Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of protected areas

REPUBLIC OF TURKEY
MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE
AND FORESTRY

Conservation and Sustainable Management of Turkey’s
Steppe Ecosystems Project
GCP/TUR/061/GFF

Guidelines for assessing
the management effectiveness
of protected areas

1
1

©FAO/Nihan Yenilmez Arpa

2

Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of protected areas

3
3

Guidelines for
For Establishing
assessing
Assessing the
the
Protected
management
Management
Areaseffectiveness
Effectiveness of
of protected
Protected areas
Areas

Conservation and Sustainable Management of Turkey’s
Steppe Ecosystems Project
GCP/TUR/061/GFF

Guidelines for
assessing the
management
effectiveness of
protected areas
Published by:
The Food and Agriculture
Organization of the United Nations
and
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry
Ankara, 2022

Required citation:
Karadeniz, N. and Yenilmez Arpa, N. 2022. Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of
protected areas. Ankara, FAO and MAF. https://doi.org/10.4060/cb8349en
The designations employed and the presentation of material in this information product do not imply the
expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations (FAO) or Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) concerning the legal or development status
of any country, territory, city or area or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers
or boundaries. The mention of specific companies or products of manufacturers, whether or not these
have been patented, does not imply that these have been endorsed or recommended by FAO or MAF in
preference to others of a similar nature that are not mentioned.
The views expressed in this information product are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect
the views or policies of FAO or MAF.
ISBN 978-92-5-135655-5 [FAO]
© FAO and MAF, 2022

Some rights reserved. This work is made available under the Creative Commons AttributionNonCommercial-ShareAlike 3.0 IGO licence (CC BY-NC-SA 3.0 IGO; https://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by-nc-sa/3.0/igo/legalcode).
Under the terms of this licence, this work may be copied, redistributed and adapted for non-commercial
purposes, provided that the work is appropriately cited. In any use of this work, there should be no
suggestion that FAO endorses any specific organization, products or services. The use of the FAO logo is
not permitted. If the work is adapted, then it must be licensed under the same or equivalent Creative
Commons license. If a translation of this work is created, it must include the following disclaimer along
with the required citation: “This translation was not created by the Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations (FAO). FAO is not responsible for the content or accuracy of this translation. The
original English and Turkish edition shall be the authoritative edition.”
Disputes arising under the licence that cannot be settled amicably will be resolved by mediation and
arbitration as described in Article 8 of the licence except as otherwise provided herein. The applicable
mediation rules will be the mediation rules of the World Intellectual Property Organization http://www.
wipo.int/amc/en/mediation/rules and any arbitration will be in accordance with the Arbitration Rules of
the United Nations Commission on International Trade Law (UNCITRAL)
Third-party materials. Users wishing to reuse material from this work that is attributed to a third party,
such as tables, figures or images, are responsible for determining whether permission is needed for
that reuse and for obtaining permission from the copyright holder. The risk of claims resulting from
infringement of any third-party-owned component in the work rests solely with the user.
Sales, rights and licensing. FAO information products are available on the FAO website (www.fao.org/
publications) and can be purchased through publications-sales@fao.org. Requests for commercial use
should be submitted via: www.fao.org/contact-us/licence-request. Queries regarding rights and licensing
should be submitted to: copyright@fao.org.
Cover photografhs:
© FAO/Nihan Yenilmez Arpa

iii
5

Contents
Acknowledgements

v

Abbreviations and acronyms

vi

Executive summary

vii

Introduction

1

Chapter 1. Methodologies and approaches for the assessment
Of management effectiveness in protected areas worldwide

9

1.1 Processes and methodologies for pame worldwide

13

1.2 What is the rationale for pame?

16

Chapter 2. Framework on protected areas and current studies
on management effectiveness in Turkey

19

2.1 Current situation of protected areas

21

2.2 Studies on the assessment of management effectiveness in turkey

27

Chapter 3. Management effectiveness assessment framework
for protected areas of Turkey
3.1 Assessment of protected areas at the national level

33
40

3.2 Assessment of general management effectiveness in protected areas at
The area level

46

3.3 Detailed monitoring and evaluation of protected areas at the area level

50

3.4 Iucn green list of protected and conserved areas

56

Chapter 4. Recommendations on the implementation of the assessment
framework for management effectiveness

63

Chapter 5. References and annexes

71

Annex 1. Rappam: wwf-rapid assessment and prioritization of protected area

78

Annex 2. Mett: management effectiveness tracking tool for protected areas

88

Annex 3. UNESCO enhancing our heritage (EOH)

103

Annex 4. IUCN green list standards

132

iv

Figures
Figure 1. IUCN Framework for evaluating Protected Area Management Effectiveness
(PAME)

3

Figure 2. Overview of the seven guidelines and their interrelations

8

Figure 3. Distribution of protected areas

25

Figure 4. Distribution of Special Protected Areas in Turkey

25

Figure 5. Systematic assessment approach recommended for the assessment of
management effectiveness in protected areas in Turkey

39

Figure 6. Four themes addressed by the IUCN Green List Standard

56

Table
Table 1. Minimum requirements for PAME

4

Table 2. PAME methodologies listed in the GD-PAME database

14

Table 3. List of protected areas in Turkey
Table 4. Evaluations of management effectiveness of protected areas

24
30

Table 5. Forms and tools for evaluating management effectiveness of protected
areas in Turkey

37

Table 6. RAPPAM evaluation elements

44

Table 7. List of pressures and threats in a 2009 RAPPAM evaluation

45

Table 8. UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage (EoH) toolkit and main issues

52

Table 9. Assessment frequency and links to management and reporting activities

54

Table 10. IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Standard

59

Boxes
Box 1. Theory of Change

12

Box 2. Effective management requirements under the CBD

18

Box 3. Definition of management effectiveness

18

Box 4. Subjects for RAPPAM assessment

43

7v

Acknowledgements
The Guidelines are a product of the Conservation and Sustainable Management
of Turkey’s Steppe Ecosystems Project (GCP/TUR/061/GFF), which is financed
by the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and implemented by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). The Ministry of Agriculture
and Forestry of the Republic of Turkey (MAF) is the project’s executing partner, and
the General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks and the General
Directorate of Plant Production are the leading MAF units actively involved in project
implementation.
Purpose and use of the guidelines
This set of Guidelines is aimed at protected area staff, conservation scientists,
managers and stakeholders involved in the management of protected areas in Turkey.
It provides substantial support to protected area planners, decision-makers and
managers, and staff of the MAF, helping them to assess and improve management
effectiveness for protected areas and monitor regularly the management effectiveness
of these unique and valuable sites.
Protected areas are the cornerstone of biodiversity, habitat and ecosystem services
conservation. However, unprecedented global losses due mainly to human activities
are exerting pressure on these sites. Achieving long-term sustainability and the
expected benefits of these areas requires effective management, a key to which is a
well-prepared management plan.
A second vital component for effective protected area management – in addition
to legal and administrative regulations and management plans – is the availability
of quantitatively and qualitatively equipped human resources. The third element
necessary to ensuring that management and protection goals are achieved in a
protected area is the establishment of participative opportunities and the integration
of purposeful processes that include all relevant stakeholders. The mechanism for
management effectiveness assessment evaluates the presence and efficiency of all of
these aspects.

