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Introduction

As far back as 1746, the British statesman Philip Stanhope
gave his son the advice that ‘whatever is worth doing
at all, is worth doing well’ (Widger 2012). It is advice
we could well follow today in managing the growing
network of protected areas around the world. Earlier in
this book, the changing paradigm of protected areas and
the spectacular growth in the number and coverage of
protected areas have been documented. We have clearly
decided that protected areas are ‘worth doing’ and we
have abundant advice on how to manage them well, as is
evident in the preceding chapters of this book. We have,
however, limited knowledge of whether we are following
this advice and keeping true to Stanhope’s counsel to
manage them well.

The growing interest in the effectiveness of management
of protected areas can be traced through the emergence
of the topic at the decadal World Parks congresses
(Hockings et al. 2004)—first emerging in papers at the
third congress (in Bali) in 1982, gaining momentum
at the fourth congress (in Caracas) 10 years later and
then being one of the priority topics discussed at the
fifth congress in Durban in 2003 after a significant
effort by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature IUCN) and others to advance work on this issue
in the intervening period. Protected area management
effectiveness is now a key element of a broader
examination of progress towards the Convention
on Biological Diversity (CBD) strategic plan and its
constituent Aichi Targets—especially Target 11, which
addresses the contribution that an effectively and
equitably managed protected area system can make to
the overall goals of the convention:

By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and
inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and
marine areas, especially areas of particular
importance for biodiversity and ecosystem
services, are conserved through effecsively and
equitably managed, ecologically representative
and well-connected systems of protected areas
and other effective area-based conservation
measures, and integrated into the wider
landscapes and seascapes.

(CBD 2011; emphasis added)

Woodley et al. (2012) have analysed this target in detail,
drawing the linkages between management effectiveness
and other key issues for protected area success. They argue
for a ‘holistic interpretation of Target 11 as a way for the
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global community to use protected areas to change the
current unacceptable trends in global biodiversity loss
(Woodley et al. 2012:23).

After the fourth world parks congress in Caracas in
1992, a number of methodologies for assessing the
management effectiveness of protected areas were
developed, primarily in Central and South America
(Courrau 1997; de Faria 1993; Izurieta 1997) and
Australia (Hockings 1998). In 1996, the IUCN World
Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) commenced
work on a framework and guidelines for assessing the
management effectiveness of protected areas, which led
to the first edition of the [UCN guidelines for Fvaluating
Effectiveness: A framework for assessing the management of
protected areas (Hockings et al. 2000). This framework,
revised in 2006 (Hockings et al. 2006), has formed the
foundation for most of the protected area evaluation
systems developed and applied around the world since

that time. It is extensively referred to in this chapter as
the ITUCN WCPA framework.

The of protected

effectiveness evaluations is in keeping with the general

expansion area management
rise in evaluation and performance assessments within
governments and other public bodies across the world.
In the environmental sector, donors, governments and
other bodies are increasingly requiring management
bodies to show evidence that their money is well
spent (Saterson et al. 2004; Keene and Pullin 2011).
The importance of evaluation in effective management
and project cycles has been progressively recognised
in many fields of endeavour, including health and
international development as well as conservation,
during the past 15 to 20 years. New methodologies and
approaches have developed in a number of fields, with
many common issues and some productive exchanges
of ideas across the sectors (Foundations of Success et al.
2003). Protected area management involves biophysical,
cultural, socioeconomic and managerial factors as well
as numerous stakeholders, so monitoring and evaluation
must draw on tools from a wide range of disciplines.
Approaches such as participatory rural appraisal and
project-cycle management have offered many useful
ideas.

In this chapter, we will outline the main approaches to
assessing the effectiveness of the management of protected
areas, the purpose and process of evaluation and how
the assessment methods and processes can be designed
to produce relevant and reliable resules. This guidance
is aimed at practitioners who might be responsible for
designing and implementing evaluation systems as well
as senior managers who are responsible for policies
and programs and who will be among the significant
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Protected Area Governance and Management

Table 28.1 Approaches to assessing the effectiveness of protected areas

Approach Key questions that underpin the approach

1 Assessment of extent and location of protected
areas, including their coverage of biological and
landscape diversity

How many protected areas are there in a country or region,
and what is their total area?

How effectively do the protected areas cover key ecoregions
or habitats?

How well do protected areas represent the diversity of
ecoregions and habitats?

How effectively do the protected areas represent other
features such as landscape elements, wetland types and
species?

2 Assessment of the effectiveness of protected areas
as a conservation mechanism at larger scales, and
the impact of protected areas on people

Have protected areas reduced deforestation and other
habitat loss?

How have protected areas affected local communities—
have they increased or alleviated poverty?

3 | Assessment of overall protected area management
effectiveness (PAME)

How well designed is the protected area and the protected
area system?

Are adequate and appropriate planning, resources and
processes in place to enable management?

Are protected areas achieving their objectives and
conserving their values?

3A | Outcomes of protected areas in conserving their
biodiversity values (a subset of approach 3 but

focused just on outcomes)

Are protected areas protecting species and habitats?

Are values such as endangered species being conserved
or restored?

What is the impact of protected areas on communities?

users of evaluation results. The chapter concludes with
advice and examples of how management effectiveness
assessments can be used to adapt and improve
management. While many of the examples used in the
chapter relate to management effectiveness evaluations
undertaken by protected area management agencies
or non-governmental organisations (NGOs) across a
large number of sites, the principles and approaches are
applicable to all protected areas and systems regardless of
their size and governance type.

What is protected area
management effectiveness
evaluation?

Four complementary —management effectiveness
evaluation approaches can be taken when considering
the impact of protected areas and protected area systems

(Leverington et al. 2010a), as shown in Table 28.1.
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Approach one: Protected area
extent and location

The first approach assesses the extent and location of
protected areas, especially in relation to the range of
biodiversity values that protected areas aim to conserve.
The well-known graph showing the steeply rising
number and global extent of protected areas (Chapter 2,
Figure 2.2) is the simplest measure of this aspect, but
increasingly attention is turning to the location of
protected areas in relation to the distribution of species
and habitats. Approaches to identifying such sites include
Important Bird Areas (IBAs) and the Alliance for Zero
Extinction (AZE) sites (Butchart et al. 2012), and are
more generally covered under current efforts to identify
key biodiversity areas and use these as an important
guide for the establishment of new protected areas (Eken
et al. 2004; see also Chapter 3). Systematic conservation
planning studies (Margules and Pressey 2000) also fall
within this approach but focus on representation of
ecoregions and habitats rather than species or species
collections (see Chapter 13).



Visitors viewing the limestone cliffs in Geikie Gorge National Park, which are remnants of an ancient
uplifted Devonian reef that straddles the remote Kimberley region, Western Australia
Source: lan Pulsford

Approach two: Large-scale
assessments

A second approach assesses the extent to which protected
areas can be shown to reduce large-scale impacts such
as forest clearing or habitat degradation, or at least the
extent to which the location of protected areas can be
correlated with lower levels of impact. Most studies
have been in tropical forest environments (Bruner et
al. 2001; Scharlemann et al. 2010; Barber et al. 2012;
Green et al. 2013), but studies have also examined
marine systems (Selig and Bruno 2010). While results
from these studies are mixed, most have demonstrated
the effectiveness of protected areas in reducing rates of
habitat change (Geldmann et al. 2013). The economic
as well as environmental impacts of protected areas at a
national scale can be assessed using economic and spatial
tools (Sims 2010, 2014).

Approach three: Protected area
management effectiveness

Assessments using the third approach are generally
referred to as ‘protected area management effectiveness’
(PAME) evaluations. This approach forms the main
focus of this chapter. Since the late 1990s, significant
efforts have been made to develop and apply PAME

evaluations of individual protected areas, groups of sites
and whole systems of protected areas (Leverington et al.
2010a). Management effectiveness evaluation is defined
by the IUCN as ‘the assessment of how well the protected
area is being managed’ (Hockings et al. 2006:1).

Approach three (A): Protected
area outcomes

A developing approach to management effectiveness
evaluation that constitutes a subset of PAME examines
the outcomes of protected area management based on
detailed monitoring and reporting on the condition and
trend of protected area values, especially biodiversity
(Geldmann et al. 2013). Methodologies
for directing, undertaking and reporting on such
detailed studies in a systematic way that aids adaptive
management have been developed by groups such as
The Nature Conservancy (Parrish et al. 2003) and park
management agencies in South Africa, Australia and
Canada (Growcock et al. 2009; Timko and Innes 2009).
Ideally, such detailed information should underlie
judgments about outcomes that may be made in broader
PAME assessments and linked to other elements of the
evaluation cycle (Box 28.1).

values
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Box 28.1 Management effectiveness definitions

The evaluation of management effectiveness is generally
achieved by the assessment of a series of criteria
(represented by carefully selected indicators) against
agreed objectives or standards. The following definitions
refer specifically to the context of protected area
management effectiveness.

e Management effectiveness evaluation: This is defined
as the assessment of how well the protected area is
being managed—primarily the extent to which it is
protecting values and achieving goals and objectives.
The term management effectiveness reflects three
main themes:

1. design issues relating to both individual sites and
protected area systems
2. adequacy and appropriateness of management
systems and processes
3. delivery of protected area objectives including
conservation of values.
e Assessment: The measurement or estimation of an
aspect of management.

e FEvaluation: The judgment of the status/condition or
performance of some aspect of management against
predetermined criteria (usually a set of standards or
objectives)—in this case, including the objectives for
which the protected areas were established.

e |UCN WCPA Management Effectiveness Evaluation
Framework: A system for designing protected area
management effectiveness evaluations based on
six elements—context, planning, inputs, processes,

The limited monitoring of species populations in
protected areas, however, means that the availability of
such detailed data from protected areas tends to be the
exception rather than the rule. Where detailed monitoring
information is available, PAME studies (approach three)
can play a critical role in interpreting the information
and making it relevant to managers so it is actually used
in decision-making. For example, Growcock et al. (2009)
indicate that the state of the parks assessment system
in New South Wales (Australia) is not a substitute for
species, site or issue-specific monitoring and research but
that it has made the results of such studies more available
for decision-making by considering the results within a
management effectiveness evaluation framework.
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outputs and outcomes. It is not a methodology in
itself, but is a guide to developing comprehensive
assessment systems.

e FElement: A major component of the evaluation
framework defined by the aspect of management
that is being assessed. The elements relate to the
steps in a strategic planning and management cycle.
Performance within each element is assessed by
reference to a number of defined criteria.

e System: A specific process for undertaking
monitoring and evaluation, generally accompanied
by steps or guidance (equivalent to an evaluation
approach as defined by Stem et al. 2005).

e Criterion: A major category of conditions or
processes—quantitative or qualitative—which helps
define the thing being measured. A criterion is
characterised by a set of related indicators.

e |ndicators: Quantitative or qualitative variables that
provide useful information about a criterion and can
be used to help compile a picture of the status and
trends in protected area effectiveness.

¢ Tool: Aninstrument that aids in the actual undertaking
of evaluation—for example, a questionnaire or
scorecard (Stem et al. 2005).

e Monitoring: Collecting information on indicators
repeatedly over time to discover trends in the status
of the protected area and the activities and processes
of management.

Source: Hockings et al. (2006:xiii)

Purposes of protected area
management effectiveness
evaluation

Increasingly, management effectiveness studies are
an accepted part of the management cycle in large
organisations, but what is their purpose? There are a
number of reasons people and organisations wish to
assess management effectiveness. Broadly speaking, such
evaluations can:

* enable and support an adaptive approach to
management by providing essential information
to managers at all levels about the extent to which
management interventions are being implemented
and are being successful

* assist in effective resource allocation by indicating
gaps and areas of highest need and likelihood of
success—in some cases, facilitating ‘triage’ where
resources are scarce



* promote accountability and transparency through
providing senior management, funding bodies,
stakeholder groups and the public with information
about how resources are being used and decisions
made

* involve the community, build a constituency to
support protected areas and promote protected area
values at a particular site or more generally across a
system of protected areas.

