumpu et al. no date).

In Central and Eastern European countries, national-level assessments are usually based on
the RAPPAM methodology, often as a component of WWF’s regional programmes (Dinaric
Arc and Danube-Carpathian regions). RAPPAM reports have also been prepared for Russia
(Tyrlyshkin ef al. 2003), which was an early trial site and used a slightly different version of
the tool, and more recently for many eastern European countries including the Czech
Republic (Ervin 2004b), Bulgaria (WWF 2004), Slovakia (Ervin 2004a), Romania (Stanciu
and Steindlegger 2006), Serbia (Piscevic and Orlovic-Lovren 2009), Albania (Diku et al.
2008), Croatia (Porej and Rajkovi¢ 2009) , Montenegro (Stanisi¢ 20009), Slovenia (Kus
Veenvliet and A. Sovinc 2009) and Georgia (Ravovska and Belokurov 2008) .

Tracking Tools have been applied especially in Eastern Europe where they are linked to GEF
and World Bank project funding.
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Looking at individual countries, it is encouraging to note that most European nations have
had some experiences in evaluating the management of their protected areas. Roughly half
have implemented assessments at the national or, as in Spain and the UK, at the sub-national
level. Several Northern and Western European countries have developed their own
evaluation systems; these tend to be institutionalized in the sense that they require regular re-
assessments and are often tailor-made for different types or categories of protected areas.
Few of these assessments have produced publicly available reports.

® Reports for nature reserve systems in Scotland (Land Use Consultants 2006) and
national parks in England (English National Park Authorities Association 2009; Lloyd et
al. 2005; Solace Enterprises 2006) and other individual park reports.

® System and site-level studies were conducted by NGOs in Greece (ARCHELON et al.
2005).

® A summary report has been produced from a detailed assessment of five marine
protected areas in Italy (Franzosini 2009) and a report looking at marine protected area
effectiveness in the UK (Gubbay 2005) is also available.

Academic studies in Europe include a discussion about management effectiveness in marine
protected areas in Greece (Togridou et al. 2006), England (Jackson and Gaston 2008) and
more generally about Europe (Gambino ef al. 2008; Gaston et al. 2008). A study of three
protected areas in Austria and Germany using the modified Site Consolidation Scorecard
methodology (Pfleger 2007b; Pfleger et al. 2009).

Europe also features several regional certification systems — the European Diploma for
Protected Areas, PAN Parks, the European Charter for Sustainable Tourism and
EUROPARC’s Transboundary Parks Programme — which involve regular re-assessments of
designated sites. Two global research surveys on biosphere reserve management (GoBi
Survey and Stockholm Survey) add to the picture. Finally, an important dataset has been
generated by Birdlife International in the course of its monitoring of Important Bird Areas
(IBAs).

A study comparing methodologies for marine protected area assessment was carried out in
the UK (Gubbay 2005). A trial adapting the Parks in Peril Site Consolidation Scorecard for
use in Europe was conducted in two protected areas in Austria and Germany (Pfleger 2007¢).

All 27 EU member states adhere to Natura 2000 legislation and have committed to maintain
or achieve “favourable conservation status” for all habitats and species of Community
interest. In order to track progress towards this target, Article 17 of the Habitats Directive
stipulates that member states have to continually assess, monitor and report conservation
status of critical habitats and species (European Council 1992). While at present not all
Natura 2000 sites are recognised as protected areas, the evaluation of these sites overlaps
with protected area assessments and it is hoped they will be better integrated in the future.