vi

Abbreviations and acronyms
CBD		

Convention on Biological Diversity

EAGL 		

Expert Assessment Group for the Green List

EoH		

UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage process Tool

FAO		

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

GD-PAME

Global Database for Protected Area Management Effectiveness

GDNCNP		

General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks

GDF 		

General Directorate of Forestry

GDPP		

General Directorate of Plan Production

GEF		

Global Environment Facility

IUCN		

International Union for Conservation of Nature

MAF		

Turkish Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry

MCT		

Ministry of Culture and Tourism

METT		

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool

MEU		

Ministry of Environment and Urbanization

NBAP		

National Biodiversity Action Plan (UBEP) 2018-2028

NGO		

Non-Governmental Organization

NOAA		

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

PAME		

Protected Area Management Effectiveness

PROARCA

Regional Environmental Programme for Central America

RAPPAM		

Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area Management

SEPA		

Special Environmental Protection Areas

ToC		

Theory of Change

UNDP		

United Nations Development Programme

UNESCO		

United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization

USAID		

United States Agency for International Development

WCMC		

World Conservation Monitoring Centre

WCPA		

World Commission on Protected Areas

WDPA		

World Database on Protected Areas

WWF		

World Wide Fund for Nature

vii
9

Executive summary
The Guidelines are a product of the Conservation and Sustainable Management
of Turkey’s Steppe Ecosystems Project (GCP/TUR/061/GFF), which is financed
by the Global Environment Facility (GEF), and implemented by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). The Ministry of Agriculture
and Forestry of the Republic of Turkey (MAF) is the project’s executing partner, and
the General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks and the General
Directorate of Plant Production are the leading MAF units actively involved in project
implementation.
Purpose and use of the guidelines
This set of Guidelines is aimed at protected area staff, conservation scientists,
managers and stakeholders involved in the management of protected areas in Turkey.
It provides substantial support to protected area planners, decision-makers and
managers, and staff of the MAF, helping them to assess and improve management
effectiveness for protected areas and monitor regularly the management effectiveness
of these unique and valuable sites.
Protected areas are the cornerstone of biodiversity, habitat and ecosystem services
conservation. However, unprecedented global losses due mainly to human activities
are exerting pressure on these sites. Achieving long-term sustainability and the
expected benefits of these areas requires effective management, a key to which is a
well-prepared management plan.
A second vital component for effective protected area management – in addition
to legal and administrative regulations and management plans – is the availability
of quantitatively and qualitatively equipped human resources. The third element
necessary to ensuring that management and protection goals are achieved in a
protected area is the establishment of participative opportunities and the integration
of purposeful processes that include all relevant stakeholders. The mechanism for
management effectiveness assessment evaluates the presence and efficiency of all of
these aspects.

Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of protected areas

10
viii

Management effectiveness is defined by the International Union on Nature
Conservation (IUCN) World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPAs) as an assessment
of how well a protected area is being managed, primarily in terms of the extent to
which it is protecting its stated values and achieving its defined goals and objectives.
Protected area management effectiveness assessments are not performance
assessments of an individual; rather, they serve to establish a conservation authority’s
proficiency in protected area management as a whole.
The success of ongoing management practices in protected areas in Turkey and
efforts to demonstrate the value of existing protected areas have increased, especially
since the 2000s. An important factor in this regard is the use of Rapid Assessment
and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) and the Management
Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) to assess the effectiveness of protected area
management.
These Guidelines examine international approaches for the assessment of management
effectiveness and the current situation in Turkey, before describing the steps to assess
the effectiveness and efficiency of management procedures for protected areas.
Contents
The next section provides an introduction to the importance of protected areas
and the management of these areas, and explains the need to assess management
effectiveness. Chapter 1 covers methodologies, basic principles and approaches
adopted globally for the assessment of management effectiveness. Chapter 2 examines
current studies on country frameworks and the effectiveness of management related
to protected areas. Chapter 3 provides an assessment framework for use in the
assessment of management effectiveness for protected areas. Finally, Chapter 4
lists recommendations that may contribute to application of the framework for the
assessment of management effectiveness.
The Guidelines also include a set of Annexes. These include the RAPPAM questionnaire,
the METT, Enhancing Our Heritage methods and tools and assessment templates for
the IUCN Green List Standards.
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Introduction
Protected areas are the cornerstone of biodiversity conservation. They are places that
receive protection because of their natural, ecological or socio-cultural values. They
are intended to provide refuge for species, communities and ecosystems; to supply
critical ecosystem services such as clean water and air for people, and carbon storage
to buffer the effects of climate change and other ecological benefits; and to serve as
an ecological benchmark for surrounding landscapes.
Protected areas are also designated to provide economic, social and cultural benefits
including the provision of sustainable livelihoods for peoples, the health and wellbeing of individuals and communities, and nature-based recreation, tourism and
education (Wright et al., 2017).
Since the middle of the last century, protected areas across the world have increased
dramatically in area and size, as the majority of countries developed protected area
systems as a core strategy to protect their biodiversity and the environment. The
value of protected areas for biodiversity conservation, protection of cultural heritage,
maintenance of vital ecosystem services and the provision of a range of socioeconomic benefits has been well recognized, and the roles that protected areas play
in mitigating and adapting to climate change have assumed increasing importance
(Dudley et al., 2010).
Protected areas are among the most efficient and cost-effective ways of conserving
biodiversity and are therefore central to most conservation strategies (Anonymous,
2012). However, despite being a fundamental conservation tool, protected areas are
facing increasing pressures and threats such as habitat loss, fragmentation, isolation,
poverty, unsustainable exploitation, invasive species, lack of capacity, inappropriate
policies and incentives, inequitable distribution of costs and benefits, globalization,
security and global change (Anonymous, 2012; Dudley et al., 2010; Leverington et al.,
2010).
These pressures have significantly impacted the ability of the conservation
community to effectively manage their protected areas, thereby undermining their
overall contribution to biodiversity conservation (Anonymous, 2012; CBD, 2010).
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The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) calls for the protection of 17% of
terrestrial area and 10% of the world’s oceans by 2020 (Aichi Target 11). Achieving
this goal calls for effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and
well-connected systems of protected areas (PAs) and other effective area-based
conservation measures. Although PA coverage is approaching these percentage
targets in many parts of the terrestrial and marine realms, global biodiversity is still
decreasing. The fact that biodiversity levels are also decreasing within many PAs
emphasizes the need to enhance the effectiveness of existing PAs for conservation, in
addition to increasing the area under protection (Coad et al., 2015).
The act of designating an area as protected does not guarantee effective management
sufficient to protect the resources within its boundaries. Recognition of this fact
has led to a focus on the evaluation of protected area management (Wright et al.,
2017), with management effectiveness evaluation studies showing that improved
management of protected areas leads to improved conservation outcomes
(Coad et al., 2015).
Management effectiveness evaluation is defined as an assessment of how well
protected areas are managed – primarily the extent to which management is
protecting values and achieving goals and objectives. The term management
effectiveness reflects three main “themes” in protected area management
(Hockings et al., 2006):
• design issues related to both individual sites and protected area systems;
• adequacy and appropriateness of management systems and processes;
• delivery of protected area objectives including conservation of values.
In order to maintain and support the potential of protected areas, it is essential to
understand the strengths and weaknesses in their management and the threats and
stresses that they face. The evaluation of management effectiveness, according to
Pomeroy et al. (2004), provides a formal way to learn from successes and failures and
helps to identify why and how management practices need to be adapted.
By the mid-1990s a growing number of management effectiveness evaluation
systems were under development. IUCN-WCPA proposed a framework for assessing
management effectiveness in order to improve the capacity to compare and learn
across assessment systems and make it easy to draw general conclusions about the
effectiveness of protected area management at national, regional or global levels
(Hockings et al., 2006). The primary objectives of the framework were:
• to improve PA management through information sharing and adaptive
management;
• to more effectively allocate resources to PAs or the management areas
most in need (e.g. shifting attention to law enforcement or pest plant
management);
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• to provide accountability and reporting at local, national or international levels;
• to increase community awareness of PA management and issues (Coad et al., 2015).
Within this framework, management begins by understanding the context of the
protected area, including its values, the threats that it faces and opportunities
available, its stakeholders, and the management and political environment. It then
moves to the planning stage, establishing a vision, goals, objectives and strategies to
conserve values and reduce threats. Inputs (resources) of staff, money and equipment
are allocated to work towards objectives, and management actions are implemented
according to accepted processes. These eventually produce outputs in the form of
goods and services (which are usually outlined in management and work plans) that
result in impacts or outcomes, which should achieve the defined goals and objectives
(Hockings et al., 2006) (Figure 1).