Aswell as these substantive benefits, the process of assessing
management effectiveness can itself provide a number of
procedural benefits such as improved communication and
cooperation between managers and other stakeholders.
Managers have an opportunity to reflect on the challenges
they face in managing their sites and systems from a
different perspective, away from the day-to-day concerns
of management. Many managers have commented that the
major benefits to them have come during the assessment
process rather than from any formal report produced from
the PAME process. Growcock et al. (2009) indicate that
the management effectiveness evaluation process in New
South Wales, Australia, seeks to achieve all four purposes
and has facilitated adaptive management, supported
planning and decision-making and provided clarity to
managers in determining priorities. In a survey of 62
management effectiveness studies in 19 countries, 97 per
cent of respondents said the process had been useful to
staff (Paleczny 2010).

In addition, evaluation has benefits in exposing protected
area managers and other stakeholders to ‘evaluation
culture—a way of thinking that may otherwise be quite
foreign and new to many practitioners, but which helps
them to better interact with funding bodies and top-
level management. The benefits of this ‘learning how to
learn’ process may last much longer than the findings
of the initial evaluation (Patton 1998). Birnbaum and
Mickwitz (2009) point out that evaluation has been
slow to develop in the environmental arena, in part due
to the complexity of environmental problems and the
difficulties this entails for evaluation.

Examples of the values of evaluation include: clarity,
specificity and focusing; being systematic and making
assumptions explicit; operationalising program concepts,
ideas and goals; distinguishing inputs and processes from
outcomes; valuing empirical evidence; and separating
statements of fact from interpretations and judgments.
These values constitute ways of thinking that are not
natural to people and that are quite alien to many. When
we take people through a process of evaluation—at least
in any kind of stakeholder involvement or participatory
process—they are in fact learning things about evaluation
culture and often learning how to think in these ways
(Patton 1998:226).

Community involvement: schoolchildren
performing the black-necked crane (Grus
nigricollis) dance for the community at the
fifteenth annual black-necked crane festival in
the Phobjikha Valley adjacent to Black Mountain
National Park, Bhutan, to raise community
awareness of and support for the conservation of
this highly endangered migratory species

Source: lan Pulsford

Protected area management
effectiveness evaluation
globally

PAME has grown rapidly from a new and untried
concept in the 1990s to become an integral part of
global and national conservation agendas. The Global
Environment Facility (GEF) has adopted, as a standard
requirement, the use of the Management Effectiveness
Tracking Tool (METT), which had been developed by
the World Bank and the World Wide Fund for Nature
(WWPF) as a means to track progress against their joint
forest initiative target of improving the management of
70 million hectares of forest protected areas. The GEF
has required the use of the METT to assess management
effectiveness at the initial, mid-term and final evaluation
of all funded projects in protected areas.

Following on from the recommendations of the Fifth
IUCN World Parks Congress, the CBD developed its
Programme of Work on Protected Areas (PoWPA) in
2004 (CBD 2004) with a goal and associated targets
to promote the development and adoption of PAME
systems (Box 28.2). This has been perhaps the most
significant development at an international policy
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Box 28.2 CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

The PoWPA explicitly addressed management
effectiveness as part of Goal 4 dealing with standards,
assessment and monitoring. Although the 2010 target
date for the POWPA has passed, the targets remain
relevant to countries in the current period of the CBD
Aichi Targets leading up to 2020. The PoWPA Target
4.2.2 was updated at the meeting of the CBD Conference
of the Parties in 2010 as follows.

Goal 4.2 To evaluate and improve the effectiveness
of protected areas management

Target: By 2010, frameworks for monitoring,
evaluating and reporting protected areas management
effectiveness at sites, national and regional systems,
and transboundary protected area levels adopted and
implemented by Parties.

Suggested activities of the Parties

4.21 Develop and adopt, by 2006, appropriate
methods, standards, criteria and indicators for
evaluating the effectiveness of protected area
management and governance, and set up a
related database, taking into account the IUCN
WCPA framework for evaluating management
effectiveness, and other relevant methodologies,
which should be adapted to local conditions.

Implement management effectiveness
evaluations of at least 30 percent of each Party’s
protected areas by 2010 and of national protected
area systems and, as appropriate, ecological

4.2.2

level promoting the need for effective management
of protected areas and the monitoring and reporting
systems needed to drive this improvement. While the
target of assessing management effectiveness of 30 per
cent of protected areas had not been reached by 2010,
progress had been so encouraging that the Conference
of Parties to the CBD decided to call on parties to
‘expand and institutionalize management effectiveness
assessments to work towards assessing 60 per cent of
the total area of protected areas by 2015 using various
national and regional tools and report the results into
the global database on management effectiveness’ (CBD
2010a; emphasis added).

Information about management effectiveness assessments
across the world has been compiled in a global database
linked to the UN Environment Programme World
Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC)
World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA).
The management effectiveness database records the date,
location and methodology used, and where possible the
results of each assessment, and includes written reports
where available (Leverington et al. 2010a, 2010b;
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networks (updated to 60% of the total area of
protected areas by 2015).

Include information resulting from evaluation
of protected areas management effectiveness
in national reports under the Convention on
Biological Diversity.

Implement key recommendations arising from
site- and system-level management effectiveness
evaluations, as an integral part of adaptive
management strategies.

Suggested supporting activities of the Executive
Secretary

4.2.3

4.2.4

425 Compile and disseminate information on
management effectiveness through the clearing-
house mechanism and develop a database
of experts in evaluation of protected area
management effectiveness and consider the
possibility of organizing an international workshop
on appropriate methods, criteria and indicators
for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area
management.

In cooperation with IUCN WCPA and other
relevant organizations, compile and disseminate
information on best practices in protected area
design, establishment and management. (CBD
2010b)

Source: CBD (2004)

4.2.6

Serchu Nature Trail in the Royal Botanic Park,
Nepal
Source: lan Pulsford
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] No assessments recorded
[T Under 10%
1 10-30%
B 30-60%
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Figure 28.1 National progress towards the CBD 30 per cent and 60 per cent targets for PAME

assessments

Note: Progress is measured by the percentage of the total area of the nationally designated protected area network that has been

assessed.
Source: Coad et al. (2013)

Nolte et al. 2010). This compilation has been made
possible through a collaborative study by the University
of Queensland, the IUCN, Oxford University, the
UNEP-WCMC, the Biodiversity Indicator Partnership
and major NGOs such as WWF and The Nature
Conservancy, and has been supported by many partners
in the desire to compile global information on the
effectiveness of management of protected areas.

Coad et al. (2013) used this information to assess
progress towards the PoWPA PAME target (Figure 28.1).
By the end of 2012, at least one PAME assessment had
been recorded for 29 per cent of the area of nationally
designated protected areas, with greatest progress in
Africa and Latin America (Coad et al. 2013). Of the
194 parties to the convention, 90 countries had met the
2010 target of 30 per cent of protected areas assessed,
with 45 countries already having achieved the 60 per
cent target set for 2015 (Coad et al. 2013).

There was a bias in where assessments had been
conducted, with larger protected areas and IUCN
Category II sites more likely to have been assessed. More
assessments had been recorded in countries with low
Human Development Index (HDI) scores (Coad et al.
2013), although these countries also had lower overall
scores (Leverington et al. 2010c). This association
between the extent of PAME and HDI is likely to be
a result of both the focus of GEF projects in low HDI
countries (and consequent METT assessments; see

Box 28.3) and the concentration of NGO-sponsored
assessments in these countries using a variety of PAME
assessment methods.

Management effectiveness of protected areas has also
been adopted by the CBD as one of the protected
area indicators used to assess progress towards meeting
biodiversity conservation targets, and information
on both coverage and results of assessments is being
collected to track this indicator (Leverington et al.
2010a; Coad et al. 2013). At a national level, many
countries have adopted PAME as part of their national
policy for protected areas—such as in Australia, where
the Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council
included PAME in the policy for the national protected
area system (NRMMC 2009)—or have implemented
comprehensive evaluation systems across their protected
area networks (for example, Colombia, Republic of
Korea, South Africa). Most of these assessments have
been undertaken using evaluation methodologies
developed from the evaluation framework developed by

the [UCN WCPA.

The needs, aims and circumstances of protected area
evaluations are diverse. As discussed above, management
effectiveness studies can serve a number of purposes,
and the demand for information comes from a range
of sources. Managers, local communities and others
directly involved in management of a protected area site
or system will be most interested in information that can
be used to support planning and adaptive management
(Case Study 28.1). Senior administrators, donors and
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Box 28.3 Two widely used management effectiveness evaluation

methodologies: RAPPAM and METT

The Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected
Area Management (RAPPAM) methodology (Ervin 2003)
has been implemented in more than 50 countries and
more than 1800 protected areas in Europe, Asia, Africa,
Latin America and the Caribbean. The methodology
is questionnaire-based and is implemented through
one or more workshops bringing together protected
area managers with other stakeholders and experts to
compile and share knowledge. It is designed for broad-
level comparisons among many protected areas, which
together make a protected area network or system.
It can:

e identify management strengths, constraints and
weaknesses

e analyse the scope, severity, prevalence and
distribution of a variety of threats and pressures

e dentify areas of high ecological and socialimportance
and vulnerability

e indicate the urgency and conservation priority for
individual protected areas

e help to develop and prioritise appropriate policy
interventions and follow-up steps to improve
protected area management effectiveness.

It can also answer a number of important questions.

e What are the main threats affecting the protected
area system, and how serious are they?

e How do protected areas compare with one another
in terms of infrastructure and management capacity?
And how do they compare in effectively producing
outputs and conservation outcomes as a result of
their management?

e What is the urgency for taking actions in each
protected area?

policymakers are likely to be secking information that
can be used to improve resource allocation as well as
being interested in accountability and efficiency. While
the information relating to accountability is primarily
to inform external audiences, managers will also be
interested in this aspect of evaluation. Some stakeholders
may hope for assessments to reveal shortcomings in
funding or policy, while scientists are interested in
whether protected areas can be shown to effectively
protect particular values.

This diversity means that a single system for evaluating
management effectiveness will not be able to address all
needs and circumstances. For this reason, the IUCN
WCPA proposed a framework for assessing management
effectiveness. The framework has been used to develop
specific methodologies to match

for assessment
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e What are the important management gaps in the
protected area system?

e How well do national and local policies support the
effective management of protected areas? Are there
gaps in legislation and what are the governance
improvements that are needed?

e What are the most strategic interventions to improve
the entire system?

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT)
(Stolton et al. 2007) has been implemented in more than
100 countries and more than 2000 protected areas,
and is required at the beginning, midpoint and end of
all protected area projects resourced through the World
Bank and the Global Environment Fund.

The methodology is a rapid assessment based on a
scorecard questionnaire. The scorecard includes all six
elements of management identified in the IUCN WCPA
framework (context, planning, inputs, process, outputs
and outcomes), but has an emphasis on context,
planning, inputs and processes. It is basic and simple to
use, and provides a mechanism for monitoring progress
towards more effective management over time. It is
used to enable park managers and donors to identify
needs, constraints and priority actions to improve the
effectiveness of protected area management.

It is designed primarily to track progress over time (rather
than to compare sites) and can reveal trends, strengths
and weaknesses in individual protected areas or in
groups. It is rapid to complete, with only 30 questions;
however, if it is applied in a workshop situation, it leads
to a good deal of discussion and reflection. If it is fully
completed, with comments and ‘next steps’, it can be
valuable in setting directions and in evaluating progress
towards improving protected area management.

particular purposes, capacities and other needs while still
retaining a common underlying logic and approach to
evaluation, similar criteria and, in some cases, common
assessment methods and tools (Case Study 28.2). Use of
a common framework can also lend credibility to and
promote greater acceptance of the assessment system
because people can see that the evaluation approach and
assessment criteria accord with an international standard.



Case Study 28.1 Resilient people, resilient nature: PAME in Lebanon

Amid a frantic political and socioeconomic context,
determined groups of people are resilient in their efforts to
conserve the natural and cultural heritage of the mountains
of Lebanon. This small eastern Mediterranean country
(10 452 square kilometres) is known for its iconic cedar
tree (Cedrus libani)—featured on the national flag—as well
as for its rich ecosystem and biodiversity values. Lebanon
is also a preferred resting spot on an avian seasonal flyway.
Internationally designated sites include the UN Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) Biosphere
Reserves of Shouf and Jabal Moussa. These sites, co-
governed by national authorities and NGOs, demonstrate
interesting cases of PAME initiatives at different stages of
planning and implementation (Abu-lzzedin 2013).