The number of known ‘most recent’ studies in the European region are shown in
Figure 20.
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Figure 20: PAME assessments by country in Europe (UN region) recorded on the Global Studies
database (note data has been analysed for only some of these)

The distribution of scores from the European data is shown in Figure 21. The mean average
score for European assessments is well over the world average, at 0.57. Only 8% of the 794
protected areas assessed scored in the bottom third (clearly unacceptable), while 29% scored
in the top third (sound management). An analysis of strengths and weaknesses of
management and of the major issues can be found in the European Study report.
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Figure 21: Overall average scores for European assessments

Above: Self-assessment in Berchtesgaden National Park using the Site Consolidation Scorecard

Photo: B. Pfleger)
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Latin America and the Caribbean

There has been extensive development and application of management effectiveness
methodologies in LAC over the past 20 years with a wide range of methodologies developed,
trialed and implemented in the region. For example, PROARCA has been adapted and
implemented throughout Central America (Corrales et al. 2006). History of some of the
countries and methodologies is discussed in Cracco ef al. (2006).

More detailed study of management effectiveness in the region was produced in 2007
(Leverington ef al. 2007a; Leverington et al. 2007b; Pavese et al. 2007).

Initiatives in the region are continuing, including further work currently being conducted in
Brazil and a system-wide assessment in Colombia.

Reports relating to PAME in the region include:

e Reports from ParksWatch covering 87 protected areas (ParksWatch 2007);

e RAPPAM reports and/or data sheets from Brazil, Chile, Peru, Jamaica and Bolivia
(Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Naturais Renovaveis and
WWF-Brasil 2007; Ministry of Natural Resources and the Environment 2006;
Olivas and Ruesta 2006; Simoes and Numa de Oliveria 2003; Tacon et al. 2005);

e PROARCA reports from Central American countries (Autoridad Nacional del
Ambiente et al. 2006; CONAP 2006; Corrales et al. 2006; Estrada 2006; Ministerio
De Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales El Salvador and Ministerio ye Medio
Ambiente y Recursos Naturales El Salvador 2006);

e A number of reports from the ‘Parks in Peril’ project presenting the results of the site
consolidation scorecard (Marco Robles ef al. 2005; Martin and Rieger 2003; The
Nature Conservancy no date): other reports are also available on the TNC website;
The ‘Venezuela Vision’ report (FUDENA/INPARQUES 2001);

Analysis of protected areas of the Valdiviana ecoregion, Argentina (Rusch 2002);

A report on management effectiveness in Belize (Wildtracks 2006);

Study of protected areas in Brazil in 1999 (Lemos de Sa et al. 1999) ;

Reports on adaptation of the Tracking Tool in the Brazilian Amazon (Weigand Jr et

al. 2007);

e Reports from the Enhancing our Heritage project (see
http://www.enhancingheritage.net/docs_public.asp)

e Academic and cooperative studies trialling methodologies eg (de Faria 1998; de
Faria 2004; Padovan 2004)

The known ‘most recent’ assessments in LAC are shown in Figure 22.
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Figure 22: PAME assessments by country in LAC (UN region) recorded on the Global Studies
database (note data has been analysed for only some of these)

The overall average score for the 853 most recent assessments analysed in the region is 0.51,
which is slightly below the worldwide average (Figure 23). This region has more repeat
studies that any other, and as discussed earlier, there has been dramatic improvement over
time in those areas assessed more than once, especially where intensive management
improvement programs have also been undertaken. In particular, many of the very low
scores were lifted. There are still 13% of the ‘most recent’ assessments score in the bottom
third (rated clearly unacceptable) while only 16% are in the ‘sound’ range.
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Figure 23: Overall average scores for LAC assessments

Above: Community discussion about protected area impacts, Ecuador
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Oceania

Management effectiveness studies have so far been recorded and collected from only a few
countries in the Oceania region, as shown in Figure 24. A RAPPAM study was conducted in
Papua New Guinea (Duguman 2006), and a small number of Tracking Tool assessments
have also been carried out in that country. A number of large-scale assessments have been
undertaken in Australian parks services: State of Parks reporting in New South Wales (NSW
Department of Environment and Conservation 2005) and unpublished work in Victoria and
Queensland, with more planned or underway. An in-depth study of World Heritage areas has
also been undertaken in Tasmania, Australia (Parks and Wildlife Service Tasmania 2004)
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Micronesia, Fed. States
Northern Mariana...
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0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000
Total number of assessments recorded
M Birdlife IBA B GBRMPA outlook report B GOBI survey W MPAMEE
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Tracking tool M Victorian SOP

Figure 24: PAME assessments by country in Oceania (UN region) recorded on the Global
Studies database (note data has been analysed for only some of these)

Data for analysis was available only from the RAPPAM study, a few Tracking Tools and
results of assessments in three Australian states. The overall average score for Oceania is
0.56, above the world average. Though the Australian protected areas scored comparatively
well, the overall effectiveness of that system was also constrained by factors including the
large number of small protected areas where there is limited management presence.