EVALUATION

Figure 1. IUCN Framework for evaluating Protected Area Management Effectiveness (PAME)
Source: Hockings, M., Leverington, F. & Cook, C., 2015. Protected area management effectiveness. In G.L. Worboys, M. Lockwood,
A. Kothari, S. Feary & I. Pulsford, eds. Protected area governance and management, pp. 889–928. Canberra, ANU Press.

Evaluating protected area management effectiveness can:
• lead to better management in a changing environment;
• assist in effective resource allocation;
• promote accountability and transparency;
• help involve the community, build a constituency and promote protected
area values;
• deliver a number of procedural benefits (Hockings et al., 2006).
Dudley and Stolton (2020) indicate the minimum requirements for effective protected
area management (Table 1).
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Table 1. Minimum requirements for PAME
Minimum
requirements
Legal designation

Details
A legal designation ensures that protected areas are gazetted
by law. In many countries such designations have not kept pace
with the rate of protected area establishment, weakening the
position of protected area agencies in circumstances, such as
attempts to mine or drive roads through protected areas.

PA boundary
demarcation

In the absence of legally defined boundaries, it is difficult to
stop encroachment or exploitation of resources at the edge of
protected areas and the total area can shrink. Demarcation is a
key step in establishing a protected area and ensuring its proper
management.

Management
objectives

Many protected areas are set up with unclear objectives which
hampers management. A number of tools now exist for working
with managers and other stakeholders to set up long and shortterm targets for specific protected areas.

Operational plan

Operational budget

Monitoring plan

Indigenous people
and local people

Illegal use of
resources

Ideally protected areas should have a management plan, but
elaborating a plan takes time and money. In the absence of a full
plan, the development of an operational plan can function as an
interim step to ensure that work follows an agreed path.
Most protected areas need a proper budget, however a
surprising number do not have one or have only a minimal
understanding of budgeting and accounting. Basic business
planning advice can help in this regard.
Research into integrated conservation and development
projects found that a good monitoring and evaluation system
was often the key to success or failure because it allowed for the
use of critical adaptive management.
Failure to address the wants and needs of local communities,
particularly indigenous peoples, quickly leads to resentment,
problems and pressure on the protected area. Many protected
areas fail to engage thoroughly or in a participatory manner with
local communities.
Illegal use of resources is of critical and growing importance
and comes in two forms: daily use by local people, which
needs to be addressed through local community approaches
and agreements; and high-end, professionalized poaching of
valuable species of plants and animals, with the ivory trade
being a classical example.

Source: Dudley, N. & Stolton, S., 2020. Leaving space for nature: The critical role of area-based conservation. First published
2020 by Routledge 2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 4RN and by Routledge 52 Vanderbilt Avenue, New York,
NY 10017.

©FAO/Nihan Yenilmez Arpa

5

6

Protected area management effectiveness refers to the degree to which protected area
management protects biological and cultural resources, and achieves the goals and
objectives for which the protected area was established (Hockings et al., 2006).
In this regard, this set of Guidelines has been drafted to guide assessment of PAs
in Turkey in order to support the protected area system, highlight management
gaps, assist protected area strategy and capacity development, enable adaptive
management, guide effective resource allocation, promote accountability and
transparency among key stakeholders, and build support for protected area
management in Turkey.
This Guidelines strive to make the assessment process as relevant and practicable as
possible by:
introducing current methodologies and approaches on the assessment of
management effectiveness for protected areas;

•

providing a framework for protected areas and current studies on 		
management effectiveness in Turkey;

•

developing a user-friendly framework incorporating process-based monitoring
and assessment and activity based monitoring for protected areas in Turkey;

•

drafting templates for data processing.

© Hasan Sevgili

•
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Within the framework of the project “Conservation and Sustainable Management of
Turkey’s Steppe Ecosystems”, seven sets of guidelines have been developed to provide
standards and recommendations for the sustainable management and conservation
of the country’s natural assets. The present document is the fifth set in the series and
deals with the management effectiveness assessment of protected areas. The full list of
guidelines is as follows:
•

The Guidelines for Establishing Protected Areas outline the standards for the
establishment process, from site proposal to final establishment of the site
(including ministerial and presidential approval).

•

The Guidelines for Protected Area Management Planning outline the 		
standards and methods for the management planning of established 		
protected areas.

•

The Guidelines for Biodiversity Monitoring outline the standards and 		
methods for the development of monitoring systems at the protected area
level.

•

The Guidelines for Engaging Stakeholders in Managing Protected Areas
outline the standards and recommended practices for engaging stakeholders
in the participatory planning and management of protected areas.

•

The Guidelines for Assessing the Management Effectiveness of Protected
Areas outline the standards and methods for assessing the effectiveness and
efficiency of protected area management.

•

The Guidelines for Grazing Management Planning outline the standards and
methods for transitioning Turkey’s grazing management practices to align with
globally defined ecological sustainability.

•

The Guidelines for Grazing and Livestock Monitoring outline the standards
and methods for monitoring animal performance and the impact of livestock
on the ecosystem.