Management effectiveness evaluation: Integral to
management planning—Jabal Moussa Biosphere
Reserve (JMBR)

Jabal Moussa (meaning ‘Mountain of Moses’ in Arabic) is
a mountainous biosphere reserve situated 40 kilometres
from the capital, Beirut. The reserve extends over
65 square kilometres, and its core area constitutes a
nationally protected forest and natural site. Jabal Moussa’s
conservation value is of national and international
importance, as it hosts more than 720 plant species,
of which 26 are nationally endemic, and more than 19
mammals including the grey wolf (Canis lupus), striped
hyena (Hyaena hyaena) and rock hyrax (Procavia capensis).
More than 137 bird species have been observed in the
reserve, of which some are globally threatened—hence its
designation as an Important Bird Area.

Although relatively new in the region, JMBR was able to
accomplish many of its objectives in a short period. These
include: setting up a qualified team, mostly recruited from
the local community; defining its vision and long-term
goals; and building good relationships with national and
international partners. This could partially be attributed to
proactively tapping knowledge from different international
and local sources, and learning from more established
biosphere reserves.

One essential project responding to the requirements of
UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere (MAB) program is the
10-year management plan. The plan was developed using
an innovative approach that blends recognised planning
guidelines and concepts from both protected areas and
biosphere reserve systems (Jaradi and Matar 2012).

Family of rock hyraxes (Procavia capensis) in Jabal
Moussa Biosphere Reserve, Lebanon
Source: Association for the Protection of Jabal Moussa

Its integrated strategies build on a comprehensive inventory
of biodiversity and cultural values, and are centred on
the functional zonation scheme of biosphere reserves,
while emphasising the importance of establishing strong
partnerships with rural communities.

On the basis of the systematic conservation planning
guidelines and the CBD requirements, the management
plan included monitoring and evaluation as essential
parts of its detailed action plan. For more concrete
implementation, this objective was further detailed into
actions with corresponding indicators (biological and
management) that allow for follow-up. For this and other
objectives, resources and priorities were allocated. In this
perspective, the case of JIMBR demonstrates that effective
PAME starts at the planning stage, though success
ultimately lies in implementation and follow-up. Recent
field observations by local scientists, staff and visitors
have shown that flowering plant populations such as the
Lebanon cyclamen (Cyclamen libanoticum; endemic to
JMBR) and the peony Paeonia kesrouanensis (endemic to
the region) are increasing in number. Moreover, encounters
with mammals such as the rock hyrax have become more
frequent, indicating improvements in habitat condition.

Management effectiveness evaluation for adaptive
management: Shouf Biosphere Reserve

The Shouf Biosphere Reserve (SBR) consists of a core
zone (161 square kilometres), a buffer zone (54 square
kilometres) and a development zone (233 square
kilometres). The core area was declared a nature reserve
in 1996. The reserve hosts three magnificent cedar forests
with the largest stands of Lebanese cedars (Cedrus libani),
representing 25 per cent of the remaining cedars in the
country. The biosphere reserve is home to 32 species
of wild mammals, of which nine are of international
significance, in addition to 270 bird species and 27 species
of reptiles and amphibians.

The SBR is among the best-managed biosphere reserves
in the region. It is particularly renowned for its strong
partnerships with local communities in ecotourism and
sustainable production of rural produce that focuses on
the empowerment of women. In 2011, the reserve was
selected, from 106 applicants, by the UNESCO MAB
International Advisory Committee as one of the few
winners of the ‘Michel Batisse Award’, which recognises
management efforts that meet international standards.

__ﬂ
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Lebanese cedar (Cedrus libani) in Shouf Biosphere
Reserve, Lebanon
Source: Nizar Hani



In 2009, an evaluation of threats to conservation values
was conducted for the first time in SBR using the
modified version of the Threat Reduction Assessment
(MTRA) tool in a participatory workshop with staff
(Matar and Anthony 2010). The TRA is a method
created by Salafsky and Margoluis (1999) and modified
by Anthony (2008) to account for negative trends in
threats. It is used to quantitatively assess the trends
in threats to biodiversity and protected areas over a
defined period, as an indirect measure of reaching
conservation targets.

The mTRA tool was rated as very useful by the team for
examining trends in local threats such as overgrazing
by goats, human-induced fire and recreational hunting.
The mTRA index showed that the management team
was able to successfully decrease the overall threats
by 51 per cent over a three-year period to 2009.
The assessment results were integrated into the
latest SBR management plan, which was updated to
include appropriate threat-abatement actions (Abu-
Izzedin 2013). The case demonstrates a good use of
PAME tools such as the mTRA, as part of an adaptive
management approach.

Other PAME initiatives have taken place in Lebanon—
most notably, the successful evaluation of two marine
protected areas using the METT as part of a joint
IUCN-Ministry of Environment project that aims at
developing and strengthening the national marine
protected area network. Evaluation results led to useful
recommendations for improving marine protected
area management in the country (Allam Harash and El
Shaer 2011).

The PAME initiatives in Lebanon reflect a recently
increased awareness of its international importance;
however, they are so far done as ‘one-off’ evaluations
within specific projects and lack follow-up on the
implementation of resulting recommendations. The
key factors that will determine future success are: 1)
building internal capacity for staff to run systematic
evaluations rather than relying on external resources; 2)
finding reliable financing mechanisms to take adaptive
action; 3) mainstreaming PAME into national protected
area strategies and follow-up on implementation. If
these challenges are overcome, compliance with the
CBD requirement to implement and report on PAME
results will also be improved.

In the framework of conflict, economic difficulties and
limited resources, management accomplishments
recorded to date demonstrate a great level of
perseverance and passion for nature. Protected areas
in Lebanon, as in many other countries experiencing
conflict, hold a message of hope for reconciliation and
peace.

— Diane Matar, Environmental Sciences and Policy,
Central European University, Budapest

The IUCN protected area
management effectiveness
framework

The IUCN Management Effectiveness Evaluation
Framework is based on a simple management cycle
(Figure 28.2) that:

* begins with understanding the context of the
protected area, including its values, the threats it
faces and opportunities available, its stakeholders,
and the management and political environment

* progresses through planning: establishing vision,
goals, objectives and strategies to conserve values and
reduce threats

e allocates inputs (resources) of staff, money and
equipment to work towards the objectives

* implements management actions according to
accepted processes

e eventually produces outputs (goods and services,
which should usually be outlined in management
plans and work plans)

* results in impacts or outcomes, hopefully achieving
defined goals and objectives.

The assessment of outcomes—including biodiversity,
social, cultural and economic outcomes of protected
area management—is a critical component of PAME.
Understanding outcomes alone, however, is not
sufficient. If PAME is to achieve any of the four purposes
of evaluation outlined above, we need to also understand
the other five elements in the evaluation cycle and the
relationships between them. This is especially critical for
using evaluation results to support adaptive management
where an understanding of the factors leading to or
limiting success is important.

More detail about elements of the cycle and how it can
be applied can be found in the IUCN WCPA guidelines
for management effectiveness evaluation (Hockings et
al. 2006). According to evaluation terminology, PAME
might be regarded as an evaluation system, as it has all
four of the criteria required, as outlined by Leeuw and
Furubo (2008):

1. adistinctive perspective and discipline

2. evaluation activities carried out by evaluators within
organisational structures and institutions and not
only (or largely) by individual evaluators without
connection to management agencies

3. permanence or longer-term use

4. afocus on the intended use of results of evaluations.



Case Study 28.2 Management effectiveness assessment in West
and Central Africa, 2008-2011

Management effectiveness of protected areas is becoming
an increasing concern to the world of conservation.
The IUCN Program on African Protected Areas and
Conservation (IUCN PAPACO) undertook a major project
with the support of the French Global Environment Facility
and the French Development Agency. This project aimed
at improving management of protected areas in West and
Central Africa and their capacity to fulfil their missions and,
consequently, their results. It covered sub-Saharan Africa,
from Mauritania (in the west) to Burundi (in the east), a
region where most protected areas do not yet achieve their
goals of conservation and/or development.

System or site-level assessments were based on the
global methodology developed by the IUCN WCPA. The
project adapted this framework to the regional context,
then trained a team of African evaluators and carried
out multiple pilot evaluations. Fourteen country systems
have been evaluated, as well as four networks of sites
(marine protected areas, Ramsar sites, forest protected
areas of Central Africa and World Heritage properties)
and individual sites, finally including about 170 sites using
methodologies such as RAPPAM, METT or Enhancing our

Context
Status and threats.

Heritage (EoH). These evaluations have allowed the IUCN
PAPACO to develop a brief synthesis of all assessments
and bring technical support to selected sites with targeted
training courses to respond to the main issues identified
(with the support of the Senghor University of Alexandria,
Egypt). The project gave particular attention to the use of
assessment results in developing new projects, capacity
building and related initiatives to improve site management
and conservation.

A scientific and technical committee, comprising IUCN
WCPA members and other relevant experts, was created
at the beginning of the project to ensure coordination
of the assessments. The project helped to identify
management strengths and weaknesses and examples
of best-practice management on the ground. The results
were used to conduct studies of aspects of protected area
management and to start work on more formal recognition
of good management practices as a way of improving
management.

— Geoffroy Mauvais, [IUCN PAPACO, Nairobi
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Figure 28.2 IUCN Framework for evaluating Protected Area Management Effectiveness (PAME)

Source: Hockings et al. (2006)
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The JIUCN PAME framework has been used to design
a number of assessment methodologies, which vary
in scope and scale (Hockings 2003; Leverington et
al. 2008), from relatively rapid, questionnaire-based
assessments that are conducted by a few protected area
staff and through workshops with stakeholders to more
extensive assessments based on field monitoring as well
as workshops and stakeholder consultation (Hockings et
al. 2009a; Carbutt and Goodman 2013).

In addition to assessments undertaken in response to the
GEF and other donor requirements, PAME assessments
have been widely applied by NGOs such as WWF
and The Nature Conservancy (Ervin 2002, 2003) and
by international organisations such as the IUCN and
UNESCO (Hockings et al. 2008). Increasingly, PAME
systems have been integrated into the operations of
management agencies with prominent examples from
Colombia (Mayorquin et al. 2010), South Africa
(Cowan et al. 2010; Carbutt and Goodman 2013),
South Korea (Korean National Parks Service 2009;
Heo et al. 2010), and the States of New South Wales
(DEC 2005; Hockings et al. 2009a) and Victoria (Parks
Victoria 2007) in Australia.

Designing and implementing
assessments

In this section, we outline eight key principles and four
phases for designing and implementing a management
effectiveness evaluation program. We then describe
each of these steps in more detail and provide some
of the underpinning theoretical concepts. This section
compiles some of the findings from the past two
decades of protected area management effectiveness
evaluations, as documented in workshops, the IUCN
WCPA guidelines, journal papers and other experience.
The extensive literature on evaluation from other fields,
including health, international development, forestry and
agriculture, has contributed much to the development
of PAME. There are some excellent associations,
publications and websites to assist and encourage
evaluations, which are both effective and ethical (CMP
2004; Kusek and Rist 2004; DAC 2006; UNDP 2009).
Practitioners who are particularly interested in this field
are encouraged to explore these resources. The concept
and practices of ‘utilisation-focused evaluation’ (Patton
1997) are particularly appropriate, as they concentrate
on improving management and the achievement of
outcomes, rather than being academic assessments.
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In the protected area context, a number of writers have
listed characteristics of ‘good’ management effectiveness
evaluations. Basic principles were defined by Courrau
(1999) and recommended in the Regional Environmental
Program for Central America (Programa Ambiental
Regional para Centroamérica: PROARCA) manual
(Corrales 2004a). An excellent synthesis of guidelines
was also presented in the report on strengthening PAME
in the Andes region (Cracco et al. 2006). The IUCN
WCPA  guidelines
(Hockings et al. 2000) are highly recommended reading
and provide detailed guidance on how evaluations

on management effectiveness

can be planned and implemented, and some of the
material in this chapter is drawn from these guidelines,
while recommendations and summaries relating to
methodologies can be found in documents produced by
the global study (Leverington et al. 2010b, 2008) and
a study of PAME in Europe (Leverington et al. 2010c¢;
Nolte et al. 2010).