Average for Oceania

Anderson-Darling Normality Test

Mean

g —

A-Squared
P-Value <

2,01
0.005

Mean
StDev
Variance
Skewness
Kurtosis

N

0.55720
0.17587
0.03093
-0.266822
-0.110188
1193

Minimum
1st Quattile
Median

3rd Quartile
Maximum

0.00000
0.43390
057143
0.68146
1.00000

95% Confidence Interval for Mean
054721 0.56719

95% Confidence Interval for Median
0.55626 0.58867

95% Confidence Interval for StDev

LI

95% Confidence Intervals

Mean- ; > |

Median ;

0.55 0.56

0.57 0.58 0.59

0.16909

0.18323

Figure 25: Overall average scores for assessments in Oceania
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North America

Little information has been so far gathered on what management effectiveness evaluation has
been conducted in the United States. Excellent reports have been produced by the National
Parks Conservation Association detailing the results of in-depth studies using a standard
methodology (State of Parks) on many of the most important protected areas across the
country. These are available on the NPCA website http://www.npca.org/ and include
assessments of both terrestrial and marine reserves. Comparative data has not been included
in the data analysis for this project.

In Canada, Parks Canada has also developed detailed State of Parks assessments for a
number of its reserves, with a focus on ecological and cultural integrity — for example see the
following (David Henry et al. 2008; K. Alexander ef al. 2007; Parks Canada 2007; Parks
Canada 2008a; Parks Canada 2008b; Parks Canada 2008c; Parks Canada 2008d; Parks
Canada 2008e; Parks Canada 2008f).

In addition, assessments have been conducted of biosphere reserves and of Important Bird
Areas.

Canada

United States of America

Total number of assessments recorded

W Birdlife IBA W GOBlIsurvey BEMPAMEE ®ParksCanada ®USASOP

Figure 26: Number of assessments recorded in North America

Above: Joshua Tree National Park, USA Photo: Joe MacAlister
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Appendix Three: Checklist for good evaluation methodologies

The discussion below presents a more detailed criteria ‘checklist’ for each of the principles
outlined in Section 5.4. This can be used to consider the applicability of any methodology for
evaluation and to conduct a ‘quality check’ of an adapted methodology before it is
implemented. Note that this is designed as a checklist for choosing or adapting a
methodology: more complete guidelines for conducting assessments are contained in the
IUCN-WCPA Guidelines (Hockings et al. 2006).

Principle 1: The methodology is useful and relevant in improving protected area
management; yielding explanations and showing patterns; improving communication,
relationships and awareness

All protected area management assessments should in some way improve protected area
management, either directly through on-the-ground adaptive management; or less directly
through improvement of national or international conservation approaches and funding.
Evaluations which do not appear to have any useful outcomes can be worse than useless, as
those involved — especially at protected area level — are often less willing to be involved in
other evaluations in the future.

M | ‘Checklist’ of criteria

It is clear that using the methodology can achieve one or more of the four types of purposes
outlined in Section 1.1.

a) It is a useful tool for improving management/ for adaptive management or to aid
understanding;

b) It assists in effective resource allocation and prioritisation;

c) It promotes accountability and transparency; and/or

d) It helps involve the community, build constituency and promote protected area values.

It helps understand whether protected area management is achieving its goals or making
progress.

The questions asked are relevant to the protected area and the management needs, or can
be adapted or others added so they are relevant.

It will allow useful comparisons across time to show progress and if desired will also allow
comparison or priority setting across protected areas.