All the guidelines refer to both national and international standards and are closely
linked, as shown in Figure 2.
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Conservation through
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The Guidelines for Establishing
Protected Areas

The Guidelines for Protected Area
Management Planning

The Guidelines for Grazing
Management Planning

The Guidelines for Grazing
and Livestock Monitoring

The Guidelines for
Biodiversity Monitoring

The Guidelines for Assessing the
Management Effectiveness
of Protected Areas

Figure 1. Overview of the seven guidelines and their interrelations
Source: Developed by the authors of the guidelines, 2020.

National Legislation

International Standards

The Guidelines for Engaging Stakeholders in
Managing Protected Areas
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1. Methodologies and
approaches for the assessment
of management effectiveness in
protected areas worldwide

Protected areas (PAs) are the most commonly used solution to conserve and decrease loss of
biodiversity. Some protected areas, however, are failing to conserve adequately the biodiversity
within their boundaries. Accordingly, there is an urgent need for data on how these PAs could be
made to function more effectively. Impact evaluation methods provide a set of tools that could
yield this knowledge. In order to meet this need, there has been a sustained increase in protected
area management effectiveness (PAME) assessments since 1990, and several methodologies have
been developed by NGOs and government entities for assessment of PAs in order to increase
understanding of ongoing processes and weaknesses, and to halt biodiversity loss.
The topic of PAME assessments was raised at the IVth IUCN World Park Congress in 1992 by the
WCPA, which proposed the development of a framework to provide a general approach and
guidelines for assessing management effectiveness, as well as a system for developing specific
assessment methodology (Lockwood et al., 2006).
Until the mid-2000s, the development and early adoption of methodologies was primarily
undertaken by NGOs – especially WWF – who helped to develop the METT and RAPPAM tools to
track progress towards goals in improving PA management (Stolton et al., 2007). Subsequently,
PAME was adopted as a performance evaluation tool by funding agencies, such as the Global
Environment Facility (GEF), with large PA project portfolios across many countries
(Craigie et al., 2015).
Conceptually, most PAME approaches are related to the International Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) framework (Hockings et al., 2006),
which is based on the Theory of Change (ToC) and a logic model framework (Coad et al., 2015).
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Box 1. Theory of Change

Theory of Change is essentially a comprehensive description and illustration of how
and why a desired change is expected to happen in a particular context. It is focused
in particular on mapping out or “filling in” what has been described as the “missing
middle” between what a programme or change initiative does (its activities or
interventions) and how these lead to the achievement of desired goals. It does this
by first identifying the desired long-term goals and then works backwards to identify
the requisite conditions (outcomes) that must be in place (including the causal
relationships) to achieve these goals. These conditions are then mapped out in an
Outcomes Framework.
The Outcomes Framework provides the basis for identifying the types of activity or
intervention that will lead to the outcomes identified as preconditions for achieving the
long-term goals. This approach also helps to clarify the precise link between activities
and the achievement of the long-term goals. This, in turn, leads to better planning with
activities linked to a detailed understanding of how change actually occurs. It also leads
to better evaluation with the measurement of progress towards longer-term goals
extending beyond the identification of programme outputs.
(www.theoryofchange.org/what-is-theory-of-change).
With these frameworks, evaluators construct a model of reality using pictures or
words to understand the relationships among the resources at their disposal to
operate their programme, the activities they plan, and the changes or results they
hope to achieve. This allows them to understand the processes offered by the area
in the most realistic manner possible. PAME evaluations also have affinity with the
utilization-based evaluation approach, which focuses on improving management
rather than on gathering data for its own sake. An important aspect of this philosophy
is the recognition that the process of evaluation can itself bring about improvements
in practice. PAME methodologies are therefore designed to capture information on
management elements hypothesized to contribute to biodiversity outcomes. PAME
assessments then evaluate the management elements of planning, inputs, processes,
outputs and outcomes within an assessed context (Coad et al., 2015).
The management effectiveness of protected areas is critical to the success of their
conservation approaches. Since the mid-1990s, about 72 different PAME data collection
tools and methodologies have been developed to systematically assess protected area
management effectiveness (Coad et al., 2015; Hockings et al., 2006).

Methodologies and approaches for the assessment of management effectiveness in protected areas worldwide

As the amount of protected areas increases, the importance of effective management
of such areas and systems increases correspondingly, resulting in more evaluations
and the development of dedicated tools. This set of Guidelines offers an overview of
present evaluation approaches and focuses on the most common and widely used
evaluation methodologies. Various methodologies may be used at a particular site
and/ or at region level. As such, the Guidelines do not aim to explain or provide a
comprehensive list of methodologies; instead, they concentrate on the most significant
ones in terms of usage and preference at the global level.

1.1

Processes and methodologies for PAME worldwide

The past decade has seen an increase in assessments led by national PA agencies and
government ministries (e.g. New South Wales and Victoria, Australia; Colombia; South
Korea; Finland and Indonesia), driven largely by the desire to implement an adaptive
management approach, improve planning and establish priorities, and to report on the
status of PA management at the national level (Coad et al., 2015).

©FAO/Nihan Yenilmez Arpa

Leverington et al. (2008) conducted a global study on management effectiveness
in protected areas and identified 42 different evaluation tools. Nolte et al. (2010)
found 30 additional tools, amounting to 72 different approaches to evaluate PAME
worldwide (Coad et al., 2015). However, more methodologies exist particularly at local
levels. Table 2 summarizes the methodologies identified in a second global study by
Leverington et al. (2010).
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Table 2. PAME methodologies listed in the GD-PAME database

Abbreviation

Methodology name

Organization/affiliation
and/or reference

Africa rainforest Africa rainforest study
study

Academic/WCS

Alder

Marine Protected Area
Evaluation

Academic

Birdlife IBA

Important Bird Area
Monitoring

Birdlife organization

CI METT

Conservation International
Management Effectiveness
Tracking Tool

Conservation International

CPAMETT

Carpathian Management
Tracking Tool

WWF Danube Carpathian
Programme

EOH

Enhancing our Heritage

United Nations Educational, Scientific
and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)

EUROPARC ECST EUROPARC European
Charter for Sustainable
Tourism

EUROPARC Federation

EUROPARC
Transboundary

EUROPARC
Transboundary Parks
Certification

EUROPARC Federation

European
Diploma

European Diploma of
Protected Areas

Council of Europe

European SCS

European Site
Consolidation Scorecard

Academic

GOBI

Governance of
Biodiversity Survey,
Greifswald

University of Greifswald

How is Your
MPA Doing?

How is Your MPA Doing?

