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I INTRODUCTION

In paragraphl5 of decision IX/18A, the Conference of the Parties (COP) to the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD) requestethe ExecutiveSecretary, to convene regional and subregional
capacitybuilding and progresseview workshopsfor the programme of work on protedteareas
(POWPA). In paragrapB5 of the same decision, ti@onference of the Partiew/hile deciding orthe
process fompreparation of irdepth reviewof the programme of work on protected aregtsthe tenth
meeting of theConference of the Partigequestethe Executive Secretary to prepé#ne indepth review
usinginter alia information contained in the fourth nation&ports, relevant global and regional data
bases and the results of theovementionedregional and subegional workshops anih propose ways
and means for strengthening the implementation oPhW&PAfor consideration byhe Subsidiary Body
on Scientifc, Technical and Technological Advice (SBSTTA).

Accordingly, the Executive Secretary, with the generous financial assistarCenafla Belgium,
Colombia, Czech Republic, the European Commission, Gernhaaig, the Netherlands an8pain, and,
hasconvenedegionalworkshops in Asiaand thePacific, Africa, Latin America anthe Caribbean and
Central and Eastern Europe regions in October, November 2009.

This note has been preparedhich synthesizes the informatianter alia, contained irannex Il of
65 fourth national reportsand information gathereffom Parties and organizatioris the regional
workshops to facilitate the review of implementation of the programme of work on protectedbgreas
SBSTTA atits fourteenthmeeting Section Il contains aynthesis of information on progress towards
achieving targets of the programme of work. Section Il describes the main obstacles encountered by the
countries in implementing the programme of wo8ection IVflags issues that need consideration by
SBSTTA 14 and theConference of the Partidsr strengthening implementation, new target dates and
time tables and issues that became prominent sitmmePoWPA was adopted such as climate change,
protected area values and benefits, governance etc.

Il PROGRESS TOWARDS ACHIEVING TAR GETS OF THE
PROGRAMME OF WORK

It should be noted that the percentage used in this report is that out of the total Parties for which
information is available, either from the reports received or information gathered. In describirad gener
progress, fAnearlypatl oennhdi Bmoescoaitntdieaate®dOat | e
atleast4per cent , s ome @ eirn ciecnat easn da ti fleengder centftli c at e s
assessing the progress a five staration is usedt very little progress! ! some progresst ! ! fair

progress! ! ! food Progress! ! !l excellent ProgressA global snapshot of progress is described

in Table 1below.

Table 1: Assessment of progress in goals tife POWPA at global level

Goal Target Progress to Date

1.1 Target: To establish and strengthen national| ! ! ! ! Good prog
regional systems of protected areas integri globally for terrestrialareas
into a global network as a contribution | ! very |little |

globally agreed goals (timeline2010 for | areas
terrestrial and 2012 for marine)

1.2 Target: By 2015 all protected areas ar! | Some progress to dateCan
protected area systems are integrated into| possiblybe achieved by the targ
wider land and seascape, and relevant sect date provided more systema
by applying the ecosystem approach arkih@| efforts are put in placen the next
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Goal

Target

Progress to Date

into account ecological connectivity / and {

five years

concept, where appropriate, of ecologi
networks

1.3

Target: Establish and strengthen 2910/2012
transboundary protected areas, other formg
collaboration between neighbouring protec
areas across national boundaries and regi
networks, to enhance the conservation
sustainable use of Dbiological disity,
implementing the ecosystem approach,
improving international cooperation

I I IFair to good progress to dat
globally,34% increase in number
transboundary protected aree
complexes, could be achiev
partially.

14

Target: All protected areas to have effecti
management in existence bg012 using
participatory and sciendsased site plannin
processes that incorporate clear biodiver
objectives, targets, management strategies
monitoring programmes, drawing upon exist
methodologies and a lorigrm managemer,
plan with active stakeholder involvement

I I ' Fair progress to date with
about 30%of national protecte
areas has management plans
place and another 30 % are und
development, but effecti
implementation of plans are laggir
behind. Likely to achieved partial
by the target date of 201 at glob
level.

15

Target: By 2008 effective mechanisms fq
identifying and preventing, and/or mitigatir
the negative impacts of key threats to proteq
areas are in place

I I IFair to good progress to dat
in identifying the threats, but thre
mitigation and prevention ar
lagging behind globally

218&22

Target 2.1: Establish mechanisms for
equitable sharing of both costs and beng
arising from the establishmentcamanagemen
of protected areas (Timelir2908

Target 2.2: Full and effective participation
indigenous and local communities, in f
respect of their rights and recognition of th
responsibilities, consistent with national law g
applicable interational obligations, and th
participation of relevant stakeholders, in 1
management of existing, and the establishn
and management of new protected af
(Timeline 2008)

I ISome progress to date in bg
the targets but way behin
meeting the targets at glob
level

3.1

Target: By 2008 review and revise policies &
appropriate, including use of social 4
economic valuation and incentives, to provid
supportive enablingenvironment for morg
effective establishment and management
protected areas and protected areas systemsg

I I IFair to good progress to datg
partially achieved at global level

3.2

Target: By 201Q comprehensive capaci
building programmes and initiges are
implemented to develop knowledge and skillg
individual, community and institutional level
and raise professional standards

I I 1Fair to good progress t
date,could bepartially achieved al
global level
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Goal Target Progress to Date

3.3 Target: By 2010 the developmen validation,| | 1 IFair progress to dategould
and transfer of appropriate technologies { be partially achieved at globa
innovative approaches for the effecti |evel
management of protected areas is substant
improved, taking into account decisions of {

Conference of the Parties on technology tran
and cooperabin

3.4 Target: By 2008 sufficient financial, technicg ! !Some progress to dateut way
and other resources to meet the costg behind meeting the tget at
effectively implement and manage national g global level
regional systems of protected areasss&eured,
including both from national and internatior]
sources, particularly to support the needs
developing countries and countries W
economies in transition and small isla
developing States.

3.5 Target: By 2008 public awarenesg! ! | !Good progress to dat
understanding and appreciation of { partially achieved at global level
importance and benefits of protected area
significantly increased

4.1 Target: By 2008, sandards, criteria, and be ! ! | Fair progress to datein
practices for planning, selecting, establishi| developing standards, criteria arn
managing and governance of national ¢ best practies but lagging behinc
regional systems of protected areas |in adoptingthem at global leve
developed and adopted

4.2 Target: By 201Q frameworks for monitoring ! ! Some progress tdate could be
evaluating and reporting protected arf partially achieved at global
management effectiveness at sites, national
regional systems, and transboundary prote
area levels ampted and implemented by Partig

4.3 Target:By 201Q national and regional systernf ! ! Fair to good progress to datg
are established to enable effective monitorin¢ in monitoring coverage and trenc
protectedarea coverage, status and trends at national, regional and globg
national, regional and global scales, amdgsist scales through the World Databa
in evaluating progress in meeting glol on Protected Arem (WDPA) but
biodiversity targets monitoring statuss lagging behind

4.4 Target: Scientific knowledge relevant ! ! ! Good progress to date

protected areas is further developed ag
contribution to their establishmer

effectiveness, and management

Goal 1.1: To establish and strengthen national andegional systems of protected areas integrated

into a global network as a contribution to globally agreed goals

Target 1.1: To establish and strengthen national and regional systems of protected areas inte
into a global network as a contribution tglobally agreed goals (timeline 2010 for terrestrial and 20
for marine)
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Fair progress to dateglobally for terrestrial; very little progress for marine areas: There are
significant improvements in theerrestrial protected area coverage reaching 2%. of the globa
terrestrial area; mo r e tebieng, 12hokthel4 tevréstrialmomesda
nine of the 15 WD® than d0%roE their areasundbrgnotectionud of the 14
countries for which information is aitable, 68 countries have kept aside more than 10% of
territory under protectionabout50 countries have either completed or in the process of complet
comprehensive gap analysis ame taking actions to implement the results of gap analysis.

Key issues considered for assessing global progress:Gap analysis;
Creation of new protected areas

Nearly all reporting countries indicated progress towaatdget 1.1By 2008 there are more than 120,000
nationally designated protected areas covering 21 million square kilometres of land @hidjseal)

While the terrestrial protected areas listed in World Database on Protected Areas cover 1th2% of

pl anet dasea;sha mdriree pretected areas occupy only ®@P%h e wor | dbés territori
0.5% of theextraterritorialseas. Out of the 15 regions of the world recognized by the UNEPMC,

nine regions (Americas, East and Southeast Asia, Eastern armideo Africa, Western and Central

Africa, Europe, and the Caribbean) have 10% of their terrestrial area under protecteavaezaas only

three (Australia/New Zealand, South America and North America) of the 15 regions have more than 10%
their marine eeas protectedBased on the information available from National Biodiversity Strategy and

Action Plansand nationateports,coverage ofrotected areaas apercentage chc ount r y6s terr e
area is available fat14 CBD Parties 68 countries out dahis total 14 havekept more than 10% of their

territories under protectiofwith 33 countries having more than 15% of their terrestrial pretected:

23% ( 26 countries) have 5to 10% and only 14.5% of countrigs6 in humberhave les than 5% of

their land designated as protected areas.

An overlayof nationallydesignated protected areas wilewor | dbés terrestri al ecor e
out of the14 terrestrialbiomes have more than 10% of their amatected.Flooded grassland &
Savanna biomewith 42% of its area undegrotected coveragis the highest protected biome.Only

tropical & subtropical coniferous forests biome and temperate grasslands, savannas& scrublands biome
recorded less than 10% protection with ldiger hagust about 5% of its area under protectiorowkver,

the degree of protection to the ecoregions within these biomes ammgut of the 825 terrestrial
ecoregions more than 5% are completely protected, 50% have 10% of their area protected and 8% have
less than 1% of their area under protectidrOut of the 232 marine ecoregions, only 39% of them have

10% of their area under protectiowhereas 50% have keshan 1% of their area under protection.
Considering the current annual growth rate of marine protectst 4.6%) achieving thel0% target of

the %:BD strategic plan and the POWPA marine target maybealigh impossiblewithin the next 20

year

lUNEP—WCMC(2008). State of the worldés protected arWGME, an ann
Cambridge.