Even simple analyses will show patterns and trends and allow for explanations and
conclusions about protected area management and how it might be improved. !

Principle 2: The methodology is logical and systematic: working in a logical and
accepted Framework with balanced approach.

A consistent and accepted approach such as the [IUCN-WCPA Framework provides a solid
theoretical and practical basis for assessment, and enhances the capacity to harmonise
information across different systems. Evaluation exercises that assess each of the six
elements in the Framework and the links between them build up a relatively comprehensive
picture of management effectiveness and have greater ‘explanatory power’.

Many systems use a hierarchical structure which contains different layers of indicators or
questions assessing a particular element or dimension. Layers of questions should proceed
logically and link from very general level (e.g. biodiversity) to more specific and measurable
level (e.g. the population of one animal species recorded at one time in one place; the
opinions of stakeholders about a particular issue.

7 Protected area management is very complex and clear explanations are difficult, but evaluations
should enable at least ‘reasonable estimations of the likelihood that particular activities have
contributed in concrete ways to observed effects’.
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| ‘Checklist’ of criteria

The methodology is based on a systematic framework, preferably presented in a manual or
other document which can be reviewed.

All six elements of the IUCN MEE Framework are measured, balancing the need to assess
the context, inputs, planning, process, outputs and outcomes of management.8

There is also a balance between the different themes or dimensions of management —e.g..
governance and administration, natural integrity, cultural integrity, social, political and
economic aspects.’

It provides a hierarchical, nested structure so that information can be ‘rolled up’ or de-
segregated easily to answer different needs and reporting requirements.

Assumptions behind the indicators, and linking different levels of indicators, are clearly
specified.

Principle 3: The methodology is based on good indicators, which are holistic,
balanced, and useful. The indicators and the scoring systems are designed to enable
robust analysis.

Development or adoption of sound indicators is a key step in management effectiveness
evaluation. Careful design of the scoring and rating system is also critical, with thorough
consideration given to later analysis. If any parametric statistical analyses are to be
conducted (such as calculation of means, standard deviations and correlations), it is
important that the differences between answers or ratings are described so they are in steps
approximating even or measurable scores. That is, an answer scoring 4 should indicate twice
as much progress towards a standard as an answer scoring 2.

| ‘Checklist’ of criteria

Indicators are relevant and appropriate (see principle 1) or more indicators can be added
within the structure. There is clear guidance on how to measure and score the indicators.
Indicators have some explanatory power, or able to link with other indicators to explain
causes and effects.

Characteristics of good indicators defined by (Margoluis and Salafsky 1998) are:

e Measurable: able to be recorded and analysed in qualitative or quantitative terms;
Precise: defined in the same way by all people;

Consistent: not changing over time so that it always measures the same thing; and
Sensitive: Changing proportionately in response to actual changes in the condition or
item being measured

Questions should be carefully worded and trialed. They should be kept simple and clear,
asking about only one aspect of management. Confusing two-or-three part questions
should be avoided as they result in unreliable analysis.

The design supports analysis by providing a consistent and logical scoring and rating
system (where scoring and rating is used) and clear directions for weightings and
comparisons.

Principle 4: The methodology is accurate: providing true, objective, consistent and
up-to-date information

Results of evaluations can have far-reaching implications and must be genuine and able to
withstand careful examination.

Data gathered needs to be as accurate as possible to ensure credibility. In most protected
areas there are significant constraints on the quality of certain kinds of information,
particularly those that are useful for the measurement of outcomes and the status of park
values. Often, evaluation must make the most of what information is available. However,
evaluation of management effectiveness is enhanced if it is backed up by information
obtained from robust, long-term monitoring of the status of key values and of trends in such
indicators as natural resources use and visitor patterns. Such monitoring systems should be
designed to efficiently provide information for evaluation, so that information can be
collected and processed without duplication of effort.