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)/National
Ocean Service/IUCN-WCPA Marine,
WWF

Indian Tiger
Reserves
Assessment

Management
Effectiveness Evaluation
of Indian Tiger Reserves

(Project Tiger Directorate Ministry of
Environment and Forests 2006)
Alder Marine Protected Area
Evaluation

Korea MEE

WWF-World Bank MPA
score card

WWF-World Bank

Methodologies and approaches for the assessment of management effectiveness in protected areas worldwide

MEE Indian

Evaluation of
Management
effectiveness of Indian
Protected Areas

Ministry of Environment and Forests
(MoEF) Government of India and the
Wildlife Institute of India

PAN Parks

Protected Area Network
Parks

PAN Parks Foundation

Parks profiles

Parks profiles

Parkswatch

PIP Site
consolidation

TNC Parks in Peril Site
Consolidation Scorecard

TNC/United States Agency for
International Development (USAID)

PROARCA/
CAPAS

PROARCA/CAPAS
scorecard evaluation

Regional Environmental Programme
for Central America (PROARCA)/
CAPAS

Qld Park
Integrity

Queensland Park Integrity Queensland Parks and Wildlife
Service
assessment (Australia)

Qld Rapid
Assessment

Queensland Rapid
Assessment (Australia)

Queensland Parks and Wildlife
Service

RAPPAM

Rapid Assessment and
Prioritization of Protected
Area Management

World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)

Stockholm BR
Survey

Stockholm Biosphere
Reserves Survey

Stockholm University

TNC CAP

Conservation Action
Planning

The Nature Conservancy (TNC)

Tracking Tool

Management
Effectiveness Tracking
Tool

World Bank/WWF Alliance

USA SOP

USA State of Parks

NPCA (National Parks Conservation
Association State of the Parks
Programme

West Indian
Ocean MPA

West Indian Ocean MPA
toolkit

West Indian Ocean Marine Science
Association

WWF/CATIE

WWF/CATIE
Measuring protected
area management
effectiveness

WWF/Tropical Agricultural Research
and Higher Education Centre (CATIE)

Source: Leverington, F., Costa, K.L., Pavese, H. & Hockings, M., 2010. A global analysis of protected area management
effectiveness. Environmental Management, 46: 685–698.
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Over 9,000 PAME assessments have now been conducted in more than 140 countries.
These assessments have been included in the Protected Areas Programme of Work and
the associated targets developed by the Convention of Biological Diversity (CBD). They
have been conducted in many different ways by many different groups, but have the
common aim of improving protected area management and accountability (Leverington
et al., 2010).
The aim of the global study was to obtain a global picture of protected area
effectiveness and to track CBD targets and reporting needs on behalf of the
international conservation community. To achieve this aim, all existing PAME
assessments from 1991 to 2012 were collated into a single database – the Global
Database on Protected Area Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME)1. At present, the
database contains records of almost 18 000 PAME assessments, and is the only global
dataset on PA management. GD-PAME includes information about the methodologies
and indicators used and details of individual assessments. It also reports PAME
results under a set of headline indicators standardizing data from a wide range of
methodologies (Coad et al., 2015).

1.2

What is the rationale for PAME?

There are several reasons to assess the management effectiveness of protected areas.
These depend on the specific purposes of the areas in question, which may require
different assessment systems, approaches and information. The individuals and groups
involved with protected areas not limited to conservation staff; they also include
other stakeholders as well as relevant authorities such as funding bodies, managers,
local people, civil societies, visitors and scientists. Thus, the results of management
effectiveness assessments can be an opportunity for protected areas to obtain
additional support from these various stakeholders.
Funding bodies, policy-makers and conservation lobbyists can use the results to
highlight problems and set priorities, or to promote better management policies and
practices by management agencies. Managers may wish to use the evaluation results
to improve their performance or to report on achievements to senior managers, the
government or external stakeholders. Local people and other stakeholders, including
civil society, can use the results to establish the extent to which their interests are
being taken into consideration. Such increased emphasis on evaluation is in part due
to changes in society, especially rising demand for accountability, transparency and
demonstrable “value for money” (Hockings et al., 2006).
Many countries have also developed protected area systems as a core strategy to
protect biodiversity and environment, resulting in a dramatic increase in the size of

1 See

https://pame.protectedplanet.net
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these areas over the second half of the twentieth century. The value of protected areas
for biodiversity conservation, protection of cultural heritage, the maintenance of vital
“ecosystem services” and the provision of a range of socio-economic benefits have
been well recognized, and the role of protected areas in mitigating and adapting to
climate change has assumed increasing importance (Dudley et al., 2011).
While protected areas represent a key tool for the conservation of biodiversity and
their values for future, these areas also offer investment opportunities for people to
create income generation activities. Protected area users and communities, individuals
investing in protected areas, and protected area managers need to know if these
investments are sound and affect the conservation of PA values in a positive manner.
Additionally, protected areas managers need to know whether their efforts are
meeting established conservation objectives and protecting conservation values in the
face of increasing threats and pressures such as pests, agricultural damage, overuse,
urbanization, infrastructure development and so on. Measuring the impacts of these
processes is becoming a critical task for protected area management. In addition to
threats at the site level, protected areas must cope with the impacts of dramatic global
changes, such as climate change, economic imbalances, increasing population growth,
and demand for improved food and nutrition.
As these changes evolve and accelerate, protected area managers need to be able
to assess how well protected areas are functioning as an effective strategy for
conservation. They need to be able to determine which strategies work and which
do not, so that they can build on best practices. The evaluation of management
effectiveness is a vital component of this responsive, proactive style of protected
area management. Through evaluation, positive and negative experiences can be
used as opportunities for learning, and continual improvement can be combined with
anticipation of future threats and opportunities.
Assessment of PAs not only contributes to the above-mentioned purposes, but
also helps to meet international obligations under international conventions on
biological diversity and natural resources. Many international obligations encourage
governments to address the issue of management effectiveness. In accordance with
these obligations, nations are increasingly agreeing to report on their progress in the
area of conservation to institutions such as the Convention on Biological Diversity and
the World Heritage Convention, and – as a consequence – are seeking information
on status and trends in protected area management. One of the requirements under
the Protected Areas Work Programme of the Convention on Biological Diversity is to
evaluate and improve the effectiveness of protected areas management. The goal,
target and suggested activities under this programme are detailed in Box 2.
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Box 2. Effective management requirements under the CBD (www.cbd.int.)

Programme of Work: Goal 4.2 To evaluate and improve the effectiveness of protected
area 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
•
Develop and adopt, by 2006, appropriate methods, standards, criteria 		
and indicators for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management
and governance, and set up a related database, taking into account the 		
IUCN-WCPA Framework for evaluating management effectiveness, and other
relevant methodologies, which should be adapted to local conditions.
•
Implement management effectiveness evaluations of at least 30 percent of
each Party’s protected areas by 2010 and of national protected area systems
and, as appropriate, ecological networks.
•
Include information resulting from evaluation of protected areas management
effectiveness in national reports under the Convention on Biological Diversity.
* Implement key recommendations arising from site and system-level 		
management effectiveness evaluations, as an integral part of adaptive 		
management strategies.

