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Content

“ :

e Evaluation of management effectiveness
— What is it and why it is worth doing?

e Effectiveness evaluation in Europe: First insights

— Extent, institutionalization and methodologies

 Towards best practice in effectiveness evaluation

. . P 1 i ti ith: funded th h:
Protected Area Management Effectiveness in Europe: g fﬂ_”l:”“’a SR Eﬁ/ﬁ‘
A review of data, methods and results (2009-2010) UNIVERSITAT GREIFSWALD . ) :-u" @ (lf) J@ 7

HE UMIVERSITY 3 e Ergincpl Bgensy bor
Wwww.pame-europe.org orQuepsiae [INEP WOMC 00 8wt omsareaics



Vs

Context & Definition 3

e More than 100,000 protected areas worldwide
e Declaration not always means adequate protection
* Management effectiveness evaluation:

s

The assessment of how well the PA is being managed — primarly the \
extent to which it is protecting values and achieving goals and
objectives. [It] reflects three main themes:

e Design issues relating to both individual sites and PA systems
 Adequacy and appropriateness of management systems and processes
K » Delivery of protected area objectives including conservation of values /

Hockings et al. (2006)

Protected Area Management Effectiveness in Europe:

- aperation with: funded through:
A review of data, methods and results (2009-2010) UNIVERSITET GREIFSWALD ' g‘ﬁ} 6’ 1 B‘/ﬁ_‘
L ot

THE U
WWW.pame-europe.org orqussLae  [UNEP WOMC ""



Rationale

e Who wants to know?
— Funding Agencies (GEF, World Bank)
— NGOs (WWEF, TNC, Cl)
— Conventions (WHS, CBD)
— National PA Agencies
— Managers of Individual PAs

e Why do they want to know?
— Promote adaptive management
— Resource allocation and priority setting
— Promote accountability and transpareny
— Facilitate advocacy
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CBD Programme of Work on PAs i‘fp

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

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

Suggested activities of the Parties

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

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

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

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

Goal 4.3: To assess and monitor protected area status and trends (= Natura 2000)
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JUCN-WCPA Framework {gp

Significance, threats, vulnerability, national

Context :
policy, engagement of partners
. PA legislation and policy, PA system design,
Planning RISt [FefliE, 17 SIEUsl IEst
out Planning Reserve design, Management planning
What dic we wani 1o bo and
achieve? howt\:]iglr;v; get
2 \ Inputs Resourcing of agency, resourcing of site
>
2
[=]
[77]
g Process Suitability of management processes
Whalod\l:jtggtdso and Inputs -za’s,
e s &
odusens & Result of management actions, services and
Process \V‘Q OUtpUtS d
Hnwatl!)[;me go %CS prO UCtS
management? p.deq\)
Impacts: effects of management in relation
Outcomes o
_ _ _ to objectives
Hockings et al. (2006) Evaluating Effectiveness

More than 70 described methodologies = overview necessary
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* Effort to compile worldwide experiences [ =g

— University of Queensland (Prof. Hockings, Dr.
Leverington), IUCN-WCPA, UNEP-WCMC,

WWEF, TNC, 2010 Biodiv. Indicator
Partnership

— 2005-2009, 8000 assessments, 129 countries
— Statistical correlations, recommendations

e PAME Information Module on WDPA

e European Regional Study

— With University of Greifswald (Prof. Stoll-
_ Kleemann), EUROPARC Federation, BfN
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Data collection 3,'

e UN Region “Europe” (as in Global Study)

— Russia, Turkey & Caucasus?

e “Management Effectiveness Evaluation”

— Any systematic assessment of several sites
which goes beyond merely assessing conservation status

e BfN: Letters to ministries, EUROPARC: to its
members

e Follow-up on a country-by-country basis

— Environmental ministries, CBD Focal Points, NGOs

e Follow-up on individual contacts
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Application in Europe: Countries

Institutionalization at
national level

- Institutionalized
at least one national / regional system

One-off
at least one national / regional study

No nation-wide evaluation
no response / negative response

o Isolated pilot studies

less than 5 sites

As data analysis is still ongoing, this map is for
illustrative purposes only.
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Application in Europe: Sites

.

1638 sites,
199 repeat

Russia: Asia
Spain:
Catalunya only

Netherlands:
small sites

Germany:
Nature Parks

Denmark:
IBA monitoring

Albania
Austria
Belarus
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
ltaly

Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Montenegro
Netherlands
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russian
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Ukraine
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@ Biosphere Reserve Suney
0O European diploma

® Marine tracking tool

0O RAPPAM
B German nature parks
W Italy quality parks

@ Asturias INDESPAR

m Birdlife

m GOBI suney

O NPAPA (England)
O Tracking tool

m Natuurmonumenten
mIPAM

@ Catalonia MEE

@ How is Your MPA Doing

m PANPARKS

@ Wetland tracking tool

B Scottish local nature resenes
O Site Consolidation Scorecard
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Application in Europe: CBD Target {rﬂ

Management Effectiveness Assessments of Nationally and Internationally Designated P ed Areas
e \WDPA: e i N
— Germany
14436 sites
— Montenegro:
10 sites

e Area/number:
Evaluation
often focuses
on large areas

e Regional focus
(e.g. Spain)

< Percentage of sites assessed (number)

- [ TUnder 1% [ 1-10%) [ 10-30% [N 20-50% [ | Nodata
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Methodologies: Typology | ‘,

Leading Agency n Main Purpose(s) Use of Results (ex.)