Drawing from all the sources, eight principles for PAME
are included in this section. In summary, these principles
state that evaluations of management effectiveness of
protected areas should be:

e part of an effective management cycle, linked to
defined values, objectives and policies and part of
strategic planning, park planning and business and
financial cycles

e practical to implement with available resources,
giving a good balance between measuring, reporting
and managing

* useful and relevant for improving protected area
management; for yielding explanations and showing
patterns;
relationships and awareness

and for improving communication,
e logical and systematic: working in a logical and
accepted framework with a balanced approach

*  based on good indicators, which are holistic, balanced
and useful
* accurate: providing true, objective, consistent and

up-to-date information

and

communication, teamwork and participation of

° cooperative participatory:  with  good
protected area managers and stakeholders throughout

all stages of the project wherever possible

* focused on positive and timely communication and
application of results.
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Phase 1 Start:

Define Evaluation Objectives and o
Expectations

(V]

> Clarify the purposes of the protected area assessment and its place in the
management cycle

Obtain support
Determine the scope of the assessment (i.e. scale and frequency)
> Agree capacity, resourcing and level of assessment

4

Phase 2 Plan:
Choose or Develop Methodology -

> Choose or develop an overall methodology

> Develop and document plan for the assessment process and for analysing,
communicating and implementing the results

Decide how to conduct the assessment and who to involve - organise
outsourcing or training as necessary

> Gain final approval and support for evaluation plan

2 Carry out the evaluation

Phase 3 Do: > Collect information

Implement the Assessment and = Conduct consultations
Analyse Data 2 Analyse data and develop recommendations
> Report results and communicate to all involved
Phase 4 Feedback: P i )

) 2 Implement recommendations for improved management

Communicate and Implement
Findings

Figure 28.3 Process of designing and implementing PAME

The process of a PAME assessment, as shown in Figure
28.3, can be divided into four major phases.

1. Defining exactly why an assessment is being
undertaken and ensuring it fits into a management
learning cycle.

2. Planning the assessment and choosing or developing
a good methodology.

3. Implementing the study—collecting and analysing
the data.

4. Reporting, communicating and implementing the

findings.

Phase one: Objectives and
expectations

Management effectiveness evaluation is undertaken for
a range of reasons, and this greatly influences how it
will be planned and implemented. Clear purpose, scope
and objectives for the assessment are essential to avoid
later confusion and disputes—that is, it is important at
the beginning of an evaluation project to know what it

is expected to achieve, and to understand the levels of
resourcing and support that can be expected. Agreement
among all partners on assessment objectives and scope
should be secured before a more detailed methodology
is selected or developed. In all likelihood, however, there
will be some changes during the process, and expectations
should not be too rigid. In most cases, a PAME study
should be an integral part of the management cycle of the
management agency or another organisation involved
with the protected area. This is the first principle of
management effectiveness.

e DPrinciple 1: The evaluation should be part of an
effective management cycle—linked to defined
values, objectives and policies.

Evaluations that are integrated into management
culture and processes are more successful and effective
in improving management performance in the long
term. PAME should be part of the core business cycle
and reporting requirements of the agency, closely
linked with protected area planning, monitoring,
research and annual work programs.
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Box 28.4 System-wide evaluations

As well as compiling information about site-level
assessments, there is a need to evaluate how
well entire systems of protected areas are being
managed. Under the CBD requirements, countries
have committed themselves to develop frameworks
for reporting on management effectiveness at national
and sub-national levels as well as at site level.

Robust and effective management is needed at the
system level, where critical financial disbursement
and management, protected area acquisition, wide-
scale community engagement, and overall planning
and policy initiatives usually occur. For national or
regional agencies, these important activities are often
concentrated at central office or district headquarters
level. Support for site-level management from these
centres is also vital. PAME systems that consider these
indicators as well as those concerned with individual
protected area management will gain a better measure
of progress in protected area management on country
and system-wide scales.

Some methodologies, notably RAPPAM (Ervin 2003),
are intended to assess protected areas over an entire
protected area system, and include a number of
questions that relate to the design and management
of the system as a whole. Such studies have been
undertaken in many countries including Brazil, Russia,
Papua New Guinea, and in countries across Eastern
Europe and West Africa. A valuable study conducted in
Finland (Gilligan et al. 2005; Heinonen 2006) was aimed
at the system level, and while the assessors visited a
number of parks and considered information relating
to individual protected areas, all the indicators were at
the system level. Other assessments of protected area
systems include a similar study in Lithuania (Ahokumpu
et al. 2006) and an extensive, ongoing assessment
in India (Vinod Mathur, pers. comm.). System-level
assessments have also been conducted in Korea,
Colombia and Thailand (marine parks) (Heo et al. 2010;
Hockings et al. 2012).

In other studies, data are gathered at the protected
area level, but reports available to the public ‘roll up’
the data and present results at the system or group
of protected areas level. These studies are often
conducted as the core element of a ‘state of the parks’
assessment system that is repeated on a regular cycle,
usually every three years. Examples include Colombia,
South Korea, South Africa and the States of New
South Wales and Victoria in Australia. In this way, the
evaluation is presented as an evaluation of the system
as a whole rather than of individual areas. Sometimes
agencies are reluctant to publicly discuss evaluation
results at the protected area site level and are more
likely to share and transparently report on results at the
system level.
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Puyehue Volcano in Puyehue National Park,
Patagonia, Chile—before serious eruptions began
in 2011

Source: Eduard Mller

The initial step

The first step in conducting a management effectiveness
evaluation therefore is to define the overall objectives
for the exercise, by considering its purpose and scope
(including scale and frequency) in light of the resources
available for assessment and the subsequent level of
the assessment to be attempted. Evaluation can be
undertaken at the scale of:

* an individual protected area (or sometimes part of a
large protected area)

* a group of protected areas (grouped geographically,
by category, by biome or linked to specific projects)

e all protected areas managed by a single agency
(including communities or organisations)

* all protected areas within a country (Box 28.4).

Frequency

In some cases, a one-off assessment might be conducted
for a particular purpose, but in general, evaluation
is most useful as a tool for improving management
effectiveness if it is repeated at regular intervals, because
this gives better information on trends and also shows
if management changes are improving site condition.
When protected areas are in an establishment or
strengthening phase or under particular threat, yearly
assessments may be necessary, but usually two to five-
year intervals are adequate to reveal changes and guide
management.



Level of assessment

The level of the evaluation—that is, whether it is a
relatively quick assessment based on available data or a
more in-depth assessment—will be determined by the
purpose, the resources available and the organisational
capacity and willingness to undertake an assessment.

The quickest and cheapest assessments need little or no
additional field research and use established assessment
methodologies. This type of evaluation will rely largely
on literature research and the informed opinions of
site or system managers and/or independent assessors,
assessing the contexr of the protected area network
or individual site along with the appropriateness of
planning, inputs and processes of management and
limited assessment of ousputs and outcomes. A more
detailed assessment is likely to include some additional
monitoring, particularly of owuspuss and outcomes of
management and the methodologies. The most detailed
and thorough assessments will place the greatest
emphasis on monitoring the extent of achievement of
management objectives through focusing on ouzputs and
outcomes as well as context, planning, inputs and processes.
This leads us to the question of resourcing. The second
principle relates to the balance of resourcing given to
PAME compared with other aspects of management.

e DPrinciple 2: The assessment should be practical
and not too expensive to implement, giving a good
balance between measuring, reporting and managing.

Evaluation is important but should not absorb too
much of the resources needed for management.
Methodologies that are too expensive and time-
consuming will not be repeated, and are less
acceptable to staff and stakeholders. An ability to
make the most of existing information (from pre-
existing monitoring and research) is important. It is
critical that all monitoring and evaluation processes
within a particular area are aligned and information
is shared as much as possible, and that repetition by
different organisations and methods is avoided.

Phase two: Planning the
assessment

Finding a methodology

Once executives and practitioners are clear about
what they wish to achieve, the next step in planning
an evaluation will be to select, adapt or develop a
methodology. There are advantages in adopting or
adapting a PAME methodology that has already been
widely used and tested: apart from savings in time
and money, the prior experience of other people can
be used, and evaluators will be able to share data and

28. Protected Area Management Effectiveness

Elevated walkways and viewing areas provide
restricted visitor access to the eroding, highly
culturally significant and sensitive ‘Walls of China’
dune in Mungo National Park World Heritage
Property, New South Wales, Australia. Mungo

is one of the most important places in Australia
for studying the environment of the past and the
people who lived there.

Source: lan Pulsford

findings across protected areas and boundaries. Using
a ‘module’ approach, all or parts of the more common
methodologies can be taken and combined to develop a
methodology that will suit the circumstance.

The most commonly applied PAME methodologies are
as follows.

¢ RAPPAM (Ervin 2003), which measures effectiveness
across a group of protected areas in a region or
country, has been used in more than 57 countries
across the world.

* METT (Stolton et al. 2007) is a requirement for all
GEF projects on protected areas and has been applied

in at least 110 countries.

¢ PROARCA/CAPAS scorecard evaluation (Corrales
2004b), which has been applied across six Central

American countries on a number of occasions.

e Parks in DPeril Site Consolidated Scorecard
(The Nature Conservancy Parks in Peril Program
2004), which was applied in 15 Latin American
countries as part of the Parks in Peril aid program.

* State of parks assessments in the Australian States
of New South Wales and Victoria (for example,
Growcock et al. 2009; and Case Study 28.3), which
have assessed more than 1200 protected areas at
least three times in the past decade. The assessment
system, based on a common approach, has been
adapted to suit individual management systems in
each of the States and has also been used as a model

for the development of assessment systems in South
Korea and Thailand.
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* Enhancing our Heritage methodology (Hockings et
al. 2008), developed by the IUCN and UNESCO
for application in natural World Heritage sites but
which has subsequently been adapted and applied in
other protected areas. It represents one of the most
detailed site-level evaluation systems.

Principles three, four and five relate to the design of
methodologies and might be considered by practitioners
when choosing what is most appropriate for their needs.

¢ Principle 3: The methodology is useful and relevant
in improving protected area management, yielding
explanations and showing patterns and 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. The process benefits should also be clear
and lasting. The indicators used need to be clearly
relevant to the protected area and management needs
and should help in understanding whether protected
area management is achieving its goals or making
progress. The initial context step in the [UCN WCPA
framework specifies the definition or clarification of
protected area values as the basis for the assessment
process. This can be useful in itself because many
protected areas lack an explicit definition of values.
The methodology 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.

Scaling of indicators

Many methodologies use a hierarchical structure that
contains different layers of indicators or questions
assessing any particular element or dimension. Layers
of questions should proceed logically and link from
the very general level (for example, biodiversity or
community relations) to a more specific and measurable
level (for example, the population of one animal species
recorded at one time in one place; or the opinions of
stakeholders about a particular issue). This hierarchical,
nested structure means that information can be ‘rolled
up’ or desegregated easily to answer different needs and
reporting requirements.
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e DPrinciple 4: The methodology is logical and
systematic, working in a logical and accepted
framework with a balanced approach.

A consistent and accepted evaluation system such
as the JTUCN WCPA framework provides a solid
theoretical and practical basis for assessment and
enhances the capacity to harmonise information
across different assessments. It is preferable for a
methodology to be published, or at least clearly
documented and available, so the
defendable and clearly related to a sound approach.

results are

While some methodologies might focus on particular
aspects of management, it is desirable to measure all six
elements of the IUCN PAME framework, balancing the
need to assess the context, inputs, planning, process,
outputs and outcomes of management. There should
also be a balance between the different themes or
dimensions of management—for example, governance
and administration, natural/ecological integrity, cultural
integrity, and social, political and economic aspects.

Where assessments are closely tied to management
planningor project planning, the systematic methodology
may also draw on ideas such as program logic, where the
causal chains and assumptions between strategies and
desired outcomes are clearly identified.

Topics and indicators: What do we
assess?

Topics and indicators in PAME represent the aspects of
management that are considered essential if a protected
area is to be considered ‘effective’. Development or
adoption of sound indicators is a key step in management
effectiveness evaluation. The fifth principle for PAME
emphasises the need for balance as well as usefulness in
informing management.

e DPrinciple 5: 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.