Protected area assessments may contribute to these objectives; however, an evaluation
designed for one particular purpose (e.g. accountability to a donor or treasury) may not
be useful for another (e.g. on-the-ground management) (Leverington et al., 2010). For
this reason, different assessment methods and tools can be selected for use depending
on the purpose and end goal.
No matter what approach is adopted, the evaluation of management effectiveness is
generally achieved through the assessment of criteria (represented by carefully selected
indicators) against agreed objectives or standards. The definition given in Box 3 refers
specifically to the context of protected area management effectiveness.
Box 3. Definition of management effectiveness

Management effectiveness evaluation is defined as the assessment of how well protected
areas are being managed – primarily the extent to which management is protecting values
and achieving goals and objectives. The term management effectiveness reflects three main
“themes” in protected area management:
•
design issues relating to both individual sites and protected area systems;
•
adequacy and appropriateness of management systems and processes;
•
delivery of protected area objectives including conservation of values (Hockings et al., 2006).
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2. Methodologies and
approaches for the assessment
of management effectiveness in
protected areas worldwide

2.1

Current situation of protected areas

Turkey displays the character of a small continent in terms of biological diversity. The
country has three different types of bioclimate (inland, Black Sea, and Mediterranean)
and three biogeographical zones: the Euro-Siberian, Mediterranean and IranoTuranian. The wide variety in biodiversity is also a factor of Turkey’s topographic,
geological, geomorphologic and soil diversity; the existence of different types of
aquatic bodies such as seas, lakes, rivers and fresh water, salt water and mineral water
lakes; altitude differences which range between 0 and 5 000 metres; deep canyons;
different types of ecosystems; the lower impact of the glacial period in comparison
with European countries; the existence of the Anatolian Diagonal which links Northern
Anatolia to Southern Anatolia, and the resulting ecological and floristic differences; and
the fact that the country is situated at the intersection of three continents. In summary,
Turkey is home to agricultural, forest, mountain, steppe, wetland, coastal and marine
ecosystems, as well as different forms and combinations of these habitats (Anonymous,
2016; Anonymous, 2007).
Protected areas in Turkey are an important tool for the protection of biodiversity and
natural and cultural values, and are of vital importance for life on earth including the
health and welfare of people. In addition to biodiversity, protected areas in Turkey
supply ecosystem services such as food, cultural, spiritual and recreational values, and
offer opportunities to increase scientific knowledge through the study of ecological
processes. Land and water areas under protective management also provide wider
social and environmental benefits (Yenilmez Arpa, 2013).
Turkey has designated approximately 6.9 million hectares of land as protected
areas, corresponding to 6.69% of the total area of the country. There are 18 types of
protection categories, ranging from national parks to seed stands (GDNCNP Protected
Areas Statistics, 2019; GDNCNP Institutional Report on Nature Conservation, 2018).
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These two laws were the first pieces of legislation to be enacted on the conservation of
nature and wildlife in Turkey. The term “national park” was first used in Forest Law No.
6831 issued in 1956. Within the protective limits of this law (Article 25), national parks
were accepted as rare and unique landscapes, and were also given the opportunity
to create recreational areas for public use and outdoor activities. The Belgrad Forest
was declared the first recreational area in 1956, followed by the designation of Yozgat
Çamlığı as a National Park in 1958 under this law. The Belgrad Deer Production Station
was established in 1958 as the first station for wildlife under the Terrestrial Hunting
Law. Studies on national parks, hunting, and wildlife and recreation areas were carried
out by the General Directorate of Forestry until 1976. Today, nature conservation and
protected area management studies are carried out by both government institutions
and non-governmental organizations (Yenilmez Arpa et al., 2017).
By 1983, regulations in Turkey had established the following concepts of protected
areas:
•
•

forest reserves, gene conservation forests and national parks (defined 		
according to Forest Law No. 6831)
wildlife development areas (defined according to Terrestrial Hunting Law No.
3167).

After 1983, the following legislative acts entered to force to identify, protect, plan, and
manage ecosystems and habitats where non-forest ecosystems are located and to fulfil
the obligations of international and regional conventions to which Turkey is a party:
•
•
•
•
•

Law on the Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets No. 2863
Environmental Law No. 2872
National Parks Law No. 2873
Special Environmental Protection Areas Decree No. 383
Terrestrial Hunting Law No. 4915, per the amendment to Terrestrial Hunting
Law No. 3167.

To the concepts recognized and applied prior to 1983, the following concepts were
added, (GDNCNP Institutional Report, 2018):
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•

natural park, natural reserve and natural monument (defined according to
National Parks Law No. 2873)
natural site, historical site, archaeological site and urban site (defined 		
according to the Law on the Protection of Cultural and Natural Assets No.
2863)
wetlands of national and local importance (defined according to Environment
Law No. 2872)
wildlife conservation and wildlife development areas (defined according to
Terrestrial Hunting Law No. 4915)
special environmental protection areas (defined according to Decree No. 383)
(GDNCNP Institutional Report, 2018).

•

•
•
•

Efforts to conserve biodiversity continued in a more systematic manner, especially after
the 1990s with the emergence of concepts such as important bird areas, important
plant areas, important turtle nesting areas and key biodiversity areas. Over the last ten
years, the General Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks (GDNCNP),
the General Directorate of Forestry (GDF), civil society organizations (CSOs) and
universities, with some support from the private sector, have conducted a number of
protected area studies in different regions and ecosystems. Meanwhile, the Ministry
of Environment and Urbanization is conducting works related to special environmental
protection areas, natural protected areas and natural assets under the Barcelona
Convention.
Management and conservation of historical and cultural values fall under the
responsibility of the Ministry of Culture and Tourism (Yenilmez Arpa, 2005a; 2005b).

©FAO/Nihan Yenilmez Arpa

Table 3 provides a list of protected areas in Turkey by type. The statistical data related
to protected areas managed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry have been
provided by the GDNCNP, the Department of Wildlife, the Department of National
Parks, the Department of Sensitive Areas, the GDF, the Forest Tree Breeding and Seed
Research Institute, and the Department of Non-Wood Forest Products and Services
(Protected Areas Statistics, 2019; www.milliparklar.gov.tr). The statistical data related to
protected areas managed by the Ministry of Environment and Urbanization have been
gathered from the General Directorate of Conservation of Natural Assets (https://tvk.
csb.gov.tr).
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Table 3. List of protected areas in Turkey

Protected areas managed by the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF)
(MAF)
1. National parks
2. Natural parks
3. Natural reserves
4. Natural monuments
5. Wildlife development area
6. Wetlands
Wetlands of national importance
Wetlands of local importance
Ramsar sites
7. Forest reserves
8. Gene conservation forests (in-situ)
9. Seed stands (in-situ)
10. Seed orchards (ex-situ)
11. Urban forests
12. Biosphere reserves

Number
Area (ha)
44
880,019.79
248
107,230.09
3046,726.71
1149,389.58
84
1,162,788.47

Protected areas managed by Ministry of Environment
and Urbanization (MEU)
13. Special protected areas
14. Natural sites (sensitive areas for absolute
protection, qualified natural protection areas,
sustainable protection and controlled usage areas )
15.Natural assets (monumental trees, caves)
Monumental trees
Caves

Number
Area (ha)