% Lauren Coact al (2008 Progress towards the convention on Biological Diversity terrestrial 2010 and marine 2012 targets for
protected area coverage. Parks 17(2)35IUCN, Gland, Switzerland.

3 Some examples athe SuddSahelian swamps, Zambezian flooded grasslands (inclulem@kavango Delta), Lake Chad
flooded savanna and Nile Delta flooded savanna (all in Africa). The Everglades in the USA , the Orinoco and Pantanal wetlands
in South America, and the marshes of Southern Iraq are examples outside Africa

* UNEP-WCMC(2008)

> Dan Laffoleyetal 2008. Progress with Marine Protected Areas since Durban, and future directions. Parks-22(2JCN,
Gland, Switzerland
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Figure 1 Global growth in area and number of nationally designated PAs

T .
f12 1897 1907 1917

More than 15 countries have completedcomprehensivecologicalgap analysis and are in the process of
implementing the resultsvhetherby establishing new protected areadending existing protected areas

or by other means In about 3 countries attemptsare underway to undertake comprehensive gap
analyses Box). In somedevelopedcountries (Australia, Finland, Canadmd Germanyand in some
developing countrie@Brazil, Bhutan, Costa Ri¢dhe protected area netwoik nearcomprehensivand
ecologicaly representativeoveringmajor biomes (forests, pastures, deserts, grasslands, mountains, and
wetlands) and includes public, private and community protected areas.-f@ptesentedecosystems
typically include: coastal areas, oases, cave systems,,kgestslands, rivers and river canyons, marshes,
and most significantly, marine systems.

27 countriesreportedthe establishment of abol900 new protected areas national parks, nature
reserves, nature conservation areas, nature parks, landscapgegesatural monuments, protected
landscapes, ecological lands, scientific reserves and areas of community importark® raadne
protected areas, covering approximat&@ million ha of terrestrial and marine areagice 2004 table

1). A majority of reportingcountries have indicated plans to establish additional protected areas and to
adopt targets for protected areas. These targets have been included in relevant environmental policies,
national strategies for sustainable development, natluiodiversity strategies, national wildlife action

plans and programmesThe planned expansion of coverage ranges from 5.74% to 30% of the total
geographical area of countries
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Progress in theProvince of Quebec in Canada

From 2002 to 2009, Quebec added almost 12.4 million ha of protected areas through two ¢
plans. More than 5.3 million ha were added in 2008alone, taking the protected area coverag
8.12% of its territory, repee nt i ng al | the 13 natur al prd
provinces, over 10% of the area and in one province over 25% of the area is under protectiq
Boreal forest natural province recorded exponential increase from 2.38 million 2e02nto 9.73
million ha in 2009.0n March 2009, 2009 the Provincial Government committed to protecting 1
its territory by 2015.

Designing Protected Areas for Newfoundlanéd n d L a b Waodland @asbou, Canada
NL6s pr ot sratdgyeptovides fettee establishmeraf six wildernesgeserves, eachreater
than1,000 km2 specificallytargetedor the conservation f t h e woodland cariba 0 s

Source: 4 National report
The recent growth of the national system of protected areas in Brdzi

The Brazilian system of protected areas at both national and sub national levels composeg
different categories comprises 600 protected areas totalling 99.85 million ha distributed in
Brazilian biomes. Adding the current private reserves the recognition and recording of all th
state protected areas is completed; the coverage of terrestrial and marine protectadladea$30
million ha.

Between 2004 and 2007, 54 new federal protected areas ware established and other 9reass
were expanded adding 19.6 million ha , about 40% increase in the size of federal Pas t
2003.

Source: Implementation of the CBD in Brazil: Issues on the agenda of COP 9. Ministry of Environ
Brazilin Government

Status of Gap analysis of the POWPA within Parties to the CBD

Several Pdies have completed gap analyses of their protected area systems for completing eco
representative networks of protected areas (Australia, Bahamas, Belize, Bolivia, Costa Rica, |
Finland, Grenada, Guatemala, India, Madagascar, MarshaltitsiMexico, Peru, and St. Vincent and
Grenadines Under t h e SuppbrihCoudtEyAction ion the CBD Programme ®@¥ork on
Prot ect ed ctAfgmaaistadAlbamacAntigua and Barbud#@rmenia, Bosnia and Herzegovin
Comoros Djibouti, Dominican Republic, East Timor, Fiji, MongoliMaldives, MicronesiaMauritania
NicaraguaPanama, Papua New Guinggamoa, SieraLeoneSolomon Islands and Tongare currently
undertaking the gap analysis

Mexico Gap aralysis

In 2008CONAP publishedan analysis of gaps and omissions in the conservation of terrestrial and
biodiversity of Mexico ( http://www.conanp.gob.mx/analisis_vacios.Htn#indings from gapanalysis
highlightedthat the out of the 96 terrestrial ecoregions of Mexidoarecompletely protected and 3
ecosrgions are under represented
protected area system3he study made it possible to identify terrestrial ecoregions requiring pr
conservation effids for not being sufficiently represented in existing systems of protected areas ar
a high biological significance. In particular, there is a serious lack of protected areas in dry forest
Tamaulipas and thorny forests of piogk, and thosecosystems that have been severely affecte

ogically
Fcuador,
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a

marine

0
in

iority

d have

S, scrub

d by

human activities, such as rainforests and cloud forests of the mountain. The analysis indicateg
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http://www.conanp.gob.mx/analisis_vacios.html

priority sites are represented with less than 20% coverage in the system Protected Areas. Of

sites of coastal and continental margin and the deep sea sites are not protected whatsoever..

VACios Y 1IGN DE LA BIODIVERSIDAD TERRESTRE DE MEXICO

ios y

P

Gap analysis in Finland

There have been two main measures in identifying the gaps within the PA network in Finland.
Assessmenbf threatened habitat types in Finland.The first assessment (2008) of threatened ha
types in Finland functions as a major tool to estimate the representativeness and to identify
Finlandbés PA networ k. The aatypesswhivtewere dividedirdoisey
main groups: the Baltic Sea and its coast, inland waters and shores, mires, forests, rocky
traditional rural biotopes, and the fell area.

The SAVA Project, coordinated by the Finnish Environment Institiie 19972002, assessed th

ecol ogi cal representativeness of Finlandos

inland waters. The need for conservation in the forests of Southern Finland and Ostrobothnia
examined in detail by subsequent working group. The state of natural environment for each
habitat type was evaluated as part of the first National Action Plan for Biodiversity in Finland

2005), also assessing how comprehensively and representatively the netpratected areas conserv

the remaining biodiversity of Finlandébs eco

these, 21

bitat

gaps of
enr e d
habitats,

a

e

net wor
was also
broad

1997

es
system

Table 2. Number and coverage (where available) of protected areas established since
2000/2004 in Z countries (from the reports submitted to the Secretariat of the Convention

on Biological Diversity).

Country Pa coverage Protected area (s)
as % of
countr
land areas
Brazil 7% 54 new federal PAs established and 9 existing Pas expg
covering 19.6 million ha. From 20d15 State Pas increas
28.3% in number and 64.7% incseain size approximatel
11.8 million ha.
India 4.7% 14 new Pas or an increase of 15% in number covering
million ha.
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Country Pa coverage Protected area (s)
as % of
countr
land areas

Hungary 9.4% 93 new Pas (21 nature reserves, 71 protected natural ar
local significance, 1 landscape protection area) coye
26953 ha area. In addition 6 new Ramsar sites cov
79,000 ha area.

Poland 32.3% 1029 new protected areas ( Natural Reserves
documentation sites 50; ecological sites 572; natural landg
complexes 37; protected landscapes 5; Special Baigqion
areas 69; special areas under habitat conservation 180

Mexico 11.8% 47 new national parks covering 7.2 million ha

Australia 10.52% National Reserve system has grown from 10.52% in 20(

territorial 11.6% in 2006an increase of 9.11 million ha with 1280 n
area and 7% PAs.
of  marine| 43 new MPAs covering 24 million ha
areas
Canada 9.4% About 15 million ha increase in area from 2005 to 2009
terrestrial
0.64%
marine area

China 15% 136 new pas from the end of 2006 to the end of Z
coverng 34 million ha.

Spain 8.8% 184 new Pas covering 6.9 million ha (72 new SPAs for b
96 new protected natural areas; 16 new Ramsar sites).
under Natura 2000 doubled from 5.5 to 11 million ha.

France 12% 1201 new Pas including Natura 2000 sitBkational Parks
regional nature reserves, prefectoral protection biotopes, f
biological reserves covering 6.84 million ha

Sweden 10% 21 new MPAs. 280000 ha of productive forests protecte
the end of 2008. Proposals to establish 17 new nati@mks [
extension of 7 existing parks and 28 new MPAS by 2010.

Philippines 13.8% 730 new MPAS from 1992007 with 48% increase in th
area. A 5.3% increase in the proportion of terrestrial prote
areas to total land area from 1992 to 2008. The prapodf
forest cover to land area increased from 23.9% in 200
52.6% in 2006.

Czech Republic 18% 43 new Pas (2 national nature monuments, 1 national n
reserves, 9 nature monuments, 14 natural reserves, 1 SP
16 SCI.

Germany 13.5% land | 749 new PA ( 588 nature conservation areas, 2 national

41% maime | T Eifel and Kellerwald, 152 landscape reserves and 7 n
parks) covering 0.7 million ha

Finland 15% Since 2004 added 845000 ha of new protected areg
national parks, strict nature reges, protected peat land are
and herb rich forest areas.