¥ This depends on the purpose — for a general/ overall evaluation, strive for balance, but some
assessments might need a more specific emphasis
’ As above
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Both qualitative and quantitative information can be accurate, as long as it is collected with
good techniques and preferably verified. We need to be sure that inferences drawn can be
substantiated

For all except special-purpose single-event evaluations, it is desirable to repeat similar
measures at intervals. Standardised reporting allows comparisons across sites (where
appropriate) and to meet multiple reporting requirements. The system should be capable of
showing changes through time.

| ‘Checklist’ of criteria

The methodology is structured and explained to be likely to yield accurate results.
Techniques for implementing the methodology are clearly spelt out e.g. with guidance on
how questionnaires should be filled out; how workshops should be conducted; or how the
population status of a species should be estimated.

Well-recognised and accepted — or other new but defensible — data collection techniques
are used, so the assessment will be able to withstand scrutiny.

It will be replicable — that is, easy to apply consistently across different protected areas or
regions, and over time, so questions are answered in the same way and patterns are real.
Results of monitoring can be incorporated into meaningful measures

More detailed and accurate information can be added at a later iteration when available, and
the methodology will help to develop a relevant monitoring program.

Cultural issues are considered, so that people are likely to provide accurate answers without
fear, bias or intimidation™.

Some ‘triangulation’, cross-checking or quality control is built in or can be added. The results
will be honest, credible and non-corrupt.

Opinions of a cross-section of people (stakeholders, landowners, protected area staff from
different levels, technical experts) should be included wherever possible.

The evaluation can be conducted quickly enough to provide up-to-date information.

A record of data sources and levels of certainty is kept.

Qualitative evaluation systems are based on the exercise of expert judgement to assess

management performance. Considerable attention needs to be paid to promoting consistency

in assessment across sites and evaluators. Consistency can be enhanced by:

e care in choice of language in the assessment instrument to minimise potential differences
in interpretation;

e provision of detailed guidance and examples in supporting documentation;
staff training in preparation for the assessment;

e requiring supporting information such as justification for the assessment rating given and
sources of information used in making the assessment;

e trialing and checking across assessments to identify clear inconsistencies or application
of different standards of assessment; and

e use of a process of correction where clear inconsistencies are evident (while ensuring
that bias is not introduced in this process).

Principle 5: The methodology is practical to implement, giving a good balance
between measuring, reporting and managing

Evaluation is important but should not absorb too many of the resources needed for
management. Methodologies which are too expensive and time-consuming will not be
repeated, and are less acceptable to staff and stakeholders. Ability to make the most of
existing information (e.g. from pre-existing monitoring and research) is important. As
monitoring systems become attuned to providing information for evaluation, data gathered
will become richer and more accurate without increasing demands on financial resources and
staffing time.

Cooperation of participants is vital to ensure an accurate and easily implemented assessment,
so methodologies must be designed to appeal to people in the field.

' This applies to protected area staff as well as to stakeholders
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| ‘Checklist’ of criteria

It is possible to implement the methodology with a reasonable allocation of resources.

It allows the use of existing information and processes wherever possible.

All steps in the process are clear and unambiguous.

It is comprehensible and acceptable to staff and stakeholders Language in questionnaires
or presentations is simple and relevant to the local situation, and carefully chosen not to
give offence to any gender, ethnic or cultural group.

The design encourages positive interaction and discussion and immediate improvements
in management practices.

Simple and useable tools for data entry, analysis and reporting are provided.

The methodology allows for a level of cooperation, rather than competition, with other
evaluation exercises in the same area.

Principle 6: The methodology is part of an effective management cycle: linked to
defined values, objectives and policies.

Evaluations that are integrated into the managing agency’s culture and processes are more
successful and effective in improving management performance in the long term.

To link evaluations with other aspects of management, it is critical that the key values,
management goals and objectives for the protected area have been spelt out clearly.
Standards against which inputs, processes and outputs can be judged are also important. As
monitoring programs develop and mature, monitoring, reporting and evaluation should
become one integrated efficient process.

M | ‘Checklist’ of criteria

It is possible to make a commitment to repeated evaluations using this methodology.

It will meet and be part of the core business cycle and reporting requirements of the
agency.