The indicators chosen have some explanatory power,
or are able to link with other indicators to explain
causes and effects.

The selection of evaluation topics and indicators
tends to reflect the interests and viewpoints of people
designing or conducting the evaluation; so, for balanced
assessments, care needs to be taken to avoid bias. For
example, academics and scientists may consider that
only outcomes of management are important, while
senior management tends to be interested in efficiency
and value for money. Indicators chosen by Aboriginal
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Table 28.2 Criteria for each element in the IUCN WCPA Framework

2 Influence of
external
environment

2 Site design

2 Management
planning

traditional owners to evaluate protected areas in Australia
mostly focused on processes, particularly related to
governance and social relationships (Stacey et al. 2013).
In the global study review (Leverington et al. 2010a), the
lack of indicators relating to cultural and social aspects of
management was notable.

Most PAME methodologies use a hierarchical approach
with between two and five levels of organisation. Names
for these levels vary, so we shall refer to them here as topics
and indicators. At the first level are a small number of
broad topics—often some combination of the following:
administration, social and political issues, management of
natural and cultural resources, community participation

Context Planning Inputs Processes Outputs Outcomes
> Valuesand > Legal status/ O Staff > Governance 2 Achieving > Achieve
significance gazettal 2 Funding and leadership work program objectives

i results/outputs
> Threats 2 Tenureissues 2 Equipment (:; Plollcy P > Condition of
and facilities evelopment defined values
> Stakeholder > Adequacy of =  Administra-
attitudes and legislation 2 Information tion, work > Trend of
relations > System design programming and defined values

internal organisa-

] O Effect of
tion
_ protected area on
> Evaluation community

2 Maintenance
of infrastructure,
facilities,
equipment

> Staff training
> Human
resource
management
> Law enforce-
ment

2> Community
involvement

> Communica-
tion, education
and interpretation

2> Community
development
assistance

2 Sustainable
resource use -
management and
audit

2 Visitor
management
restoration and
rehabilitation

2 Resource
protection and
threat reduction

> Research and
monitoring

and legal aspects. Other methodologies specifically use
the elements of the [IUCN WCPA framework as the first
level of organisation.

Features that are important to good management at the
next, more specific level are then 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,

management planning, law enforcement and boundary

environmental education programs,
marking. At the last level of organisation, specific
indicators for each of these aspects are chosen and

described.
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Table 28.3 Headings for the indicator matrix

Natural
Integrity

Dimensions of

Management

Human health and wellbeing
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Note: Only the elements of management are shown in the row headings, but a full matrix would also include the more detailed criteria

shown in Table 28.2.

Where methodologies specifically use the ITUCN WCPA
framework, the primary basis for organising indicators
may be the cycle of management. By working with
the framework’s elements, methods pay systematic
attention to all parts of the management cycle,
including context issues (values, threats and external
influences on management), outputs (achievement of
work programs, products and services) and outcomes
(achievement of objectives, changes in values and effects
on the community). Some of these elements can be
underrepresented in rapid-assessment methodologies
that focus on ‘input’ and ‘process’ indicators. Where
methodologies have been designed using different ways
of organising indicators, the IUCN WCPA framework
can still be applied, by coding or tagging the questions
or indicators appropriately. Perhaps the most useful
approach organises or analyses indicators according to
both the framework’s elements and the more commonly
nominated fields of management.

A grid matrix represents a convenient way to view the
complex array of potential and existing indicators. As
we have seen above, the elements of the management
cycle are the basis for the [IUCN WCPA framework,
and provide evaluations with powerful tools for
understanding and improving management. Under each
element are a number of criteria (Table 28.2).

Methodologies often organise indicators according to what
protected areas manage, reflecting management agency
organisation and reporting needs. For example, headings
relate to biodiversity conservation, weed management or
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recreation management, or to a capacity issue like staffing,
context and planning. We refer to these as the dimensions
(and below them, frelds) of management.

A matrix provides a way of understanding the diversity
and similarities of indicators more easily, by ranging
the elements and criteria of the TUCN WCPA
framework against dimensions of park management.
Most management issues, questions and indicators can
be fairly easily mapped into a cell on the grid, though
sometimes a question covers two or more cells. In many
cases, multiple questions will be asked about one cell—
for example, the ‘biodiversity value’ cell.

This matrix can be used to map or to generate indicators
for studies at any level, from very general to very
detailed. During the process of the global study, more
than 2000 indicators were mapped on a matrix based
on that shown in Table 28.3, to understand the most
common questions asked in evaluations. This analysis
was then used to help generate a ‘common reporting
format’, which allowed analysis of PAME studies using a
wide range of methodologies.

While there is a huge array of potential indicators and
questions of interest, it is important to keep the number
of indicators to a reasonable level. One way to do this is
to focus on the most important aspects of management
affecting protected areas. While this will vary from
region to region or be affected by other circumstances
surrounding a protected area system, some subjects are
likely to be generally regarded as important in many
parts of the world.
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Table 28.4 Example of a four-point scale measuring aspects of ecological integrity
OVERALL VIABILITY SUMMARY - EAST MOLOKAI - HAWAII

CONSERVATION TARGETS Li:';iiceilft’e Condition Size Vi;::li(ty
1 North Shore Forests and Cliffs Fair Good Fair Fair
2 Montane Wet Forest Fair Very Good Fair Good
3 gﬁlrjl;cglzlr?;e Mesic Forest and Poor Good Poor Fair
Fair

OVERALL BIODIVERSITY HEALTH RANK

Source: TNC (2000)

Scales and scoring

A range of different rating and scoring systems is used
in PAME methodologies. Once topics and indicators
of evaluation have been defined, most methods follow a
four-step process.

1. Defining the ideal situation for each indicator—
or in some methodologies, the target is set as an
achievable level over a chosen time frame.

2. Defining a scoring and rating system. Usually
the lowest score represents no progress, negligible
progress or a very poor situation, and the
highest represents the current situation. Some
methodologies, including most of those adopted
in Latin American countries, use a five-point scale,
as proposed by Cifuentes et al. (2000). Most of
these then measure or estimate the current state as
a percentage of a defined optimum or achievable
state. Other methodologies including METT and
RAPPAM follow a four-point scale, to avoid the
tendency of responses to cluster at a midpoint.
The four-point scale also corresponds well with the
ecological evaluation work being undertaken by
The Nature Conservancy (TNC), which proposes
that a scale of ‘poor’, ‘fair’, ‘good’ and ‘very good’
has scientific merit (Parrish et al. 2003), as shown
in Table 28.4. The meaning of these four categories
has been clearly defined, and in our experience
the scheme is well accepted by protected area
managers. This four-point scale using red to green
colours has also been well accepted by traditional
owners in Australia, with the visual presentation
of information considered very effective (Stacey et

al. 2013).

Defining the meaning of grades or scores, which
represent levels of progress towards achieving the
optimum state. Most methodologies either carefully
define what each of these levels represent (that is,
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
to calculate scores for staff, finances or equipment.
The more clearly the categories are defined for local
circumstances, the more accurate and consistent
will be the responses. Sometimes subjective terms—
such as ‘adequate’, ‘sufficient’ and ‘appropriate’—
are deliberately used to ensure that assessment
categories can be applied to protected areas with a
range of different contexts. For example, the level
of visitation appropriate to a nature reserve that
is protected specifically for important biological
features will be very different to that for reserves
protected as spaces for recreation. In these cases, it
is important to ensure that definitions of what is
appropriate are clear to all assessors, to avoid errors
derived from using poorly defined language (Regan
etal. 2002).

Considering weightings for indicators, so that
scores for individual indicators can be combined
or ‘rolled up’ into the level or levels above. The
indicators at each level may be weighted to reflect
the relative importance and contribution to the
field. Any weighting should be carefully developed
and explained, with assumptions outlined, or the
validity of the evaluation can be reduced.
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Ensuring accuracy in assessments

There is an increasing level of scrutiny of PAME
assessments, and issues of credibility and accuracy are
being raised in the literature (for example, Carbutt and
Goodman 2013). A current focus for practitioners is
on finding ways to increase and clearly demonstrate the
reliability of results, as discussed in the sixth principle.

* Principle 6: 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
Data gathered
need to be as accurate and objective 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

withstand careful examination.

up by information obtained from robust, long-term
monitoring of the status of key values and of trends
in such indicators as natural resource use and visitor
patterns. Links to clear planning, and clarification
of assumptions, are important so that any inferences
derived from the assessments can be substantiated.

Careful wording

Most management effectiveness evaluations are based
on ‘expert elicitation’ using workshops, interviews or
questionnaires, which capture the knowledge of assessors.
As such, they are prone to errors and cognitive biases
(Burgman 2001; Martin et al. 2010; Speirs-Bridge et al.
2010). In particular, qualitative assessment tools can be
prone to what are known as framing effects, whereby
people have variable interpretations of what they are
being asked to assess (Fischhoff 1995). Loosely defined
assessment questions can lead to several aspects of the
way a question is framed (the assessment frame) being
misinterpreted, particularly the scope (which aspects
of management are being considered), the scale (which
parts of the protected area are being considered) or the
time frame (the period over which outcomes are being
considered) (Cook et al. 2014a). These types of error are
called framing effects and mean that assessors consider
different things when making their judgments, such that
evaluations cannot be confidently compared between
different protected areas. For example, one assessor
may evaluate outcomes across the whole protected
area, while another only evaluates the area of the
reserve under active management. To minimise framing
effects, it is important to make sure that these aspects
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The unique wildlife such as the Galapagos land
iguana (Conolophus subcristatus) in the Galapagos
National Park, Ecuador, are conserved because
visitor impacts are lowered by strict enforcement
of limitations to visitor numbers and activities
Source: lan Pulsford

of the evaluation are made clear in the wording of the
assessment questions (Cook et al. 2014a). It cannot be
assumed that assessors will understand what is expected
of them without explicit directions.

It can be particularly difficult to gain consistent
responses to questions that assess several different things
simultaneously and offer response choices that are quite
complicated—for example, questions that measure
both the numbers and the capacity of staff, or those
that assess the availability and implementation status of
management plans. These should be avoided. To enable
greater consistency across different methodologies and
studies, some aspects of management effectiveness can
draw on standard classifications and lexicons (CMP
2013), such as the standard threat classification (Salafsky
etal. 2008).

Measuring trends

Another aspect of evaluations that needs to be made
explicit is how evaluations monitor trends in the
effectiveness of management over time. Trends can be
captured in one of two ways:

1. Usingassessment categories that capture the current
trend in a management issue—for example, the
impacts of invasive plants is increasing, stable or
decreasing.



2. Using assessment categories that capture the current
status of a management issue (such as the impacts
of invasive species are minor, moderate or major)
and then using consecutive assessments to build a
picture of change over time.

The advantage of evaluations that assess current trends
is that multiple years of assessments are not required
to determine whether the trajectory for a management
issue is positive or negative. This can be particularly
important if evaluations are unlikely to be conducted on
a regular basis for a prolonged period. The disadvantage
of capturing trends within the assessment categories,
however, is that subsequent evaluations can be difficult to
interpret. For example, if the current impacts of invasive
species are assessed as increasing, the impacts may have
increased from 5 to 10 per centor from 90 to 95 per cent—
two very different situations. Likewise, an assessment
that impacts are increasing in one evaluation period
followed by an assessment that impacts are decreasing
in a subsequent assessment period may indicate a very
large or a very small change in impacts. In these cases, it
is more meaningful to record the current status and then
provide an indication of the trend in impacts from the
previous assessment period (for example, increase, stable,
decrease) alongside the current status. In these cases, it
would be helpful to encourage assessors to provide more
detail about trends in an explanatory field.

Descriptive versus quantitative scores

Assessment scores can be defined using qualitative
statements that provide general descriptions of the
status of management, such as descriptive categories of
the extent to which the natural values of the protected
area are intact or degraded (Hockings et al. 2009a).
Alternatively, assessment categories can be defined as
quantitative thresholds (Timko and Innes 2009), such
as the proportion of native vegetation communities
within the acceptable fire frequency threshold, or the
proportion of the protected boundary adequately
demarcated (Corrales 2004a).