Superior Agency Assure that management by Mandatory Formal agreements (action

with authority over sites subordinate entities is effective and plans, improvement plans)
efficient, that central policies and between superior and
guidelines are well-designed and/or subordinate entities, which
that funding is appropriately allocated. are the basis for follow-ups.

NGO / Advisor 9 Assist in identifying strenghts and Voluntary or  Reports which are

no authority over sites weaknesses, guide in prioritization mandatory disseminated to policy
and/or create awareness and build makers and the public.
support

PA Mgmt Body 6 Self-assessment for adaptive Voluntary Closely integrated into PA
management management cycle.

Donor Agency 3 Verify whether projects have generated Mandatory Accountability
improvements in recipient parks for

Certification Body 6 To aware or maintain label or status Voluntary Certification

Research Team 4 To identify broad patterns and Voluntary Scientific publications

interdependencies
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Methodologies: Typology

Vi

P
|

Leading Agency n Examples of Approaches (selection) | Geographical Coverage (selection)

Superior Agency
with authority over sites

MEE Finland, NPAPA England,
Natuurmonumenten Test,
Staatsbosbeheer Audit, MEE Swedish
Counties

Finland, France, Netherlands,
Sweden, UK

NGO / Advisor 9 RAPPAM, Calatonia MEE, German RAPPAM: 17 CEE countries, IBA: 5
no authority over sites National Parks, CPAMETT, Birdlife countries, CPAMETT: Carpathian
IBA countries, Germany, Catalonia
PA Mgmt Body 6 Italian Quality Parks, French Regional lItaly, France, Spain
Nature Parks, Tenerife MEE, IPAM
Toolbox
Donor Agency 3  Tracking Tool, Marine Tracking Tool  Tracking Tool: 14 countries
Certification Body 6  PANParks, European Diploma, Europe, individual sites
German Nature Parks, UNESCO-MAB
Research Team 4  GoBi Survey, Stockholm Survey Europe, biosphere reserves
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Analysis of Assessment Results

e Available data T SEn -
— N =504 KPR poeinS S
— RAPPAM
— Tracking Tool
— Birdlife IBA

 Converting indicators and scores

# assessments / total country surface

— Common reporting format (45 ind.) Score | #Sites | Perc.
<.33 25 5%
e European PAME average: 0.59 33-5 106  21%
. . .5-.67 213 42%
— Relatively high >.67 160 32%
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Mean score (zero to one scale)
0.00 0.10 0.20 0.30 0.40 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00

8 Park gazettal T

10 Appropriateness of design T

8a Tenure issues T

9 Park boundaries

I
6 Constraint or support #
]
|

41 Conservation of nominated values -condition

26 Adequacy of law enforcwment

19 Effectiveness of administration

16 Adequacy of relevant and available information

28 Inwlvement of communities

45 Threat monitoring 4*

22 Adequacy of staff training

21 Adequacy of building and maintenance systems

39 Results and outputs

29 Communication program

11 Management plan

\
]
I : |
36 Natural resource and cultural protection *‘
1

43 Effect of park management on local community

37 Research and monitoring

23 Staff/ other management partners skill level

24 Adequacy of hr policies and procedures

33 Visitors catered for and impacts managed appropriately

15 Adequacy of infrastructure, equipment and facilities

20 Management effectiveness evaluation undertaken #

14 Security/ reliability of funding

12 Adequacy of staff numbers

3 Lewvel of extent and severity of threats

13 Adequacy of current funding

30 Appropriate program of community benefit/ assistance




Towards Best Practice

.-‘

1. Evaluate

— ,Value for money“; need for clear PA objectives

2. Institutionalize
— Superior agency designs method = tailor made
— Mandatory repetitions = able to track changes

3. Make it cost-effective
— Evaluation is not an end in itself, information subsidiarity
— Start small and prioritize

— Explore synergies of different reporting requirements
. Natura 2000, Treasury Accounting, Donors, EMAS / 1SO 14001
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p

Towards Best Practice P

4. Make it transparent

— Disclosure of (non-critical) evaluation data to the
ultimate provider of funds: the public (Arhus Convention)

— Streamlining of data (translatability and comparability)

5. Make it valid
— Triangulation, stakeholder dialogue, external experts

6. Advanced issues
— Transboundary reserves
— Risk-based monitoring
— Integration of protected areas
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Thank you - cnacubo!
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