Rwanda 10% 2 new Pas (Ramsar siidRugeziBuleraRuhondo comple
and Buhanga reserved forest area)

Norway 14.3% 234 new Pas covering 1.2 million ha.

Madagascar 10% 2 million ha of new Pas atuding 5 new MPAs

Albania 9.8% 6 new Pas since 2004 ( 2 managed nature reserves (

wetlands, 1 protected ) ; expansion of Dajti national park
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Country Pa coverage Protected area (s)
as % of
countr
land areas
Mali me GropaBize-Martanesh protected landscape

Algeria 24% 2 new Pas ( one terrestrial natiopark and one marine natu
reserve)

United Kingdom 10.9% 814 new Pas ( 19 special protection areas, 47 special ar
conservation, 2 Ramsar sites, 62 SSSIs +ASSIs, 6 na
nature reserves, 668 local reserves, 9 areas of outstg
natural beautyand 1 national park)covering 0.8million ha.

Cameroon 15% 8 new Pas since 2001

Estonia 18% 62 new Pas with an increase of 6% in the coverage of F
percentage of territory.

Kyrgyzstan 5.2% 143000 ha increase in PA coverage from 2P0G8

Mongolia 14.1% An increase of 3% inhe coveragef Pas as percentage
territory.

Belgium 12.6% 77 new Pas ( 66 reserve areas, 6 Natura 2000sites
wetlands) covering 48,470 ha

Goal 1.2: To integrate protected areas into broader landand seascapesral sectors so as to
maintain ecological structure and function

Target: By 2015, all protected areas and protected area systems are integrated into the wider land
and seascape, and relevant sectors, by applying the ecosystem approach and taking into aatcou
ecological connectivity / and the concept, where appropriate, of ecological networks.

Some progress tdate may likely to be achieved by ttaate providedmore systematic effodre put in
place in next five years

Key issues considered for assessigipbal progress: measures taken for developing enabling
environment forintegrating protected areas into broader land and seascapes and sectors; application of
ecosystem approach.

Progress towards achieving this target is more evident in Europe andahfawdeveloped countries.

The majority of reporting countries indicated enabling legislative, policy measures and tools for
integrating protected areas into broader land and seascapes and sectoral interests. Some examples include:
the Protected Areas Adn Albania; the Directions for the National Reserve SysferRartnership
Approach in Australia; Directives under beyond sites requirement of the European Commission Bird and
Habitat DirectivesNatura 2000 in European Community member States; ABicfethe Federal Nature
Conservation Act in Germany; the National Natural Heritage Plan in France; Strategic Environmental
Assessment in Lebanon; and the Ecological Network Act in UKkaine

In many countries, protected areas are integrated into surroundiag through regional development
planning, spatial planning, including establishment of ecological corridors, core areas, buffer zones and
Biosphere Reserves. Many reporting countries indicated they had taken steps to improve connectivity
and ecologicalnetworks. Some examples include: Australian Alps to Atherton (A2A connectivity
conservation corridor); Greater Mekorsgb regionBiodiversity conservation corridor in Viet Nam;
ecological green corridors in Hungary; dconels and ecpassages in Belgium.Many developing
countries reported thatnoa conceptual level, the need for adopting the ecosystem approach and
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establishing/managing protected areas in the regional context is well understood; however, in practice the
sectoral interests and competingdauses make it difficult to integrate protected areas into broader land
and seascapes. Information on efforts to integrate marine and coastal protected areas into surrounding

seascapes has not been well reported.

Vilcabamba Amboré Conservation Corridor

The Vilcabamba Ambor6 Conservation Corridor (VACC) is a tlaosndary conservation corridor that includes portions of|the

center south Andes Amazon regions of Bolivia and Peru. It was formed in December 2000, after years of groun

dwork by

stakeholders in lib countries, and is considered a pioneering approach in landscalpeconservation in South America. The
development and expansion of the corridor has been an ongoing process in which the Bolivian and Peruvian national

GovernmentsConservation Intern@nal (Cl), other NGOs and local communities have been heavily involved.

The VACC is a conservation strategy that seeks to articulate multiple categories of protected areas into schemestéh
management and sustainable land use. The protactad in the VACC provide critical environmental services to |

at integra
ncal

communities, and are integrated into the local, regional and national economies. The conservation corridor thus proposed a

concept that goes beyond the biological connectivity of the gismteareas by proposing a land use system that organizes u
management systems that reconcile protection with economic development.

CCVA

[ a5

@

2 Bolivia greed
g Trinidad -

5

Main cities

The [ Vilcabamba - Amboro corridor
International limits

[ Indigenous lands

Il Protected areas inside corridor

I Protected areas outside corridor |

corridor covers
more than 30
million hectares,
stretching from

Vilcabamba
Cordillera in

] 75 150 300 Km ’

se and

central Perto Ambord National Park in sou#astern Bolivia. Nineteen formal protected areas, covering 13 million hegtares,
are nested within the corridor as a core area, the first of which, Tambopata National Park, was created in 1990. Beyond these

formal protectd areas there are many other conserved areas that were created which allow for sustainable use,
indigenous Reserves; conservation concessions; ecotourism concessions; and production concessions, among others.
has an immense altituhl range (from 200 meters to more than 6,000 meters), providing an array of corresponding eco
It plays an essential role in the regulation of ecosystem functions and hydrological processes at laleeglioas well as

including:
The corridor
systems.

provides habitat for 14§lobally threatened species and an estimated 6,000 plant species. The area includes the wetlands and
grasslands of Beni and Heath, the tropical moist forest of the Amazon Southwest, Puna highlands, dry forests in the Cacho, an

the Yungas. The corridor @so home to over one million people, both indigenous andnibgenous, many of whom rely o
ecosystem services from the protected areas.

Taking into account the need for consideramgarray of biological, social and political factors as well axtimepeting interests

of politicians, landowners, activists and farmers, a variety of strategies and actidmeshatevelopedy engaging stakeholde
in the planning process and outlining clear conservation priorities. Tihekele: promotingtransboundary coordination;
identifying and mitigating threats; developing robust land use management plans for municipalities; strengthening pta
management capacities; developing land uses that are compatible with biodiversity; Corbasettyecotourismand
promoting payment for ecosystem services.

n

S

ning an
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Key outcomes

The ongoing process of developing and managing the VACC initiative has provided lessons learned, both for policy creation and
implementation of a large scale protected area integration pro@sss.of the biggest challenges has been the integration of
corridor planning into policies and planning instruments for local and regional government and local partners. Andther key
lesson learned has been the importance of integrating stakeholdergentdevel of corridor planning and ensuring that therg is

inter- and intra regional coordination. Similarly, the importance of exchanging ideas and sharing knowledge throughout the
corridor has been a recurring theme.

To fully understand the strerigt, weaknesses and potential of the corridor and its management regime, a laschegpe
monitoring and evaluation plan is required. Proper evaluation of the corridor will provide the necessary feedback oh how to
enhance the cor r icdneervétien aadthiman wlgingtissuesa d@he desetopment of the corridor has been a
learning process, and as more knowledge is produced on the region, the corridor strategy will be revised accordingly

Goal 1.3: To establish and strengthen regional netwvks, transboundary protected areas (TBPAS)
and collaboration between neighbouring protected areas across national boundaries

Target: Establish and strengthen by 201@012 transboundary protected areas, other forms of
collaboration between neighbouring potected areas across national boundaries and regional
networks, to enhance the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, implementing the
ecosystem approach, and improving international cooperation.

Fair to good progress to date globally34 % increase in number of transhwlary protected area
complexes, partially achieved at global level. Can be

[72)

Key issues considered for assessing global progrdssrease in the number of transboundary protected
areas established; the kindscoflabordion acrossiational boundaries.

The UNERWCMC transboundary protected areas invent@B07, based on reviewing the digital maps

of WDPA, identified 227 Transboundary Protected Areas Complexes (TBPA) incorporating 3,043
individual protected are4sBasel on GIS analysis the total area TBPA was estimated as 4,626,601.85
Km? with 63% of this occurring in both continents of Ameriddrica and Asia recorded about%@2and

the Europe has only 5% of this total aréae TBPAcompleXi E1 | e s mer e/ ®ene&anadaa n d
and Greenland is the biggest TBPA complex in size covering 1,008,470.127 km2. WillBRBSiN

2001 their number increased to 188 in 2005 and to 227 in 288% écrease in number since 2001.

Zbicz (2005Y identified s i x i hi er aasing Hevetsaof translhoundaryecooperation between
adj oining p()no@aperaich, (Zzomeangcation(3) consultation(4) collaboration(5)
coordination of planning, an@b) full cooperation. A global survey of managers working in TBPA

according to this system found that at the extremes, 18 percent responded that there was no cooperation at

al |, while 7 percent wer e c 0o pe3p pearcetrofyrespondentsh e |

e\

indicated thatthegt t he | evel oEBbficopmchoveiwcatut ohour f#Afactors

of cooperation. In essence, higher levels of cooperation occurred (1) if the idea of transfrontier
cooperation andecosysterbased managememwas important to the protected area managers and
personnel, (2) if there were adequate communication technologies in place, (3) if there were individuals
willing to take leadership roles, and (4) if land managers were able to make pesuaat across the

! http://www.tbpa.net/tpa_inventory.html

8 Global list of Transboundary Protected Areas UNEEMC 2007.

QZbicz, Dorothy C. 2003. Imposing Transboundary Conservation: Cooperation Between Internationally Adjoining Protected
Areas. In Transboundary protected areas: The viability of regional conservatiegissaed. Urami Manage Goodale, Marc J.
Stern, Cheryl Margoluis, * Ashley G. Lanfer and Matthew Fladeland321New York: Food Products Press (published
simultaneously in the Journal of Sustainable Forestry, 17: 1/2).
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border. Not surprisingly, it was the latter factor that correlated most strongly with the level of cooperation
achieved”.