The choice of whether to use qualitative or quantitative
assessment categories can depend on the management
issue being assessed. Quantitative assessment categories
tend to be best suited to aspects of management that can
be measured numerically, such as the status of biological
attributes (for example, population status or vegetation
condition) and the number of visitors to a protected area.
Some aspects of management, however, are less suited
to quantitative metrics, such as whether protected area
managers have sufficient information about protected
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area values to make informed management decisions.
In these cases, qualitative descriptions are required to
capture the relevant information.

Management effectiveness evaluations are commonly
based on a set of four or five assessment categories.
Ideally, these categories reflect an even rating scale of
management standards, such that the interval between
the poor and moderate management standards is equal
to the interval between good and very good management
The advantage

assessment categories is that it limits subjectivity in the

standards. of using quantitative
assessment process, so there is no ambiguity about which
assessment category should be selected for any particular
value. When 50 per cent of vegetation communities are
within fire frequency thresholds, the assessment will
always be ‘moderate’ and when 60 per cent are within
the threshold, the assessment will always be ‘good—
regardless of who is conducting the evaluation. Another
advantage of a quantitative assessment scale is that the
reason for a particular assessment in any given year is
also transparent and can be verified by consulting the
available data.

Conversely, using qualitative statements for assessment
categories introduces additional subjectivity to the
assessment process, so assessments may vary between
assessors and between different assessment periods due to
differences in how categories are interpreted and applied
(Cook et al. 2014a). Several methodological approaches
can be employed, however, to limit the influence of
subjectivity in assessments, such as providing assessors
with face-to-face training and written guidelines
that describe how qualitative assessment categories
should be interpreted (Cook and Hockings 2011).
Some methodologies also bring on-ground protected
area managers and stakeholders together to complete
assessments in a workshop setting. These workshops
facilitate discussion and can standardise how assessment
categories are applied to different protected areas and
help to minimise the influence of any particular point of
view (Cook and Hockings 2011).

Qualitative versus quantitative
assessment process

Whether the assessment categories are defined using
qualitative statements or quantitative values, selecting
the appropriate grade or score for the protected area
being assessed should be based on the best available
evidence. The type of evidence best suited to support
an assessment is influenced by the type of management
issue being evaluated (Hockings et al. 2009b). Evaluating
the outcomes of management, such as ecological
condition assessments, is best suited to empirical data
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(for example, research and monitoring data), while
management process measures, such as the adequacy of
management directions, are better suited to qualitative
evidence (for example, expert opinion or experience).
While empirical data may be the most appropriate data
in some circumstances, often these data are not available
to inform assessments, so assessors must rely on other
sources of evidence, such as qualitative survey data
(for example, visitor satisfaction surveys), expert opinion
(for example, scientists or other experts with detailed
knowledge of the protected area) or local knowledge
(for example, traditional owners and protected area
managers) (Cook et al. 2010).

The advantage of using empirical data is that they can be
objective sources of evidence, which reduces subjectivity
and provides an independent reference point for those
wishing to understand why a particular assessment was
given. Conversely, qualitative information can be more
subjective, meaning that the reason for a particular
assessment is less transparent and therefore may be less
repeatable in subsequent years. This type of subjectivity
may also mean similar information is interpreted
differently by different individuals, leading to variation
between  different
protected areas. The distinction between the reliability
of quantitative and qualitative evidence can be a false

in hOW assessments are made

dichotomy, with the quality of the evidence available
being the most important factor in which type of
evidence is the most robust (Sechrest and Sidani 1995).
Expert elicitation processes can be designed, tested and
calibrated to provide a high degree of rigour, and this is
important where decisions will be made based on the
results of the evaluation (Martin et al. 2012).

It is valuable for assessors to record the evidence used
to inform the assessment and the rationale for their
judgment. The sources of evidence used to inform the
assessment can be recorded through the use of generic
categories, such as ‘monitoring data’, ‘management plan’
and ‘local knowledge’ (Hockings et al. 2009a). Evidence
sources can also be documented in detail. The rationale
for an assessment can be captured in a free text field,
placing the assessment in context (for example, a recent
fire in the protected area destroyed all infrastructure) and
ensuring that the reasoning is transparent. Capturing
this additional information can provide a valuable source
of information for those conducting future assessments.

Reviewing assessments

It can be important to include review processes within

management  effectiveness  evaluations, ~ whereby
assessments are checked by line managers, peer reviewers

or a steering committee to ensure consistency between

912

protected areas. It is important, however, to ensure that
this process is constructive. When the original assessment
for a protected area is changed due to a review process
highlighting an inconsistency, a manager’s assessment
should not simply be overruled. A non-consultative
review process can make assessors feel that their
perspective is not valued. One option to avoid a review
process being a negative experience is to ensure that it is
collaborative, where reviewers discuss any concerns they
have about assessments with the assessor in a constructive
way and all parties agree on the need for a change.

Triangulation

Triangulation is a process in which several different pieces
of evidence are sought to verify or refute a particular
conclusion, and it has long been recommended to
increase the validity of qualitative data (Patton 1997).
There is uncertainty associated with any piece of
evidence, through measurement error or other forms
of bias (Regan et al. 2002), but when muldple different
sources of evidence support a particular view they provide
greater confidence that a conclusion is correct (Sechrest
and Sidani 1995). Triangulation can be incorporated
into an evaluation process by encouraging assessors to
consult a range of different types of evidence, leading
to more confident assessments. Given that protected
area managers do seek multiple lines of evidence to
support their management decisions (Cook et al. 2012),
a triangulation process can also lead to more complete
assessments, which capture the relevant ecological,
social, political and economic perspectives. For example,
a ranger’s response to a questionnaire asking for the level
of threat from invasive species could be backed up by
spatial mapping and by an external expert.

Pilots

It is unlikely that the initial design phase will lead to
a perfect management effectiveness evaluation tool.
There can be great benefits to designing a preliminary
assessment tool that is piloted with a cross-section
of assessors to ensure the questions are clear and that
evaluations will represent the full range of management
contexts being considered. This pilot stage is likely to
provide valuable feedback that can be used to achieve a
more effective and representative evaluation tool. It can
also be a cheaper alternative to conducting a full survey
to find that the evaluation tool needs to be modified.

Any changes made to an assessment tool will mean that
at least some of the data collected cannot be compared
between subsequent evaluations periods. The trade-off
between ensuring the best evaluation tool is developed
and achieving continuity between evaluation datasets



means it is best to invest in the redevelopment of the tool
as early as possible. This can be achieved by conducting
one or more rounds of piloting the tool with a broad
cross-section of protected areas before conducting the
initial survey across the network. Another advantage of
testing the tool in this way is that it can ensure assessors
become familiar with the assessment questions.

Phase three: Implementing
the assessment and analysing
information

Communities, partners and stakeholders

Protected area management practice has increasingly
moved towards the recognition of the rights of local
communities, neighbours and other stakeholders in
planning and decision-making. This participatory
approach should wherever possible also apply to the
assessment of management effectiveness. As recognised
in the seventh principle, a cooperative approach should
be adopted from the beginning of the assessment process,
including the planning phase.

* DPrinciple 7: The evaluation process is cooperative,
and

participation of protected area managers and

with  good communication, teamwork
stakeholders throughout all stages of the project

wherever possible.

Gaining the 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. 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.

Ideally the assessment should involve a partnership
between many players, sharing the power, information
and benefits that derive from such a process. Community
members have different perspectives and often have
longer history and more in-depth knowledge of some
aspects of management than protected area staff. Their
participation in the evaluation process is important both
because they may have information and insights not
shared by managers and because their views on the site
are closely bound up with overall management success.
Involving partners and local people in the assessment
can also help all parties understand other viewpoints. In
indigenous and community-managed protected areas, it is
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essential that collaborative evaluation is a measure of joint
management as well as protected area performance, and
is a process of negotiation and trust-building (Stacey et
al. 2013). The participatory approach improves accuracy,
completeness, acceptance, use of information, transparency
and cooperation; although it is more expensive and time-
consuming to implement, it achieves more credible and
sustainable results than processes that are purely internal

(Paleczny and Russell 2005; Paleczny 2010).

To help ensure effective stakeholder involvement in
evaluation, stakeholders and partners should be regularly
informed about:

¢ the planning process for monitoring and evaluation
and their own role in the process—including in some
cases decisions about indicators and methodologies

° opportunities to participate in the evaluation exercise
* issues on which they will be asked for their opinion
*  how their opinions will be used

* how they will be informed of the progress of the
evaluation and the final outcomes

¢ how the results will be used.

Once all the partners have been identified, it will be
necessary to clarify expectations and roles, and in
particular to avoid giving participants a false impression
of what the assessment offers. For the evaluation process
to be rigorous, particularly if it is based on the self-
assessment approach, it is advisable to build a team of
stakeholder representatives to work with managers to
develop and agree on the monitoring and assessment
process. This team should include both key protected area
personnel (for example, the site manager) and a number
of other individuals involved in management issues.
The process of conducting meetings and interviews
needs to be carefully managed, and it is important to
consider how to manage any conflicts that may arise
from discussion of management performance.

Internal or external assessors?

An important consideration in planning a management
effectiveness evaluation is who will lead or conduct the
assessment. In many cases, assessments are conducted
by the on-ground protected area managers (self-
assessment). This has the advantage of accessing their
in-depth knowledge of the management processes and
conditions within the protected area. It can also be a
valuable time for managers to come together and reflect
on management outcomes, share information and
facilitate strategic planning activities. Self-assessments
may, however, be inaccurate if managers are concerned

that negative assessments will reflect badly on their job
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performance, particularly in cultures where self-criticism
and ‘losing face’ are avoided. Conversely, a desire to
attract additional funding for on-ground management
actions may give managers an incentive to provide overly
pessimistic assessments (Cook et al. 2010). In addition,
new staff members may not have the understanding
needed for the evaluation. These issues can be resolved if
line managers review assessments to check for accuracy
and consistency, though this process could also be open
to misrepresentation.

The few studies that have investigated the accuracy
of self-assessments of management effectiveness have
found no evidence to suggest managers conducting
self-assessments  misrepresent  the
their protected area (Cook et al. 2014b). Preliminary

attempts to validate self-assessments for one protected

management of

area network in Australia suggest that 75 per cent
of protected area managers provide assessments of
protected area conditions that match quantitative data.
When managers made assessments that did not match
measured assessments they tended to be conservative
in their judgments of condition, underestimating
the outcomes of management relative to measured
assessments (Cook et al. 2014b).

External assessors also conduct evaluations, either
independently or on behalf of the management agency.
External assessors may be consultants, scientists or
members of civil organisations. One advantage of
external assessors is that they are independent of the
management process and, depending on their origins,
may be more impartial than managers and stakeholders.
They can bring a freshness of vision and have greater
expertise in facilitation and assessment procedures;
they are also likely to raise issues that have been missed.
The disadvantage of external assessors is that detailed
knowledge of current and historical conditions and the
protected area’s management history may not be captured.
In addition, managers may be wary of admitting failures
and issues in front of external assessors. When outsiders
complete the evaluation, they also often take with them
much of the information and perspectives gained,
which are then no longer available to management.
Unfortunately, local managers and local communities
have sometimes been marginalised in the evaluation of
international conservation projects carried out by teams
of visiting experts who may only visit the area for a brief
period. A code of ethics similar to that used by UNDP
evaluators (UNDDP 2009) may be desirable.
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To achieve the best of both approaches, external assessors
can work cooperatively with protected area managers
and other partners and stakeholders to capture the local
on-ground knowledge and the other sources of evidence
available to make an objective assessment.

How should information be collected?

As discussed above, some of the information used in
PAME assessments is derived from pre-existing data
including monitoring data, which can be compiled and
interpreted at any stage of the assessment. It is often
useful for assessors to have this information, including
up-to-date maps or spatial data, before workshops or
questionnaires are applied.