It ties in with protected area planning, monitoring, research and annual work programs.

It relates to expressed values, goals and objectives of the protected area or agency and
measures the extent to which these are met and policies implemented.

Senior executives or politicians will be likely to accept the results, act on recommendations
and disseminate the reports.

Principle 7: The methodology is cooperative: with good communication, teamwork
and participation of protected area managers and stakeholders throughout all stages of the
project wherever possible;

Gaining approval, trust and cooperation of stakeholders, especially the managers of the
protected areas to be evaluated, is critical and must be ensured throughout the assessment. A
wide survey of protected area assessments has found that broad participation improves
accuracy, completeness, acceptance and usefulness of evaluation results (Paleczny and
Russell 2005). Assessment systems should be established with a non-threatening stance to
overcome mutual suspicion. Evaluation findings, wherever possible, should be positive,
identifying challenges rather than apportioning blame. If the evaluation is perceived to be
likely to ‘punish’ participants or to reduce their resources, they are unlikely to be helpful to
the process.

However, as discussed earlier, there are occasions when negative repercussions may be
inevitable and these cases need careful handling.

M | Checklist’ of criteria

Different viewpoints are actively sought, including perspectives of community and field
staff.

The methodology encourages or allows good cooperation and communication between all
the evaluation partners.

An adequate but serviceable level of participation by staff and community is included in
both the design and implementation.

The implementation of this methodology will contribute to a higher level of trust, better
relationships and cooperation between protected area staff at all levels and community.
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Principle 8: The methodology promotes positive and timely communication and use of
results. Short-term benefits of evaluation should be demonstrated clearly wherever possible.

Findings and recommendations of evaluation need to feed back into management systems to
influence future plans, resource allocations and management actions.

M | Checklist’ of criteria

The methodology includes discussion of how results should be communicated and used.

Reports will be clear and specific enough to improve conservation practices realistic, addressing
priority topics and feasible solutions.

Benefits and results from the evaluation will be clearly visible in the short term.

Feedback to evaluation participants can be given quickly.

Results will influence future plans and actions in protected area management.

Steps in developing methodologies

Most methodologies for MEE have some common origins, and share the following, logical
steps in their development:

1.

Essential characteristics of ‘good’ management are defined: such as the features of a
‘consolidated site’ in the Parks in Peril program (Martin and Rieger 2003). Most of the
methodologies firstly define the broad fields, ‘ambits’ or themes needed for effective
management, and these form the first level (or two levels) of organisation of the
indicators.

The terminology and the approach for defining these fields varies from method to
method. Often the fields include some combination of the following: administration,
social, political, management of natural and cultural resources, community participation,
and legal aspects. Some more recent methodologies specifically use the elements of the
JUCN-WCPA Framework. In some cases, a combination of ‘fields’ and WCPA
‘elements’ is used.

The next, more specific level of features that are important to good management are
listed and standards and expectations set. Common factors identified at this level
include: good systems of financial administration, adequate staffing and funding,
communication with stakeholders, environmental education programs, management
planning, law enforcement and boundary marking.

Specific indicators for each of these aspects are then chosen and described. (Different
methods vary as to the number of levels and as to which factors are considered first,
second or third level indicators).

A scoring system is defined. While some methodologies, notably RAPPAM and the
Tracking Tool, use a four-point scale, most of the methodologies in Latin America use a
five-point scale: many of them have based this approach on the recommendation of de
Faria (1993) and subsequent publications and adaptations of this scheme.

Most systems either carefully define what each of these levels are (i.e. define precise
criteria for each score level), or set guidelines for the individual park or system to define
these standards. In some cases, quite detailed instructions or sub-indicators are included
to ensure that an objective and quantitative method is used, especially for calculating the
‘optimum’ staff, finances, or equipment needed.

Analyses are then recommended. In most cases, scores for individual indicators are
combined or ‘rolled up’ into the level or levels above, to provide overall scores for the
aspects and the fields. The indicators at each level may be weighted to reflect relative
importance and contribution to the field.
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