Nearly all reporting countries indicated collaboration with neighbouring countries in establishing
transboundarynotected areas and regional networks, as well as-bmssdary management agreements.
Multilateral environmental agreements such as the Convention on Migratory Species, the Convention on
International Trade on Endangered Species, the Ramsar Conventidvettemds, along with the
Convention on Biological Diversity, as well as many other regional instruments, including the Protocol
Concerning Specially Protected Areas and Wildlife, the Barcelona Convention, and the Alpine
Convention provided suitable framexke for regional cooperation that facilitated the achievement of this
target.

Important regional protected area networks include the Meserica Regional Network, the Alpine
Protected Area network, the Pan European Ecological Network, the Central Rétiwark of Protected
areas, the Marine Protected Areas Network for the Western Indian Ocean Countries, and Transnational
River Basin Districts on the Eastern Side of the Baltic Sea Network. Transboundary initiatives include
inter aliac ZIMOZA (Zimbabwe, M@ambique and Zambia) Trabsundary initiative; KAZA (Namibia,
Botswana, Zimbabwe, and Zambia) initiativéhe Gobi desert reserves and Altai mountain reserves
between China and Mongoligransfrontier marine conservation between Tanzania and Mozambique;
Danube Delta and Prut river initiative between Romania, Ukraine and Moldova; Eastern Carpathian
migratory corridor (PolistBlovakUkrainian Biosphere Reserve); transboundary protected areas between
Eritrea, Djibouti and Somaliathe intercontinental Bigdhere Reserve of the Mediterranean Andalusia
(Spain) established in 20@B1d The East AsiaAustralasian Flyway

Goal 1.4: To substantially improve sitebased protected area planning and management

Target: All protected areas to have effective managemein existence by 2012, using participatory
and sciencebased site planning processes that incorporate clear biodiversity objectives, targets,
management strategies and monitoring programmes, drawing upon existing methodologies and a
long-term management pan with active stakeholder involvement
Fair progress to datevith about 30%o0f national protected areas has management plans in place and
another 30 % are under development, but effective implementation of plans are lagging behind. Likely to
achieved partlly by the target date of 2012.

Key issues considered for assessing global progred2ercentage of protected ardaseaand number
have science based management plans; their preparation through stakeholder involvement; and
implementation

In generalreports indicated that scienbased management plans exist for at least 30% of protected areas
and management plans are under development for an additionab8a%.examples are given beloim.

some reporting countries, development of management iglanstatutory requirement and almost all of

their protected areas either already have management plans or plans are under development. However, in
nearly all developing countries, and in some developed countries, lack of sufficient human and financial
resources is a major impediment to the effective implementation of management plans. Most of the
reporting countries developed guidelines and approaches for developing management plasedand
participatory approaches that included the input of variouselstdfters while developing the
management plans

Country Number of protect areas having management plangviPs)

Australia All jurisdictions seek to develop PA management plans. S
Australia State recorded an increase fra?.8% to 61.7%n

10 Chester, Charles (Lead Authorgamdes Dontje and William C.G. Burns (Topic Editors). 2008. "Transboundary protected
areas." In: Encyclopedia of Earth. Eds. Cutler J. Cleveland (Washington, D.C.: Environmental Information Coalition, National
Council for Science and the Environment). [Fipstblished in the Encyclopedia of Earth November 17, 2006; Last revised
September 24, 2008; Retrieved August 26, 2008ftpg/www.eoearth.org/article/Transboundary protected_areas
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the last teryears and planning tachieve state wide covera
by 2011. VictoriaState approvedPs for 13 MPAS and 11
marine sanctuaries by 2007.

Albania 3 national parks havilPs

Bhutan 6 out of the 9 national parks have MPs

China Many protected areas developed#/but many of them hay
not been implemented due to various impediments

Colombia 50 out of 51 protected areas have MPs and they are
implemented

EC 5312 of Natura 2000 sites have MPs, for another 3250
MPs are under development

Estonia For 25 protected areas MPs are under effective implementg
for 35 protected areas MPs are under development.

India For national parks 3% haveMPs; 22% are under preparatiq

39% have no management plaker wildlife sanctuarie84%
have plans; 16% umd preparation and 50% no plans. Ann
plan of operations are prepared formlbtected areas.

Spain 40% ofprotected areabave MPs

Sweden 75% ofNatura 2000 sites have conservation plans

Protected Area Managements Plang-innish Experience

Management planning guidelines have been written in Finland (by Metsahallitus) in 2003 and updated

several times. The latest revision has just been completed in spring 2009 in which the focus is
adaptive management planning approach where the aprmptianges to the plan are easily integr
without too heavy and resource demanding processes. The planning process and docume
uniform and always involves stakeholder and public participation. Sehasmsl determination of si
values (also ther values in addition to those listed in the Habitats and Birds Directives, incl
socioeconomic ones when relevant), threat analysis and establishment of conservation (as

more on
ated
ntation is
e

uding
well as

socioeconomic and governance) objectives and targets, are part abtiessp Planning of necessary
actions and thenonitoring of both their implmentation and impacts are also involved. According to the

legislation (Nature Conservation Act and Wilderness Act) each National Park, Wilderness area a

nd some

National Hiking Area are obliged to make management plans that are being evaluated by the Ministry of
Environment. This has also led to the process where Metsahallitus NHS are constantly renewing and

improving the quality of the management planning process. Since 2004 ntibemof management pla

(MPs) has doubled and the area covered by MPs neagietti Of the MPs required by law in Finland,

about twethirds are completed. New MPs are drafted annually on average for 30 Natura 2000

ns

sites. A

detailed work plan for therdfting of the necessary MPs for Finnish sites was established in 2007. The

objective is to complete the required plans for PAs on state land by 2012.

Finland 4™ National Report

Goal 1.5: To prevent and mitigate the negative impacts of key threats to gtected areas

Target: By 2008, effective mechanisms for identifying and preventing, and/or mitigating th
negative impacts of key threats to protected areas are in place
Fair to good progress to date in identifying the threats, but threat mitigatiorpeswéntion are lagging
behind globally

Key issues considered for assessing global progrestatus of threat assessment; actions to imp
threat prevention and mitigation.
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Nearly all reporting countries have established at least some measudestiy prevent and/or
mitigate the negative impacts of threats to protected areas, however, the level of detail varied
considerably. In general, threats to protected areas are identified through threat reduction analysis as part
of the management plan fandividual protected areas. Threats are also identified through routine field
patrols by staff, community members or members of the public. Threats to protected areas and their levels
vary from country to country. Prevalent threats include habitat fragtimmtaonflicting adjoining land
use, invasive alien species, mining and oil drilling, pollution, altered fire and hydrological regimes, legal
and illegal logging, visitor impacts, huntinggnd farming practicesMany countries in thd™ national
reportshighlighted climate changas one of the most significant threats.

Regarding prevention and mitigation measures, many countries reported that they have developed
legislative, policy and regulatory measures, including mandatory environmental impastratedic
environmental assessment of development projects and incentive schemes. Some countries indicated that
prevention and mitigation of threats is accomplished througlemive actions in the threegduction
analyses, including sharing of resginlity between protectedrea staff and local communities, and
conflict resolution. Many countries reported that they were undertaking measures to restore and
rehabilitate the ecological integrity of protected areas. Some examples include: boundaocatiemar
selective salvage operations in forest reserves; replanting with indigenous species; strict law enforcement;
conversion of water balance in bogs and fens; establishment of grazing systems in grasslands; removal of
shrubs and trees from high valuasgslands, bogs and fens; and coeaff mooring.

Assessing Threats t ®rotecedArea® nment Canadaods
A survey of managers of National Wildlife Areas (NWAs) and Migratory Bird Sanctuaries (MBS$) has
concluded that many ofrizironmentCa n a 48 [groected areas are under threat:
Tourism and recreation is affecting 56 NWAs & MBSs.

Human disturbance is affectiing 29 NWAs & MBSs.

Pesticides and fertilizers are affecting 32 NWAs & MBSs.

lllegal wood cutting uple Loos trifel@yths sicaria
Canadian Protected Areas Status Repohittp://www.cwsscf.ec.gc.ca/publications/habitat/epa
apcpdf/chap57_e.pdf

Goal 2.1: To promote equity and benefisharing and Goal 2.2: To enhance and secure involvement
of indigenous and local communities and relevant stakeholders

Target 2.1: Establish mechanisms for the equitable sharing of both costs andfiie arising from the
establishment and management of protected areas (Timeline 2008)

Target 2.2: Full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities, in full respect of
their rights and recognition of their responsibilities, consistemtith national law and applicable
international obligations, and the participation of relevant stakeholders, in the management of
existing, and the establishment and management of new protected areas (Timeline 2008)

Some progress to date in both the tasgeut way behind meeting the targets at global level and also at
regional level except pacific islands region.
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Key issues considered for assessing the progreassessment of socio cultural costs and benefits of
protected for indigenous and local comntigs; recognition of governance types and community
conserved areas; mechanisms for full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities.

Although one can conclude that these two targets of the Programme Element 2 are not achieved
at the global level, but the principles of equity, participation, governance and sharing of costs and benefits
are increasingly being considered at national levels and being incorporated into national policies.