Depending on the circumstances, expert elicitation
processes can be conducted through online or written
surveys, individual interviews, focus groups or workshops
with protected area staff, managers, partners and other
stakeholders. Guidelines for conducting such processes
ethically and to maximum effect are contained in some
of the management effectiveness methodologies, and also
in other manuals on extension and fieldwork generally.
Well-planned and organised workshops with good
facilitation and record-keeping are essential; if workshops
are chaotic or boring, people will not want to participate
the next time. A wide range of techniques is available
to engage all participants in the process. For example,
more detailed protected area evaluation exercises with
communities can make use of tools such as visual aids,
oral histories and storylines, which were developed for
participatory rural appraisal, adaptive management and
allied methods (Chambers 1997; Salafsky et al. 2001;
UNDP 2009; Petheram et al. 2012).

‘Conceptual models’ that visually represent values,
threats and chains of cause and effect in conservation
(Margoluis et al. 2009) are particularly useful for
workshops where outcomes as well as processes are
being discussed, and can work well with indigenous
communities as well as protected area staff and experts
(C. Mitchell, pers. comm.). These can be incorporated
into computer-based planning and evaluation programs
such as Miradi, which is used as an evaluation tool as
part of an integrated process by a number of NGOs and
protected area managers (CMP 2013; see Chapter 13).
Where resources allow, the use of projected spatial
images can also be a powerful tool, so threats, values
and other elements of protected area management can
be mapped and recorded with participants in workshop
situations. These maps are then included in assessment
reports and presentations and the spatial data stored
with other information.
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Figure 28.4 Example of simple graphical reporting, from a RAPPAM report
Note: The scale on the y axis represents cumulative scores of the five indicators on a one-to-five scale.

Source: Stanisi¢ (2009)

Online computer-based tools to facilitate streamlined
data collection, storage, analysis and reporting have been
used very successfully for some management effectiveness
methodologies. Online tools can now be used through
smartphones, tablets or other portable devices in the
field and in workshops, as well as through computers.
The advantage of these tools is that the data input into
the online interface are transferred automatically into a
database. These systems can also enable the dataset to be
queried for different purposes and can enable assessors
to see and display relevant information, including details
from past assessments, while conducting the current
assessment. These systems are possible, however, only
where there is access to the necessary computer skills,
equipment and infrastructure.

Studies evaluating existing management effectiveness
evaluation tools provide the following recommendations
for how to streamline evaluations and make them easier
for assessors to complete (Hockings et al. 2009a; Cook
et al. 2014a).

e Ensure the assessment frame is clear and front of
mind for assessors when making their assessment.
This can be achieved by making explicit in the
wording of the questions the important aspects of
how assessors should frame their assessments.

e Provide mechanisms to enable assessors to resolve
concerns about how to interpret assessment questions.

There are many different options to minimise the bias
associated with aspects of the evaluations that may
be open to interpretation. These include providing
training sessions, facilitated workshops, written
guidelines and a hotline that assessors can call to seek
advice during the assessment period. Any or all of
these approaches can help assessors seek clarification
about what they are being asked to evaluate (Cook
and Hockings 2011).

Allow assessors to indicate when they feel there
is insufficient information to be confident about
making a judgment for a particular management
issue. Allowing assessors to opt out of answering
questions will prevent assessors feeling they must
guess, introducing higher levels of uncertainty
into some assessments and potentially leading to
inaccurate assessments. Having a record of issues and
protected areas that lack adequate information can
allow management agencies to identify knowledge
gaps. Best practice in eliciting expert opinion
includes asking experts to indicate their confidence
in the judgment they have provided (Speirs-Bridge
etal. 2010).

Encourage assessors to record as much information
as possible during the assessment. Completing
comprehensive management effectiveness assessments
and protected
managers may be reluctant to spend time providing

can be time-consuming, area
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detailed assessments. Yet there are many benefits to
encouraging assessors to document the considerations
they make, the rationale for their judgment, the
evidence they used and any difficulties they had in
completing the assessment. These additional details
provide valuable context for consistency checking,
assist assessors making evaluations in the future
and provide important information to interpret the
results of current evaluations. This information can
be an invaluable resource for new protected area
managers and can form the basis of an induction to
the protected area.

Storage and analysis of data

Though data storage and analysis are listed as part of
this third phase of evaluation, it is vital that these are
thoroughly considered at the outset of the evaluation
process, to save wasting time and resources. Data systems
that can collect and collate information and allow for
different analyses and reporting without re-entering
data will obviously save time and minimise the chances
of errors. In addition, thinking about future analyses
from the outset will influence what data (including
metadata) are collected and how they are organised. This
can benefit both local analysis and the compilation of
national and international data. For example, recording
consistent information about the protected area such as
the WDPA code, current reserved area, budget, visitor
numbers and number of staff will enable patterns of
management success to be analysed in relation to many
other protected areas. As management effectiveness
evaluation datasets can be very large, it is important to
have good systems to store and manage data.

Analysis of data can be undertaken at a number of levels.
The first level of analysis is a simple compilation of
collected data, either for one site or across sites, usually

in the form of tables and graphs (Figure 28.4).

Summary results

Many evaluation methodologies can derive summary
results, which summarise many data for each protected
area into one score or a small number of headline
indicators. Such summary scores provide a quick and
easy way for an audience to determine comparative
conditions. While protected area managers generally
want more detailed reporting, quantitative data and
analysis, scores are attractive to policymakers and NGOs
as they give an instant overview of relative success and a
way of comparing protected areas. Visual reporting with
colours representing progress is particularly effective for
communicating with a range of audiences including
senior decision-makers.
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Total or average scores, however, risk oversimplifying
distorting and  being
misinterpreted. When people summarise or average

complex issues, results
scores to produce one overall result, two assumptions are

made.

1. They assume that the assessment categories provide
a linear scale, whereby the difference between
good and very good performance is equal to that
between good and moderate performance. This can
be difficult to achieve when defining assessment
categories using qualitative statements.

2. They assume that all the indicators and sub-
indicators are of equal importance. This is rarely
true, and a lot of thought should be put into how
the scores are ‘rolled up’ or combined. Methods
such as the ‘analytical hierarchy process’ (Saaty
1995) can be used in a participatory process to
ensure that weighting reflects perceptions about the
relative importance of indicators.

Statistical analysis

It may be possible for more advanced statistical
analyses to be conducted, looking at trends in data and
attempting to draw out broader patterns (Kelman 2010).
Manipulating results through summing and averaging,
however, or assigning weights to different indicators,
and through the use of scales and indexes, can give
misleading results, particularly if the data are limited in
either quantity or quality. In particular, any qualitative
data that are converted into quantitative data should be
treated with care and their limitations fully recognised.

Multivariate analyses can provide important insights into
whether greater financial investment in management will
lead to better management outcomes, and where there
may be factors, such as proximity to densely populated
areas, that may provide intractable challenges for the
management of protected areas. The potential use of
evaluation data for any or all of these purposes should
guide how the evaluation tool is designed.

Statistical advice might be necessary if advanced analyses
are considered. Most management effectiveness data
can be regarded as ‘ordinal’, where ratings are in order
from lowest to highest. The gaps between the different
scores are not entirely even and consistent, and are
sometimes difficult to quantify. A purely ordinal dataset,
however, would just order responses from the best to the
worst, while all PAME methodologies have attempted
to develop ratings that reflect steps towards ideal
management that are as even as possible. So although
we cannot definitively say that a score of four is twice
as good as a score of two, this is as close to the truth
as possible (Leverington et al. 2010a). These scores are



in many ways analogous to the Likert scales commonly
used in much sociological research (Likert 1932), and
there is much debate in the literature about the nature of
data derived from such questionnaires.

SWOT analysis

A Sstrengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats’
(SWOT) analysis can be a useful tool for analysing
information further—usually carried out in a workshop
with agency staff and/or other stakeholders. SWOT
involves categorising data and initial assessments under
one or another of these headings. This method can
provide a quick summary of management effectiveness
in a format that is appropriate for communication
with busy top-level managers and politicians and is
also a valuable way of identifying the next steps for
management (see Chapter 8).

Conceptual models

Management of protected areas is a complex process and
it can be very difficult to attribute results and outcomes
to any single cause. Generally, it is important to
understand as fully as possible the reasons for outcomes.
If we cannot understand the reasons for management
success or failure, attempts to improve performance
or to emulate successful programs may be ineffective.
Evaluation that assesses all the elements discussed
above with clearly framed questions, carefully chosen
indicators, good monitoring and sound methodology is
most likely to reveal some useful links and explanations.
Conceptual models to understand the dynamics of the
protected area and its management can greatly aid in the
interpretation of results (Margoluis et al. 2009).

Comparative analysis

Analysis is often strengthened by looking at changes over
time or space, such as by comparing several protected
areas within a system or measuring how the effectiveness
of a single protected area changes over time. Comparison
between protected areas can be valuable but needs to be
treated with caution, particularly if different assessors
have been involved (or even different assessment
systems). The WWF RAPPAM methodology (see above)
is designed to assess all the protected areas within a
country or district, in a workshop situation, where
managers provide a certain amount of peer review for
each area. Comparisons are useful for identifying trends
(including, for instance, common threats or weaknesses)
that may need to be addressed at a systems level and
also for identifying protected areas that are particularly
stronger or weaker than average. Comparison between
countries also provides interesting data, but here the
risks of distortion are comparatively greater and results
should always be treated with caution.
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Comparing individual protected areas over time is
probably more valuable. It is usually worth repeating
assessments at intervals to check on progress and to identify
trends. Except in the case of special-purpose single-event
evaluations, repeat evaluations are almost always desirable
and it is important to adopt an assessment system with
low enough costs to allow this. Very simple assessments
could be applied annually, while more expensive, time-
consuming exercises will probably only be worth
undertaking every few years. This approach is applied in
Colombia with annual, mid-term and long-term elements
to their evaluation system. Assessment does not need to
cover all aspects every time. For example, most protected
area managers will wish to track implementation of
management plans and work plans quite regularly, and
evaluations are often required on a regular basis for specific
projects within protected areas.

The desire to compare between evaluations over time is
sometimes in conflict with the opportunity to improve
the assessment system. Evaluation is itself a learning
experience, and better indicators, changed circumstances
and access to improved technology will all tend to shape
evaluation projects over time. Participatory evaluations,
by their nature, need to be flexible and respond to
people’s needs and perceptions. Changing methodology
or indicators will, however, obviously make it much more
difficult to compare results over time. In general, changes
in survey instruments should be minimised to those that
are really important and statistical and other possible
adjustments made to help keep results comparable.

Phase four: Communicating
results and implementing findings

The best PAME study will be ineffective or have
negative impacts if there is no follow-through to
result in improved management, or if the process of
evaluation causes serious friction and loss of trust
between the parties. Where evaluations show negative
trends, sensitive handling of the situation is essential so
that improvements are encouraged. Evaluation teams
should discuss in advance how to deal with cases where
assessments uncover real incompetence or, in the worst
scenario, deliberate misuse of power or resources.

* Principle 8: Communication of results is positive
and timely and undertaken in a way that is useful
to the participants. 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.
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Case Study 28.3 ‘State of the parks’ management effectiveness evaluation tools

The ‘state of the parks’ (SoP) is a system-wide approach to
evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management
focused on assessing all or most of the protected areas
in a network (Hockings et al. 2009). The approach uses
consistent indicators across all sites, although the specific
indicators used are tailored to the jurisdiction, rather
than employing a one-size-fits-all approach. The goal of
SoP evaluations is to improve management by using the
best available knowledge about the status of park values
and their key threats, achievements, gaps and emerging
issues to inform future priorities; however, there are often
multiple purposes, such as informing strategic planning
decisions and increasing accountability through public
reporting of the condition of and pressures on protected
areas (Leverington et al. 2008). The SoP approach has
been used in many different countries, including Canada,
the United States, Brazil, Finland and Australia (Hockings
et al. 2009).

In Australia, the SoP approach has been widely adopted,
and this case study focuses on the approach developed
by two management agencies in particular: the NSW
Office of Environment and Heritage (NSW OEH) and
Parks Victoria (PV). In the NSW OEH, SoP evaluations are
used to assess all of the protected areas managed by the
agencies, while the SoP tool developed by PV is used to
assess the 300 most significant protected areas and other
parks within their jurisdiction (10 per cent of the number of
parks but approximately 90 per cent of the area managed).
In both cases, the evaluation tools have the main purpose
of informing and improving management decision-making.
While these two SoP evaluation systems were ordained for
the same purpose and share many features in common,
they are two distinct evaluation tools designed for the
specific context and needs of each agency.