Natural and cultural conservation projects by the
Ministry of Culture and Tourism
16. Cultural heritage site
17. Natural heritage site
18. Mixed heritage site
The number of protected areas was updated in June 2020.
Source: https://www.tarimorman.gov.tr/DKMP, 2020
https://www.csb.gov.tr/. 2020
https://www.ktb.gov.tr/, 2020

59
869,697
13
14,513
14
184.487
55
251.519
328
43,813.90
315
41,558.60
183
1,423.40
136
10,263.00
1
25,258

18
2,582,968.00

2 554
1,768,948.00
–
8 411
148

16
-
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Figure 3. Distribution of protected areas
Source: Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, 2020. www.tarimorman.gov.tr

Figure 4. Distribution of Special Protected Areas in Turkey
Source: Ministry of Environment and Urbanization, 2020. https://csb.gov.tr
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In Turkey, national parks, natural parks and natural reserves with national and
international values are identified, selected and protected in ways that ensure they
do not lose their features and characteristics, and are managed and improved in
accordance with National Parks Law No. 2873 and National Parks regulations.
Wildlife development areas which are designated for the conservation of wildlife and
their habitats are managed according to the Terrestrial Hunting Law (No. 4915) and
related by-laws. Wetlands are managed by both national and international regulations
such as by-law on wetlands and the RAMSAR Convention.
Those six conservation categories (national parks, natural parks, nature reserves,
natural monuments, wildlife development areas and wetlands) are planned and
managed by the GDNCNP. Protection forests, gene conservation forests and forestrelated seeds stands, and orchards are managed according to the Forestry Law by
the GDF. These two General Directorates are the two main authorities charged with
conserving and managing protected areas in Turkey under the Ministry of Agriculture
and Forestry (MAF). Aside from these two general directorates, special protected
areas, natural sites and natural assets are managed by the General Directorate of
Conservation of Natural Assets (GDCNA) under the Ministry of Environment and
Urbanization (MEU).
Taking the data provided in Table 3 into consideration, protected areas in Turkey
account for about 6.69% of the country’s. The majority of these protected areas
represent terrestrial ecosystems. However, many shortcomings remain in terms of the
extent to which the goals defined in international conventions and other commitments
to identify and manage protected areas are achieved. For example, as a party to the
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), Turkey undertakes activities in line with
the CBD Programme of Work in Protected Areas and Aichi Targets, but has not yet
produced a national policy document on protected areas. According to Aichi Target 2,
integration of the values of biological diversity into strategies for addressing poverty
through national and regional development, as well as relevant reporting, are defined
as a target for 2020. Although there are initiatives for the integration of biodiversity
values, such as references to these values in development plans and institutional policy
documents, plans for assessment and reporting fall short of the target.
Moreover, current efforts to assess the effectiveness of management of all protected
areas are not sufficient. At present, there is no assessment plan or programme to
determine the extent to which CBD Aichi Targets have been achieved or to assess
management effectiveness in all protected areas. A recent Master’s Thesis (Haçat,
2019) suggests that out of all the protected areas in Table 3, the only ones where a
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) could be applied are those managed
in accordance with National Parks Law No. 2873 and Terrestrial Hunting Law No. 4915.
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2.2

Studies on the assessment of management effectiveness in Turkey

In Turkey, studies on the evaluation of management effectiveness of protected areas
began with “Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management
(RAPPAM)” in the early 2000s.
Within the framework of the GEF-II Biodiversity and Natural Resource Management
Project, coordinated by the MEF and funded by GEF, the first RAPPAM workshop was
organized in Ankara on 15-16 June 2005 with the cooperation of WWF-Turkey. Over
100 people including GDNCNP staff, protected areas managers in central and provincial
organizations, representatives of public institutions, civil society representatives,
academics and representatives of the local population participated in the workshop
to evaluate the 33 national parks in Turkey in terms of management effectiveness
(Stanciu, Lise and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).
A second RAPPAM workshop to evaluate the progress of national park management
was organized on 3-6 March 2009, within the framework of the project “PIMS 1988:
Forest Protected Areas Strengthening Management” and the programme “WWF –
Protected Areas for a Living Planet”, with the technical support of WWF Danube and
the Carpathian Programme Office (WWF-DCPO) with the collaboration of WWF, UNDP
and MoEF. The second workshop evaluated both national parks and nature parks based
on requests from DKMPGM. Overall, the workshop, which was attended by 108 people
from 41 provinces, evaluated 40 national parks and 30 nature parks (Stanciu, Lise and
Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).
The results of the RAPPAM 2005 and RAPPAM 2009 workshops were compared in
terms of main threats and pressures, sensitiveness, management effectiveness of
protected areas and overall progress of the Protected Areas System in Turkey. The
results were published in 2010 with the support of WWF-Turkey.
In addition to the RAPPAM workshop experience, the need to evaluate the GEF projects
led to an evaluation of management effectiveness for the four pilot areas (Sultansazlığı
National Park, Köprülü Kanyon National Park, Camili Forests, İğneada Longoz Forest)
using METT. The METT tool was used for the GEF-II project sites for the first time, due
to the need to evaluate the effectiveness of the management of the GEF projects.
However, METT has not yet been used to assess the management effectiveness of
other protected areas in Turkey.
The use of METT has begun to appear on the agenda for protected areas through the
GEF-II Project, leading to implementation at the national level almost synonymously
with implementations at the global level.
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A workshop entitled “Monitoring System for Protected Areas Management
Effectiveness” was held within the framework of the Project for Enhancing Forest
Protected Areas Management in Antalya on 5-17 December 20102.
As a result of the workshop, which was attended by 50 experts consisting of national
park managers and representatives from GDMPM and NGOs, a decision was made to
implement METT for national parks and nature parks in Turkey .
3

Workshop participants used METT to evaluate the management effectiveness of the
Olimpos Beydağları Coastal National Park4. Before this workshop, the original METT
form was translated into Turkish and the translated version then used in the workshop.
The workshop participants decided to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

establish a working team within the Monitoring and Evaluation Department of
DKMPGM;
implement METT for all national parks and nature parks in 2012, with the
active participation of the site-level protected area staff;
carry out METT on a regular basis every three years;
prepare a national report every three years.
Moreover, they decided to
review institutional structures to allow for the creation of independent
directorates specific to each protected area;
create sustainable financial mechanisms that will allow protected areas to use
the income they produce;
complete inventories by supporting relevant efforts in protected areas and
establishing a protected area monitoring system;
take measures to boost the motivation of staff and build the capacity of
personnel in terms of quantity and quality;
add ecosystems that are not represented to the system of protected areas and
make the necessary adjustments to create a network of protected areas;
create a monitoring system and national working group to evaluate and
monitor the management effectiveness of protected areas in Turkey on a
regular basis,
integrate the topics of climate change and ecosystem services in tools to
evaluate and monitor the management effectiveness of protected areas in
Turkey (Stanciu, Lise and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).