Nearly all countries reported having lsigitive and policy frameworks for the equitable sharing of
costs and benefits arising from the establishment and management of protected areas. However, few
countries provided details and many countries indicated gaps in terms of equitable sharingasfdcosts
benefits. One country (Australia) indicated that all its states and territories have enabling legislation
related to conservation covenants on the title of private lands. Some countries established
joint/collaborative/ participatory forest managempragrammes, tourism ventures etc, to share revenues
with local communities. Assessments of economic and sadilbural costs and benefits of protected
areas for indigenous and local communities have not been undertaken in the majority of reporting
countres. Some countries reported undertaking measures to avoid and mitigate negative impacts on
indigenous and local communities through the establishment of protected areasntehniaha include
alternate livelihood options; acquisition compensation tgracovenanting programmes and revolving
funds; and development of regulations to protect the rights and interests of indigenous and local
communities.

A majority of responding countries reported that their relevant laws and policies incorporate a
clear requirement for the participation of stakeholders and indigenous and local communities in the
planning, establishment and management of protected areas ( Box 1 ). A few countries also reported that a
process of public consultation particularly with locammunities is undertaken at national or local level
before protected areas are established. In general;stakgholder protected areas advisory committees
or conservation boards are important mechanisms to facilitate participation of all stakehdhters.
countries indicated measures taken to support indigenous and community conserved areas (ICCAS),
which inter alia include training, assistance through rgmvernmental organizations, dissemination of
information, and funding. However, not much inforioatis available regarding how many countries
accorded recognition to ICCAs and co managed protected areas. A survey of 16 countries by IUCN
WCPA TILCEPA" found six countries (Australia, Brazil, Guyana, India, South Africa and Vanuatu)
enacted legislatiomecognizing ICCAs as part of the country protected area network. Another six
countries (Canada, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Mauritania, Tanzania and Taiwan) provided legal backing to
ICCAs, but as part of more general laws providing recognition of indigenoagnamunity territories,
rather than as protected areas or specific conservation mechanisms. Four countries (China, Morocco,
Nepal and Nigeria) had no legal backing for ICCAs, but provided $eweé of administrative support.

While there is some progressterrestrial ICCAs, community managed marine protected areas, except the
Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMAS) (Box ) in the Pacific, are not well developed in other regions.

Documenting Best Practices in PE 2 of PoOWPACanadian experience

In 2007, Rrks Ministers released a series of case studies profiling leading collaborative work between
Aboriginal peoples and Canadabés park agenciles.
engagement across the country in a variety of areaglinglucooperative involvement in park plannipng
and management, participation in broader regional planning initiatives, incorporation of traditional
knowledge into park planning and management, creation of economic opportunities such as|tourism

1 http://www.iucn.org/about/union/commissions/ceesp/topics/governanceéesa/dcca_legislation/
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ventures, aththe use of parks as cultural learning opportunities for Aboriginal youth. The case studies can
be found abhttp://www.parksparcs.ca/english/cpc/aboriginal.php

Kusawa Park in the Yuwh Territory was established through a cooperative effort by a number of First
Nations and the Yukon Government. The park, which represents extremely important historic and| cultural
values for First Nations communities, is identified as a settlement agmégrark within both the
Kwanlin Dun First Nation and the Carcross Tagish First Nation Final Agreements. The Champagne
Aishihik First Nation is also involved in park planning efforts, given that the site is also part of their
traditional territory.

The pak management plan under development also reflects the importance of First Nations participation

in determining the overall direction, management policies and practices for the site. The Kusaywa Park
Steering Committee is composed of representatives of ffiiret Nations and Yukon Government. It is
addressing a full range of park management issues as it develops a recommended park management plan
for the area.

Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMAS)

More than 12,000 kfin the South Pacific came under LMMAsa community based marine resource
management over the last decade, involving 500 communities in 15 Pacific Island Sates. This |includes
1,000 knj o f 6no t ank das dacileated the achievement of widespread livelihood| and
conservation objectiveBased on traditional knowledge, customary tenure, governance, combined with
local awareness of the need for action and likely benefits. These benefits includes recovery of natural
resources, food security, improved governance, access to information aimkssehealth benefits,
improved security of tenure, cultural recovery, and community organization.

Results of LMMA implementation in Fiji since 1997 have included: f#oRfincrease in clam density in
thetabuareas; average of 2€BD0% increase in haggt in adjacent areas; tripling of fish catches; and 35
45% increase in household income

Govan H. 2009: Achieving the potential of locally managed marine areas in the South pacific. SPC
Traditional Marine Resource Management and Knowledge InformatidatiBu¥ 25; 1625

An internationally recognized typology recogeszfour governance types which carapelicable to
IUCN protected area categorie§ as given in the following Table.
Table 1: Matrix of IUCN protected area management types and governan@pproaches

IUCN category IUCN Governance type
(primary A. Governance by | B. Shared governance| C. Private governanc( D. Governance by
management | governments indigenous peoples a
objective) local communities
O — [ —~ — = e = = (@)
€8 |35|35 |33 | 52|28 |28|s8|a8| 28| &8
Do | DO 2182 | 8=|c=|50 |20 | =06 = O 3o
S0 |89 la o> =9 S o S5 | 75 | S5 Q = =
25 €5 28 125 |25 |2 2 | g8 ol 38
se |?3 |SB S| Ge|ge|cad |8ad |cEa S @ =
= | @ = - = Do |Qa | ®a Q o 3.0
o o 3. = 3 c - 9 Q = [ —_ c —
== % |3 @ =] = | 3= ® S5 |2 ) oL
=] 2139 2 | €< D < S5 |25 5 5 2 =
sk S | ™ o o @ 5 @ o & o =% 22 o
® o o |28 < |33 |83 g |2 = S ¢ =
S = | D2 ke - o oD s |95 = T35 5
(SR QD o @ = 5 3 3 > > )
«Q . Q =} S o o nw o o =z o
3 o @9 T | e | @ = < < <
=3 S T o o @ 3 o ] =
= 2 |3da g | 33 3 2 o 3
|7 Strict nature
or wilderness

12 Dudley, N (editor) (2008) Guidelines for applying protected area management categories. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland.
13 Grazia BorriniFeyerabend (2007)
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protection

1T Ecosysm A
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recreation

IIT Protection o)
natural men
ument or featur

IVT Protection d B C
habitats and
species

Vi Protection o D
landscapes or
seascapes

VIT Protection
and sustainable
resourcese

Some examples of different governance types in four IUCN protected area categories are:

1 A. Girraween National Park, Queensland Australia Owned and managed by the state
government of Queensland to protect species unique to the area;

1 B. Dam Nature Reserve, Jordan Managed by the state in cooperation with local communities
to reduce grazing pressure and restore desert vegetation and wildlife;

1 C. Alto Fragua Indiwasi National Park, Colombia. Proposed by the Ingano people on their
traditionalforest lands and managed according to shamanic rules;

9 D.Selovlje Salina Néanpartantarea ¢f salt works ad wetlarednfinded as
a private reserve by Sloveniabs | argest mobil e

Information on how countries strengthened and diversified their governance types is not availaigle ba

few. For example Colombia has moved towards much greater participation of indigenous peoples,
peasant communities, and others. It also encouraged the creation and incorporation of a complex set of
regional and local reserves, collaboratively mandgasd, indigenous territories, private protected areas,

and community conserved aredsistralia has established 22 indigenous protected areas covering 14
million hectares and implementing new forms of conservation and covenanting programmes. Canada has
esablished First Nations protected arelsladagascar haslso moved into diersifying PA governance

types andndia extended its PA types to include those that could be managed in a collaborative manner
with various government departments and local commasitand those to be managby local
communities themselv&s India has established 43 conservation reserves and community reBeazés.

has reported that there are 65 indigenous lands in the community conserved areas of which 38 are
demarcated and 28alegally establishédd Under UNDP/GEF PoWPA project currently 19 countries
(Afghanistan, Antigua Barbuda, Armenia, Benin, Burundi, Cambodia, Comoros, DR Congo, Guatemala,
Guinea, Honduras, Kiribati, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Micronesia Federateds sta#enoa, Gambia

and Uganda) are assessing and diversifying protected area governanée types

Diversifying the governance of protected areas, into collaborative and community based regimes, will be
a significant step towards achieving the objective®OWPA but such diversification itself requires
considerableeffort on part of Governments international agencies, indigenous peoples and local
communities, other civil society organizations, donors, scientific groups, and oth&sater
documentation ofbest practices, facilitation of learning across countries and regions, utilizing and
building on existing guidance, commitment to translate the policy into concrete actiongnsuilie
effective implementation of Programme element 2

14 Kothari. A. Protected areas and people: the future of the past. Parks 1342)28@N, Gland, Switzerland.
!5 |Implementation of the CBD in Brazil: Issues on the agenda of COP 9. Ministry of Environment , Brazilin
Government
16
www.protectedareas.org
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Goal 3.1: To provide an enabling policy, institutional and socieeconomic environment for
protected areas

Target: By 2008 review and revise policies as appropriate, including use of social and economic
valuation and incentives, to provide a supportive enabling environmentof more effective
establishment and management of protected areas and protected areas systems.

Fair to good progress to date, partially achieved the target at global level

Key issues considered for assessing the progreassessment of policy, institatial environment; kind
of social and economic valuation methods and incentives to swgoditing environment.

The majority of reporting countries indicated that they had already put in place appropriate policy,
institutional and soci@conomic framework$or effective establishment and management of protected
areas. Some countries have already enacted specific legislation for protected areas and some countries
have done so specifically for marine areas. Though some countries indicated that they calnatan

of goods and services of protected areas, and use various types efcsmmmic valuation methods,
information on how those values have been captured into national accounts has not been provided.
number of tools are now available to assesvtilees and benefits of protected até&see box on PA

BAT). Some countries developed and tested social and economic valuation methods concerning the
effects of protected areas for regional development. Many countries indicated a lack of expertise and
capacity in evaluating goods and services of protected areas and their reflection in national accounts, e.g.,
gross domestic product and national budgets.