Australian protected area management systems are
charged with protecting the natural and cultural assets
within reserves, along with facilitating the public enjoyment
of these publicly owned spaces. The SoP evaluation
tools provide a comprehensive view of the effectiveness
of management across these different aspects of
management. Both the NSW OEH and the PV SoP tools
have been developed around the different aspects of the
IUCN framework (Figure 28.2), with all these aspects being
evaluated within the tool. The context for each protected
area is captured by recording the most significant values,
threats and stakeholders relevant to the reserve. The
important plans relevant to the reserve are recorded.
Management inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes
are evaluated through a series of targeted assessment
questions addressing a wide range of different aspects of
management, such as adequacy of information, planning
and direction setting, law enforcement, asset management,
along with visitors, indigenous heritage and biodiversity
management. The emphasis on management outputs
and outcomes is rare within management effectiveness
assessment tools (Cook and Hockings 2011), but provides
a much clearer understanding of the condition of and
pressures on individual reserves, as well as across the
protected area system.

The assessment questions within the SoP tools are built
around four qualitative assessment criteria (see Hockings
et al. 2009), which reflect management standards—for
example, considering the condition of a value from poor, to
moderate, good and very good—and are evaluated by the
primary reserve manager or management group. To ensure
that the qualitative statements that form the assessment
criteria are applicable to protected areas within a wide
range of contexts, they are built around subjective terms,

A herbivore-proof exclosure located in montane forests at the headwaters of the Murray River in the
Alpine National Park, Victoria, Australia, provides scientific proof of the impact of grazing and tramping
by a large population of wild horses (brumbies) for State of Parks reporting.

Source: lan Pulsford



such as ‘adequate’, ‘sufficient’ and ‘appropriate’, which
are interpreted according to the circumstances for the
reserve and defined in guidelines. For example, in both
jurisdictions, nature reserves are set aside primarily
for the protection of biodiversity and visitation is
discouraged. Therefore, the appropriate visitor facilities
in nature reserves are significantly different to those in
multipurpose reserves such as national parks.

Wherever possible, the qualitative categorised
assessments are based on measured information
(for example, biodiversity monitoring results), but
where this is not possible assessments are based on
specialist opinion and other knowledge. In other cases
(for example, the extent of community involvement
in decision-making), qualitative assessments are the
most appropriate method.

These qualitative assessments are accompanied by
a justification where the rationale for the assessment
is given, providing vital context for interpreting
evaluations. The justification also allows managers to
record important events, such as wildfires, that may
have significantly altered the condition of the reserve
from one assessment period to the next. Managers are
also asked to record the evidence available to support
their assessments. In Victoria, this is done through
generic categories, such as systematic monitoring or
anecdotal evidence. In New South Wales, the generic
categories are accompanied by the capacity to provide
specific details, such as the name of management
plans, research papers or underlying monitoring data.

While qualitative assessments can introduce bias into
assessments, there are several features of the SoP
tools that attempt to minimise this. Each assessment
question enables managers to opt not to assess
when they are unsure because insufficient information
is available. To maximise consistency and minimise
bias, both agencies have established comprehensive
quality-assurance processes. While public reporting
of SoP results has been undertaken, both agencies
have focused heavily on application of the SoP tool
for knowledge and adaptive management through an
extensive program of ‘closing the loop’ workshops
with park staff. In both agencies, this includes the
development of web-based user-focused reporting
tools to enable all agency staff to access and share
results.

One of the most important features of the SoP program
from both agencies is the active follow-up of results
through ‘closing the loop’ workshops with parks staff.
These workshops feed results back to managers, ask
‘why’ a particular evaluation result was achieved and
seek to inform management responses for the next
planning period.

— Carly Cook, Monash University; Andrew Growcock,
NSW Office of Environment and Heritage; Tony Varcoe,
Parks Victoria
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While there is a focus on data from management
effectiveness studies, reports that provide context,
explanation and recommendations for improvement
may be more useful in leading to improved management.
Evaluation reports should be clear and specific enough
to improve conservation practices—and realistic,
addressing priority topics and feasible solutions.

All participants and stakeholders should be provided with
some form of feedback as soon as possible, in a format that
suits the intended audience. Methods of presentation,
language and terminology should be commonly
understandable, though more technical language will be
appropriate for some audiences. Very brief and pointed
reports with attractive visual elements are often needed
for senior executives and politicians.

Possible methods of communication include interactive
internet sites; reports in hardcopy and available on
the Internet; attractive publications and brochures to
increase public interest; presentations to managers,
decision-makers, interest groups and other stakeholders;
field days and special events; media coverage and displays.

Limitations and flaws in the process and potential
improvements should be identified in the assessment
report. Strengths and weaknesses of management
should be identified and clear recommendations made
for improving management. Evaluations should spell
out the need for planned change or should encourage
reinforcement of what is going well at the site or
organisational level.

Making a difference: Towards
more effective management

Management effectiveness evaluations are worthwhile
where they lead to improved management and better
outcomes, both ecological and social (Case Study
28.4). This can result quickly and directly from the
evaluation process, leading to better cooperation,
to clearer understandings and to learning among all
partners. Protected area managers can be exposed to
new sources of information and new viewpoints, while
other stakeholders gain a greater understanding of the
challenges facing managers and communities. In some
cases, an evaluation workshop also inspires or reminds
managers to take immediate action to remedy a situation
or begin a new initiative.

The more formal process of ‘substantive’ improvement
occurs where results are analysed so that shortcomings
can be addressed. Cases where targeted actions are taken
to raise management effectiveness scores appear to be
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Case Study 28.4 The value of assessing management effectiveness of protected
areas: The Western Cape Nature Conservation Board, South Africa

In 2008 the national government body responsible
for conservation in South Africa, the Department of
Environmental Affairs (DEA), developed the South African
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT-SA) in
order to provide a uniform performance evaluation tool
assessing the management effectiveness of protected
areas in the country. The METT-SA was conducted in
all protected areas in South Africa and the results were
published in the DEA report Management Effectiveness
of South Africa’s Protected Areas (Cowan et al. 2010).

The DEA, in agreement with the CEO forum on protected
areas, set the national norm for management effectiveness
for protected areas in South Africa at a minimum of 68 per
cent.

After the report by Cowan et al. (2010), actions were
identified at protected area (site) level, organisational
(Provincial) level and national level (Table 28.5). CapeNature
developed action plans for each reserve in order to address
at least five issues per annum pertaining to the METT-SA.

Table 28.5 A summary of actions taken to improve management effectiveness in South Africa, 2010-14

Management

Protected area

Organisational (Provincial) level

W EUT LG EREE

effectiveness

Legal status
and boundary
demarcation

(site) level

Title deeds and surveyor-
general diagrams
obtained for land verified

Verification of declarations and boundary
descriptions of protected areas
Secondment of staff member to assess
state land transfer required from national
to Provincial government in order

to secure land in terms of National
Environmental Management: Protected
Areas Act (NEMPAA)

Guidelines for the declaration of
protected areas

Development of geo-database
of South African protected and
conservation areas (2013)

Protected area
expansion

Management of
additional land as part of
the protected area

CapeNature (Provincial) Protected Area
Expansion Plan (Purnell et al. 2010)
Protected area expansion in partnership
with WWF-SA and Leslie Hill Succulent
Karoo Trust with the purchase of more
than 100 000 ha

Outcome 10—national
protected area expansion
targets

National Protected Area
Expansion Strategy (2008)
Intervention with the Department
of Minerals and Energy
regarding their objection to the
proclamation of the Knersvlakte
Nature Reserve

Protected area
regulations

Legal review to align Provincial ordinance
with new legislation, including NEMPAA
(Biodiversity Bill in draft)

Brenton Blue Special Nature
Reserve Cape Floral Kingdom
World Heritage site application
NEMPAA 2008 regulations for
the proper administration of
nature reserves (2012)

Draft norms and standards for
the management of protected
areas (2013)

Strategic plans
and conservation
development
frameworks

Management plans
completed for 21
protected areas

The establishment of multidisciplinary
management planning teams to guide
the development of action plans and
processes to ensure that the results

from monitoring and research inform
management decisions as part of the
management planning process
Implementation of strategic management
planning through the development and
implementation of the so-called 71-Step
Plan

The prioritisation of conservation
development frameworks for protected
areas with high tourism potential and a
process to develop sensitivity zonation of
protected areas

Guidelines for the development
of a management plan for a
protected area in terms of

the NEMPAA (Cowan and
Mpongoma 2010)

Advisory
committee/
neighbours/
community

The establishment

of protected area
advisory committees

to ensure community
input into protected
area management
planning processes and
implementation

Guidelines for the establishment of
protected area advisory committees
developed




CapeNature conducted METT-SA assessments in 2008,
2011, 2012 and 2013 for protected areas, including marine
protected areas, and the results are summarised in Table
28.6. METT scores increased from only five protected
areas meeting the national norm (5 per cent) in 2008 to 92
protected areas (84 per cent) in 2013.

Initially the METT-SA assessments were met with some
resistance by staff, but as CapeNature has evolved and
lent support to protected area managers to address the
higher-level challenges, their buy-in to this process has
been overwhelming. A very valuable lesson learnt has
been the role the four regional ecologists have played to
ensure consistency in the interpretation of questions and
the resulting scoring. This has ensured consistency across
the Province. The increase in scores from 2008 to 2011
could largely be attributed to the effort made in ensuring
the regional ecologists agreed on the interpretation of
the questions. The improvement of METT scores has
been linked to individual performance management in
CapeNature, which has ensured staff is rewarded for good
work.

Table 28.6 CapeNature METT-SA Results

The highest improvement in management effectiveness
can be seen where the entire protected area management
team, including all support services, works together
efficiently. The lowest METT scores have been linked to a
lack of teamwork and resources.

The partnership and commitment by all levels of
government to address shortcomings have significantly
improved management effectiveness in South Africa and
Western Cape Province. Continued efforts to improve
management effectiveness are bringing good results.

— Gail Cleaver-Christie, CapeNature, Directorate:
Conservation Management, Stellenbosch, Republic of
South Africa

ea 0. O Area 0. Of prote a Pe e age Area a Pe e age

protected 2 B ed area A area 2

ared d - Ore Ore - Ore d Oore

cl < 10 o : 0 o S 0 o s 0 o s 0
2008 93 789 923 5 5 32 192 4
2011 97 817 907 36 37 347 936 43
2012 100 822 535 54 54 538 020 84
2013 111 839 120 92 84 753 818 90

Marine management workshop, Lamberts Bay, South Africa, September 2010
Source: Gail Cleaver-Christie, CapeNature




African bush elephants (Loxodonta africana) in Kruger National Park, South Africa. Maintenance of
healthy populations of iconic species such as elephants provides powerful evidence of management
effectiveness

Source: lan Pulsford

very successful provided sufficient resources are available.
For example, protected areas in South Africa’s Eastern
Cape Province improved management effectiveness
scores by 33 per cent over a three-year period, due to a
concerted effort to address management gaps and raise
all the reserves to be considered as ‘soundly managed’
(Jeckelman et al. 2012). Two key factors determine
whether evaluation findings will make a practical
difference to management:

* a high level of commitment to the evaluation by
managers and owners of the protected areas

* adequate mechanisms, capacity and resources
to address the findings and recommendations

(Hockings et al. 2006).
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Conclusion

Over the past two decades, management effectiveness
evaluation has become an integral part of good protected
area management. Increasingly, policymakers, senior
managers, donors, stakeholders and protected area
managers on the ground are looking to this information
as a key part of their planning and decision-making
armoury. Most importantly, the process of management
effectiveness evaluation is becoming institutionalised
within management systems. This gives confidence that
management effectiveness evaluation will not be a ‘passing
fad’ but part of a contemporary approach to best-practice
management. The adaptive approach to planning and
management that good PAME can support will certainly
be needed if protected areas are to fulfil their role as
the key element of global nature conservation efforts.
Many challenges remain. Improving the evaluation of
social, economic, community and governance aspects of
protected area management is one of these. Establishing
more explicit standards to guide protected area managers
and making the case for more extensive monitoring of
key protected area values are others that the IUCN and
its WCPA will continue to work on over coming years.
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