From the information provided, some of the main impediments for effective establishment and
management foprotected areas include lack of financial resources; lack of trained manpower and
capacities; competing needs on land; lack of intersectoral coordination, lack ctutleaes and
responsibilities; jurisdictional conflicts; compensation issues and tenure rights and ownership
regimes; high rates of human population growth and resource consumption; lack of political support; lack
of public awareness and support; boundary disputes between traditional leaders; wildlife damage and
strained relations b&een local communities and management authorities.

PA-BAT Tool
Underthe Argumentdor Protectionproject being run by WWF, The World Bank and other parthers
developed a Protected Arédenefit Assessment To@PA-BAT) for assessing of the wider benetitsit
protected areas provide to human wmding This tool canfill an important gap in the toolbox of
protected area agencies and conservation institutions, to help collate and build information apout the
overall benefits from protectioand to help imgment Goal 3.1 of POWRPA'he PABAT aims to help
collate information on the full range of current and potential benefits, of individual protected areas. The
PA-BAT has been primarily designed for use by protected area managers to work with stakehalders to
identify important values and the benefits that they bring to a range of stakeholders, from local to global.
The PABAT can also be used by local communities to identify values/benefits and by protected area
advocates, such as NGOs, to help promote thgeraf benefits a protected area can bring. ASBRA
has developed a standard typology of values and berigftsesults from the tool can be aggregated to
provide an overview of a portfolio of protected areas (e.g. regional groups, national systengs, bi
groups etc). This can be used as a planning tool at system level (e.g. developing policies for| specific
resource uses) or as atvocacy tool for supporting protected areas.

http://www.equilibriumconsultants.com/upload/document/PA BAHinal Feb 2008 revised April 2009.doc

o Economic Values of protected areas Guidelines for protected area ManagersJUCN-WCPA

www.iucn.org/themeswcpa/pubs/pdfs/Econbomic_values.pdf
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Goal 3.2: To build capacity for the planning, establishment and management of protected areas

Target: By 2010,comprehensive capacity building programmes and initiatives are implemented t
develop knowledge and skills at individual, community and institutional levels, and rais
professional standards

Fair to good progress to datepuldbe partially achieved aglobal level

Key issues considered for assessing the progresscomprehensive capacity needs assessin
programesmplementedor capacity building

(@]

[}

ents

Nearly all countries reported advancement toward achieving this target. Nearly all countries reported
undertaking capacity needs assessments and establishing capacity building programmes. In the majority
of countries capacity building is an integral part of protected area management plans. In some countries,
premier specialized training institutions halween established for conducting regular and customized
training programmes for managers and frontline staff. Some of these institutions have been recognized as
regional training institutions for the countries of the region. In some countries, traiog@mmes are

also developed for negovernmental organizations and community groups as well as government
protectedarea staff. In many reporting countries, projegsed training programmes are implemented. A
few countries indicated that they are undkirig multidisciplinary approaches in the management of
protected areas by incorporating information from natural sciences, social, economic and political

sciences, and traditional knowledge

PoWPA Friends informal consortium of partners and regional workshops

At its eighth meeting, the COP, in decision VIII/24, recognized that developing countries were
capacitybuilding constraints in the implementation of POWPA and requested the Executive Secr
organize regional capacity building workshapgartnerships with relevant organizations. Towards tk
vibrant partnership through an informal and effective consortium of partReY¥PA Friends has beeg
established. This consortium over the last two years has been working to increase goveoapacity
to implement the POWPA by providing training and technical support through regional worksh
Caribbean, East Caribbean States, Latin America, South and West Asia, Southeast Asia, Easter
Anglophone Africa, Francophone Africa, and CahtAsia and Caucasus, and Pacific regionshese
workshops provided practical, harolstools and training on priority activities includiregological gap
assessments, management effectiveness and capacity assessments, and sustainable financ

facing
ptary to
is a

n

ops in
n Europe,

e planning,

identified by the eighth meeting of the Conference of the Parties at its eighth meeting (decision |V111/24,
paragraph 9).
Theseworkshops covered 120 countries and were attended by nearly 600 protected area planners,

practitioners and policy makers. Theserkshops have resulted in the following benefits:

(@)

(b) Development of a comprehensive set of learning materials and case, shdligsng nearly 100
countryspeific case studies

Provision of outreach to countries, opening a dialogue to better understand key obstacles;

(© Provision of a forum for regiondével discussions, cooperation and future collaboration;
(d) Presentation to policy makers of an introduction to and overview on key issues;
(e) Creation of awareness about funding opportunitiggicesy UNDP/GEF PoWPA project 40 out

of the 48 successful GEF grants came from participants at one of the workshops and provided
know how for implementing those projects.

technical

(f)

Improved motivation for taking ethe-ground actions.

Goal 3.3: To develop, apply and transfer appropriate technologies for protected areas
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Target: By 2010 the development, validation, and transfer of appropriate technologies and
innovative approaches for the effective management of protected areas is substantially imprdye
taking into account decisions of the Conference of the Parties on technology transfer and
cooperation.

Fair progress to dategould bepartially achieved at global level

Key issues considered for assessing the progressievelopment and transfer ofchnologies for
protected areas.

Most countries reported the application of innovative approaches and technologies in the establishment
and management of protected areas. In general these technologies include, remote sensing and
Geographic Information Stems, habitat and landscape mapping, satellite telemetry, and camera traps.
Some new approaches include pupiitvate partnerships, management effectivemiesking tools,

rapid assessment and prioritization of protected areas management, and the IUfaleritnt
Effectiveness Framework. Some countries reported development of new concepts and technologies such
as Afield biotope network planningo, Afecol ogi cal
reported development of integrated informationanagement systems for protected areas for
dissemination of information and approaches for effective management of protected areas. Many
reporting countries indicated collaboration and sharing of information and technologies within the country
and/or wit other countries. Many developing countries called for regional collaboration, capacity and
know how, and financial support for using innovative and new technologies

Goal 3.4: To ensure financial sustainability of protected areas and national and regiahsystems of
protected areas

Target: By 2008, sufficient financial, technical and other resources to meet the costs to effectively
implement and manage national and regional systems of protected areas are secured, including
both from national and international sources, particularly to support the needs of developing
countries and countries with economies in transition and small island developing States

Some progress to dalrit way behind meeting the target at global level and also at regional level.
Key issues considered for assessing the progrefisancial needs estimatesmd statu®f development
and implementation of sustainalfilrance plans; fundinfrom bilateral and multi lateral sources.

Financial needs assessment and status of sustainablarfae plans The POWPA requires Parti¢s

develop and implemércountrylevel sustainable plans for ensuring financial sustainability of national
systems of protected areas. Assessment of financial needs and gaps is one of the first steps in developing
sustainable finance plandVith a few exceptions, most of the reporting countries have not undertaken
these assessmentaformation on financial needassessment iavailable for only 19 least developed
countries,Small Islanddeveloping States, other deoping countries and countries in economies in
transition Estimated annual funding gap for implementing POWPA by these 19 countries ranged from
US$ 3.28 million to 142.25 millionFor developed countries information is available only for Australia
and ECError! Bookmark not defined. '®. A majority of responding countries indicated that a major
source of funding for protected areas are national and provincial budgets. With only few exceptions, most
countries, including developedwatries, find resources limited or very limited for the establishment and
management of protected areablone of the reporting countries elaborated on the strategies that are in
place or under development to secure {@rgn funding for their national ptected area system. Very

few countries indicated the nature of supplementary funding mechaniantate only few countries are

in the process of completing counirlevel sustainable financing pldis(seebox 1 for information on
financial and businesplan for the National System of Protected Areas (SNéPEcuador Under

18 UNEP/CBD/WGPA/2/4
19 UNEP/CED/WG-PA/2/INF/7
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UNDP/GEF PoWPA project 8ountries (Antigua& Barbuda, Belize, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,
Honduras, Lao PDR, Micronesia, Mongolia, are curremélyelopingsustainable finance amh$°

Funding from bilateral, multilateral and other sources: Based on the available information,
international financing for biodiversity conservation in recent years is estimated to be around US $ 4 to 5
billion annually with some 30% to 50% of it ggito protectedaread’. Out of this, as much as 2 billion
dollars-comes from high income countriesd Overseas De
countryto-country bilateral aid, and in the form of multilateral aid managed by the GEF, other UN
agencies, the International Development Agency and multilateral development barter-profit
funding, coming from international conservation NGOs, private foundations and busiredstes
foundations, may contribute over 1 billion dollars annually frecise figures are difficult to estimate.
Marketbased sources include (a) international ecotourism and tourism, (b) markets for environment
friendly products (organic, certified, fair trade, etc) and (c) the incipient field of international payments
for ecosystem services (IPES), likepimspecting and bioarbon, may contribute to 1 to 2 billion US $.

Box 1.Financial and Business Plan for SNAP Ecuador

From 20042007, the Ministry of Environment of Ecuador undertook a process to improve fing
sustainability of theNational System of Protected Areas (SNAP). A system wide financial needs asse
was undertaken foassessing gaps basew current financial status and a 10 year projection of needs thr|
analysis of barriers and structural limitations to increase resources for SNAP. Based on tlasses=isent
firstly, a financial sustainability strategy ciésted of macrdevel strategic planning for the SNAP, includin
supply and demand of resources. This strategy proposed alternative financing mechanisms, and identif
political, institutionalelements the requirezhabling environment for financialistainability. Thereafter specifi
business plans were developed for each of the promising mechanisms identified in the financial strategy
implementation plans and evaluation systems were developed to measure the progress. The plan f
participation of different stakeholders who have committed their support for implementation of the plan.
Source : flores,M., Rivero, G (2008)Busine8xiented Financial Planning for National Planing for Natiof
Systems of Protected Areassuidelines ad early Lessons. TNC, Arlington, Virginia, US.

Also www.ambiente.gov.ec/paginas_espanol/4ecuador/areas.htm

The Global Environment Facility ithe largestfunding mechanism for protected areas worldwide. GEF
has invested in ovel,600 protected areas, covering more than 360 million hectares. The GEF has
provided more than $1.56 billion to fund protected areas, leveraging an addibh&l billion in ce
financing from project partnersn addition, the resources allocated t@porting PA system projects
have increased during each successive GEF replenishmentircy@EF -4 (20072010) approximately

450 million is allocated for protected area systémaddition other GEF initiatives such as the Small
Grants Programme and theitital Ecosystem Partnership Fund have also contribugpdfisiantly to
protected areaseebox 2). As per the guidance given by the COP in decision VII/28 the GEF launched a
UNDP/GEF project to support implementation of PoWB&e box 3)

Box 2. GEF
As the largest financial supporter for protected areas globally, between 1991 and June 2006, the GEF invested in more|than 1,600
protected areas, covering more than 360 million hectares. During the same period, the GEF also provided more than $1.56
billion to fund protected areas, leveraging an additional $4.15 billion Hfinancing from project partners. In addition, the
resources allocated to supporting PA system projects have increased during each successive GEF replenishment cycle. In GEF
(20072010) approximately $1 billion has been allocated to the biodiversity program, of which $450 million is nominally
directed to strategic programs supporting the management of protected area. systems

GEFR4 support to catalyzing sustainable protected areamsgsie being channeled through three strategic programs:
sustainable financing of protected area systems at the national level; b) increasing representation of effectively ranaly
marine protected area networks in protected area systems; stnehgthening terrestrial protected area networks.

0
o
3&

The GEF has been supporting developing countries to establish and implement various innovative financial mechanisms. In
particular, the GEF is recognized as a pioneer in supporting more than 26 comsdruati funds worldwide, investing more

20 www.testprotectedareas.org

21 UNEP/CBD/WGPA/2/INF/8
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than $300 million in total. In addition, the GEF has supported the diversification of revenue streams to fund prote¢ted area
management costs through the use of payments for environmental services (PES), tarsrmedtbther mechanisms.
Source: Financing the Stewardship of Global Biodiversity; Global Environment Facility (2008)

Box 3.UNDP/GEF Project on POWPA
9  First grants were awarded in October 2007.

1 As of December 2008, 57 grants were approved for 47 dgeanfor which the project committed US
7.9 million, and leveraged USD 7.4 million in-financing.

1 43 grants were issued to Small Island Development States (SIDS) and Least Developed Countries
which is 75% of all approved grants.

1 Preparation oframework plans for POWPA implementatierin 26 LDCs and SIDS (i.e. 46% of th
worl dés LDCs, and 21% SI DS) .

1 Protected area ecological gap analysis (PoOWPA Activity 1:1rb623 countries.

1 Vocational training courses for protected area professiondslj3are expected to be established in
countries.

1 New or amended legislation on protected areas (3.1.1) is expected to be adopted in 16 countries.

1 Demonstration and trial activities will be supported at 93 existing or potential protected areas
countries, helping to test innovative forms of PA governance including community and private r¢
(2.1.2), promote better sitevel biodiversity conservation forms (1.1.4), and introducelsitel financial
mechanisms to engage communities in PA eoration and management (3.1.6 and 3.4.1).

1 Assessment of the contribution of protected areas to national economy {&1112)countries.

I Scorecards and databases for the measurement in a systemic way, of the management effect
protected areagl.2.1)- in 9 countries.

1 Assessment of the effectiveness of the protected area financing will be conducted, and mes
improve funding will be put in place (3.4.4)n 8 countries.

I Evaluation of the experience on integration of protected aréasinader landscapes and into pove
reduction plans (1.2.1)in 3 countries

Sourcewww.protectedareas.org

While there is increase in allocation under each GEF ctluteshare of biodiversity consation under
bilateral aid has remained fairly constant, between 2.4% and 2.8% of total bilateral ODA through the last
15 year®&. During the last meeting of the COP, the Governmer@eaimany launchethe Lifeweh, asa

means to support and strengthen immatation of the POWPA through new and additional financial
resourcesThe Governmenbf Germany has committed approximately 120 millgurosover three years

to support projects brokered through this initiativethin the framework of the Internationali@ate
Initiative. . The Governmentof Spain has also recently committed 5 million Euros. A number of other
donors have expressed interest in supporting projects brokered by the LifeWeb Initiative. The vision is
LifeWeb will over time combine a diversityf @lonors, including public bilateral and multilateral
agenci es, foundati ons, and the private sector
opportunity on protected areas financing. A small LifeWeb Coordination Office has been recently
establishedavithin the CBD Secretariat in order to develop and manage the initiative.

Goal 3.5: To strengthen communication, education and public awareness

%2 OECD. 2007. Statistic on BiodiversiBelated AID. OECD Paris. Online atvw.oecd.org/dac/stats/crs
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Target: By 2008 public awareness, understanding and appreciation of the importance and benefits

of protectedareas is significantly increased
Fair to good progress to daertially achieved at global level

Key issues considered for assessing the progressAwareness raising activities; communicating

benefits

Most countries reported undertaking at lea@ine communication, education and awaremassng

activities for enhancing public understanding and appreciation of protected areas. In many countries

conservation foundations and NGOs are supplementing governmental efforts in-amdrmness

activities In some countries both federal and provincial governments are engaged in education strategies

and programmes in communicating the biodiversity and other values of protected areas.

Publicawareness activities included publication of brochures, booldeters, websites, GROMs;

organization of guided tours; engagement of folk art and cultural shows; construction and maintenance of
nature trails, camping, mountain biking, recreational vehicle driving; competitions; observance of
important days and festls; establishment of conservation education/interpretation centres in protected

areas, visitor centres, and fAdiscovery -maadn
experience of reserve values. One country reported development of a coatmonnétrategy for its

ger

national protected area system, including its marine protected areas. In many reporting countries,
environmental education is introduced in the school curriculum. Information specifically on the inclusion

of protected areas in tliermal school curricula has not been provided

Value of Nature

Protected areas, besides being cornerstones of biodiversity conservation, constitute an important stock of

natural, cultural and social capital, yielding flows of economically valuable gandsservices that

benefit human populationsThe positive contribution of protected areas to the livelihoods of the poorest

and most vulnerable sectors of the society is very high indeed. Protected areas also provide key support to

the maintaining of ctliral traditions and building social capitélloreover, as unprecedented climate
change becomes a reality, protected areas are key to buffering the inevitable, yet unpredictablérnimpacts
fact, evidence shows that well managed protected areas yielficaghibenefits, which can be translated

into cumulative advantages acr@sgnational economyWithout these important componengsistainable

development and achievement of the Millennium Development Goals may well be an insurmaguntable

task.

Landandse areas dedicated to conservation are |the
Unfortunately their value is poorly understood and greatly undervalued by markets, politicians, gnd the
general public. Their value does not register in conveationarkets and they are therefore not
considered to be real economic assets by policy makers. As a result, protected areas do not recejve crucial
national budget prioritization, and lamentably, more often than not, funding is lacking for their creation

andmanagement. There is a need to stimulate political will, enhance human and firesauates. One

way to promote that is to describe in a more comprehensive and convincing way the many benefits of

protected areas.olillustrate the ecological, economancial and cultural benefits of protected areas,
order to generate a stronger call to action for policy makers and other stakehhbkl&scretariat of th
Convention on Biological Diversitinvited a number of authors to contribute case studiegpablished
a brochure.

https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/ch@luenatureen.pdf

[}

WWF6s Arguments for protection

Page?23

n

Seri

wo

(SIS


https://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/cbd-value-nature-en.pdf

The Argument for Protectiomproject,being run by WW, The World Bank and other partneiis,based
on the premise that ethical or emotional arguments about saving biodiversity are not enough to persuade
Governmentr communities of the necessity to set aside large @readargeenoughareasi of land
and water from development in perpetuityfthe project therefore has a number of complementary
objectives including: to identify and where possible quantify a wide range of benefits derived from
protected areas; to increase support for protection by denglogw and innovative partnerships;|to
broaden and strengthen protected area management strategies; to help integrate protected |areas into
broadscale conservation strategies and to reach new audiences and thus raise awareness of protected
ar eas 6 ewSeder reponsddve been producesh drinking water, agrobiodiversity, faiths and
religions, poverty reduction strategies, disaster mitigation, health and climate change (the last|two are
being published in 2009). The reports can be downloaded Wwamw.panda.org/protection/arguments

Goal 4.1- To develop and adopt minimum standards and best practices for national and regional
protected area systems

Target: By 2008, standards, criteria, andbest practices for planning, selecting, establishing,
managing and governance of national and regional systems of protected areas are developed [and
adopted.

Fair to good progress to datén developing standards, criteria and best practidast lagging behind
in adopting themat global level and also at regional level.

Key issues considered for assessing the progresievelopment of standards and criteria for planning,
selecting establishing and managing protected areas and adopting best practices.

A few countries (15%) reported having comprehensive standards, criteria and best practices for site
selection, management and governance of protected areas. In some countries, monitoring protocols for
some categories of protected areas have been formaliaéith regard to the Natura 2000 network, a
number of guidelines for site management have been developed at the level of the Europedn Union.
One reporting country indicated the approach undertaken in the systematic protection of marine areas and
standard and best practices for new activities in terrestrial res@rdekCN-WCPA has produced an
extensive series of i best practiceodo guides for
minimum standards for protected area management. As of @&dest practice guidelines coverimger

alia sacred natural sites to indigenous and community conserved areas, transboundary protected areas,
mountain protected areas, management effectiveness, sustainable finanéing etc,

23http://ec.eurona.eu/environment/nature/nature conservation/natura_2000_network/manging_natura_a20§8/@fchood_p
ractice/index.htmal
24http://www.qbrmpa.qov.au/corp site/management/zoning/planners_info.html
http://www.parks.tas.gov.au/publications/tech/management_code/summary.html
25

The documents can be downloaded from
http://www.iucn.org/about/union/commissions/wcpa/wcpa_puball/wcpa_bpg/index.cfm?
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Australian experience in sandards
TheDirections for the National Reserve System Partnership ApproactNRMMC 2005)
sets out 38 strategic directions for thegming development and implementation of site
selections, management, governance, andtemg monitoring of outcome3he directions
fall into four broad streams:
9 improving, monitoring and reporting on the comprehensiveness, adequacy
representativeness of the national reserve system
1 reviewing and implementing with more consistency models and mechanisrj
protectin
1 improving frameworks and standards for protected area management
1 exploring partnerships for funding, protection, engaging the public and
implementing théirections for the National Reserve SystefmPartnership
Approach
Australia4th National Repd.

Planning National Parks for Climate Change
Parks Canada is developing climate change scenarios for each geographic region and every natjonal park
as part of the suite of indicators that are used to monitor the ecological integrity of the park Byatem.
the scenarios and monitoring, park scientists will be better able to predict the impacts on plant and animal
communities. Park managers can then take measures to adapt to the inevitable changes. Climate change
considerations are increasingly beingdise design boundaries of proposed national parks.

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

Target: By 2010, frameworks for monitoring, evaluating and reporting protected areag
management effectiveness at sites, ti@nal and regional systems, and transboundary protected
area levels adopted and implemented by Parties

Some progress tate but unlikely achieving the target at global and regional level by 2010.
Key issues considered for assessing the progresstatusof management effectiveness assessment
measuresaken to implement results of assessment to improve management effectiveness.

Significant inter and intraregional differences among countries can be discerned in tracking the progress
in this target. Wthin a region, some countries indicated significant advancement in carrying out
management effectiveness evaluations. However in a number of countries within the same region
management effectiveness assessment has yet to be undertaken. Most of thg cepmttiies indicated
adoption of the IUCNNCPA management effectiveness framework, and have adopted either the WWF
Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) methodology, or a
scorecard approach, for carrying out assessmefsme countries strongly articulated the need for
availability of these methodologies and tools in local languages and increased technical capacity for
undertaking management effectiveness evaluatitm®rmation on the percentage of the overall swfac

of protected areas that have been evaluated, or conclusions of evaluations and incorporation of the results
of evaluations into management plans of protected aseastmade availablén the reports. However a

global study undertaken by the UniversitiyQueensland with support from WWF, TNC, [UGMCPA,
UNEP-WCMC, provides detailed information on about 6,800 management effectiveness assessments
from 100 countries. Detailed information on the outcome of the Global Study based upon the 2008
report® and apaper provided by the UNE®WCMC for the GBO 3 is given below.

Global Study on Management Effectiveness Evaluation in Protected areas

%5 Fiona Leverington, Marc Hockings and Katia Lemos Costa(2008). Management Effectiveness Evaluation in Protected areas:
Report for the project 06GInelal esvtad diyatii mtno orha rmpa ge meecrt te de fafr eecatsio
Gatton, IUCN WCPA, TNC, WWF, Australia.
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Introduction: Over the past three years, the University of Queensland has undertaken a global §
evaluation of maagement effectiveness in protected greavering over 800 assessments across
countries. By obtaining original data, analyzing about 50% of the total assessments and revie
evaluation reports, the Global Study developed a database, whieimgslinked to the WDPA. UNEP
WCMC in partnership with the Global Study created a webpage within WDPA to enable viewing
methodologies and study locations

(www.wdpa/org/ME/Default.aspx The majority of these assessments are from Latin America anc
Caribbean region (over 2500), followed®yc e ani a, | argely due to th
in Australia (two in NSW and one in Victoriadsia, Europe and Africa. To datew studies hae been
included from North America.

Methodologies for assessing management effectivenes®y reviewing over40 methodologies in
management effectiveness evaluation, the study identified that the RARP®RAML500 protected areg
assessed) and the Magement Effectiveness Tracking Tool or METT (ovetOD protected ared
assessgdare he most widely used methodologies across the waditheesemethodologieshave beer
widely applied across Asia, Africa, and Eastern Europe and to a lesser extent LatinaAamel the
CaribbeanOther methodologies, including the Parks in Peril Site Consolidation Scorecard, PRO
have been applied extensively in Latin America and the Caribbean.

Progress in implementing activity 4.2.2 oPoWPA: Activity 4.2.2 of the BWPA requires Parties t
implement management effectiveness evaluations in at least 30% of their national PA systems. G
requirement, and that the total number of assessments used in the Global Study comprise only ¢
over 100,000 PAs includ in the WDPA, achievement of the 30% requirement of the POWPA by
will fall short and the gap is substantial. However the Global Study found that assessments avai
over 6,800 PAs represent significant progress over the position of justygdesvpreviously and there
evidence of many more countries commencing ambitious programs of evaluation of mang
effectiveness of their protected area systems in all regions of the Whddproportionof each country
with known assessmentsf maragement effectiveness of its PAs aeen in Figure X Work is
continuing to find and collect further informatiemupdate this map

Effectiveness of PA management:Protected areas have been assessed using many di
methodologies. In order to gamn over al | pictur e, the GI oba
f or mat 6, defining headline indicators which
indicators used in the various as s ecosMDA reportiy
format, combimed into one database and anedysThe average score g4886 mo st r ecen
with available data was calculated at 0.53 on a zero to one scaks dbnsideed that overall scores @
less than 0.33 indicatdearly inadequatemanagement, while average scores above 0.66 repssaerd
management. Only 14% were in the clearly inadequate range while 22% wersaourtidenanagemen
range. Most protected areas were therefore clustered in the middlébtsicintanagement), with 27% g
the total in this range but below qEigure X).Mean results vary significantly between UN regiansla
more meaningful difference can be seen when the scores are analysed according to the
Development Index (HDI), with protéed areas from lowiDI countries scoring on average 30% loy
than those from highiDI countries underscoring the neefbr greater support for management
protected areas in developing countries
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Figure x. Mean scores for 2,488 most recent assessments

Strongest and weakest asts of managementThe thousands of different indicators used to eval
management effectiveness have been combined into 14 summary indicators. These indicato
basis of he WCPA framework includeContext i 1 values and significance; 2 threatsaconstraints
Planning - 3 site design and establishment; 4 management plarinmgs - 5 management resources
information basejrocesses’ 7 internal management systems and processes; 8 law enforcem
stakeholder relations; 10 visitor managemell natural and cultural resource management syste
Outputs T 12 achievement of work program@utcomes 13 conservation outcomes; 14 commur
outcomes.

There were clear patterns in the strengths and weaknesses of management, and these pat
consistent across most methodologies and regilmes.lighest scoring headline indicators overall w
park gazettal, marking of boundaries, resolution of tenure issues, effectiveness of governa
leadership and the skill level of staff and othemagement partners. Weakest areas related to prog
of community benefit, funding reliability and adequacy, , maintenance, communication, and con
involvement. Many protected areas lack basic requirements to operate effectively, and do not
effective management presence. Outcome indicators, relating to achievement of objectives,
conservation and effect on the community, a
and many O6processeso6 atilleerformairgla yalugble tunctor foreahsemati
and in the community.

Threats: The most commonly nominated threats in most regions were hunting, killing and col
animals; logging and wood harvesting; gathering-tioer forest products; reagonal activities; ang
the management of adjacent lands. These show some consistency across regions, though diffe
seen in countries like Australia, where invasive species and fire are more serious threats.

Conclusionsand recommendations:The Qobal Studyrecommended the following:
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Management agencies, partners and donors continue to cooperate to help protected area
minimum basic standards. Protected areas irRH®W countries are most in need of assistance to imp
management efféigeness.

The provision and maintenance of adequate facilities, equipment and infrastructure needs to be i
as these factors score poorly and are very strongly liked to effective management.

Protected area establishment and desithe first buitling blocks of the systeniisare relatively effective
in most places, with serious problems recorded in a few. However, it is essential that 1
governments provide better policy support for tenure resolution where this remains an issue,
appr@riate development planning and control around protected areas across all regions.

A greater effort should be put into communication, community involvement and programs of com
benefit, as these factors show very strong links to effective managanteatitcomes.

A boost to the specific prograne areas of resource management and research and monitoring
required, especially to achieve conservation of protected area values.

Visitor management stands out as another area of management whishtanéedimproved for thos
areas where tourism is a significant function of protected areas, as it scores poorly in most regio
strongly linked to effective management.

Managers need to build better gctive management capacity, linking managemm@anning, actionsg
research and monitoring, and evaluation. All these factors scored poorly and are correlated with
management overall.
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Figure x. The proportion of each country with known assessments of management effectiveness of its
protected areas.

Goal 4.3: To assess and monitor protected area status and trends

Target: By 2010, national and regional systems are established to enable effective monitoring| of
protected-area coverage, status and trends at national, regional and global selend to assist in
evaluating progress in meeting global biodiversity targets.

Fair to good progress to datén monitoring coverage and trends at national, regional and global scales
through the World Database on Protected A€&/DPA) but monitoringstatus is lagging behind
Key issues considered for assessing the progressechanisms for monitoring and reporting; inputs to
WDPA

A few countries (15%) reported havimgechanisms in place for monitoring the coverage, status and
trends at national levelAll reporting countries indicated that Environment Ministries are responsible for
annually collatingnational protecte@rea statistics and submitting information to WDR@ other site
based conventions and treaties such as Ramsar, World HeritageandaBiosphere Programme of
UNESCO, CMS and CITES. Some countries also indicated that monitoring programmes for rare and
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