Following these decisions, regular application of METT took place between 2011 and
2012. In 2012, the process of adding questions was not continued, with the exception
of four additional questions in the threats section, due to unproductive results.
A format very similar to the METT-3 evaluation form was used in applications up to
2015 without additional questions (Haçat, 2019).
2 www.kdmp.gov.tr
3 ibidem
4 ibidem
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METT was applied in a total of 39 national parks (twice in 31 national parks) and 23
nature parks (twice in 6 nature parks) between 2011 and 2015 (Haçat, 2019).
In 2015, the original METT framework was revised at a meeting in Kızılcahamam
in accordance with the country’s needs. Although the revised version is similar to
the previous form (referred to as METT-3 by the Ministry), the new evaluation form
– referred to as METT Turkey or the METTT form by Haçat (2019) – features new
questions with some changes to existing questions.
Use of the revised METT-Turkey document by institutions is beginning with application
scheduled once every three years. METT has been applied in 177 areas, including
42 national parks (including the Gallipoli Historical Area Presidency) and 135 nature
parks – 13 in 2011, 5 in 2012, 28 in 2013, 3 in 2014, 8 in 2015, 17 in 2016, 68 in 2017
and 35 in 2018, (Haçat, 2019). In 2019, METT application is scheduled in 51 areas,
and evaluations of management effectiveness in these areas have been completed by
national parks personnel. These areas also include some areas of the Conservation and
Sustainable Management of Turkey’s Steppe Ecosystems Project.
To date, METT has been used in Turkey to assess the management effectiveness of
protected areas as follows:
•
•
•

•

•

•

•

RAPPAM 2005 (national parks)
RAPPAM 2009 (national parks and nature parks)
METT applications for GEF-II Project pilot sites (Sultansazlığı National 		
Park, Köprülü Kanyon National Park, Camili Forests and İğneada Longoz Forest)
and replication sites (Acarlar Longoz, Amanos Mountains, Sarıkum Nature
Reserve and Kure Mountains National Park)
METT has been applied to the Strengthening of Forest Protected Areas
Management Project for Küre Mountains National Park at the start of the
project and at intermediate stages thereafter.
METT has been applied to six project pilot sites of the Facilitation 		
of Sustainability of Marine and Coastal Areas Project (Fethiye-Göcek Special
Environmental Protection Area (SEPA), Köyceğiz-Dalyan SEPA, Datça-Bozburun
SEPA, Gökova SEPA, Foça SEPA and Ayvalık Islands Nature Park) at project
launch.
METT applications have been implemented in areas of the GEF-V Conservation
and Sustainable Management of Turkey’s Steppe Ecosystems Project (TekTek
Mountains National Park, the Kızılkuyu Wildlife Development Area and the
Karacadağ Steppes) at the project launch and at intermediate stages 		
thereafter.
METT-Turkey has been applied in national parks and nature parks by the
GDNCNP since 2016.

Table 4 summarizes activities and initiatives for the monitoring of management
effectiveness in protected areas in Turkey.
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Table 4. Evaluations of management effectiveness of protected areas

Evaluation tool

Evaluation year

Scope of the evaluation and implemented sites

RAPPAM

2005

National parks

RAPPAM

2009

National parks and nature parks

METT

2000-2007

GEF-II Project implementation areas
Sultan Sazlığı National Park
Köprülü Kanyon National Park
Longoz Forests National Park
Camili Forests
Acarlar Longoz, Amanos Mountains,
Sarıkum Nature Reserve and Kure
Mountains National Park

METT

2009-2010

GEF- Medium size project- Strengthening
of Forest Protected Areas Management
Project implementation site
Küre Mountains National Park

METT

2011-2018

Implemented in a total of 41 national
parks (242 applications including
repetitions) and in 135 nature parks.

METT

2012

METT application for six sites within the
Facilitation of Sustainability of Marine and
Coastal Areas Project (GEF IV)
Fethiye-Göcek SPA
Köyceğiz-Dalyan SPA
Datça-Bozburun SPA
Gökova SPA
Foça SPA
Ayvalık Islands Nature Park (project start)

METT

2015-2020

Implementation areas of the GEF-V
Conservation and Sustainable
Management of Turkey’s Steppe
Ecosystems Project
TekTek Mountains National Park
Kızılkuyu Wildlife Development Area
Karacadağ Steppes (project start and
intermediate periods)
51 protected areas (national parks and
nature parks)

Source: Interview with GDNP Staff, 2020.
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A report comparing the RAPPAM workshops conducted in 2005 and 2009 attached
great importance to the development of a protected area management mechanism
with clear and measurable objectives, and participatory and transparent mechanisms
allowing for the effective assessment of progress towards objectives. Participants at
the second workshop suggested that the RAPPAM method be applied regularly by
the relevant Ministry at least bi-annually. The other important issue identified related
to the dissemination of RAPPAM results. The participants stressed the importance of
officially submitting RAPPAM reports to the heads of the relevant departments in the
Ministry (Stanciu, Lise and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).
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3. Management effectiveness
assessment framework for
protected areas of turkey

Assessment of management effectiveness is critical to evaluating the success of
efforts in protected areas. From the mid-1990s onwards, 72 different protected area
management effectiveness (PAME) data collection tools and methodologies have been
developed for this purpose (Coad et al., 2015; Hocking et al., 2006).
The studies conducted indicate that evaluations of management effectiveness for
protected areas in Turkey utilize evaluation tools used at the global level. Institutions
working for nature protection and protected areas have also developed a variety of
forms and monitoring sheets which take into account the different strategies followed
in relation to the management of protected areas and administrative needs. Although
these documents serve institutional goals in relation to monitoring the implementation
of protected area management and overall status, they also indirectly increase
management effectiveness in protected areas.
Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) tools currently used by the General Directorate of
Nature Conservation and National Parks and areas of focus are summarized below:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool –Turkey (METT-Turkey)
Monitoring the status of environmental cleanliness;
Monitoring and evaluating visitor satisfaction in protected areas;
Monitoring the realization of activities defined in the protected area 		
management plan;
Monitoring species action plans;
Monitoring the status of protected areas at system level through RAPPAM
(rare).

A different template is used for each of the monitoring activities. Tools other than
RAPPAM and METT focus on situation assessment-based activities. Although the overall
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aim of all monitoring tools is to increase and boost management effectiveness in the
area of application, each has specific goals in terms of implementation.
While some M&E forms are applied every six months, annually or at more frequent
intervals, RAPPAM has, so far, been applied only twice. METT is applied at three-yearly
intervals on a regular basis.
RAPPAM involves the participation of many stakeholders, while METT draws on the
opinions of the provincial unit under the leadership of General Directorate central
personnel.

©FAO/Ömer Faruk Kaya

The tools and forms used in the M&E of management effectiveness and activities of
areas currently under protection are summarized in Table 5.

Management effectiveness assessment framework for protected areas of Turkey

Table 5. Forms and tools for evaluating management effectiveness of protected areas in Turkey

Form/ tool

Aim

Frequency

Evaluator

METT-Turkey
(retains original
METT questions
and adds specific
questions based
on the current
status within
Turkey).

Monitoring
effectiveness of
protected area
management

Once per three
years

General
Central
Directorate
personnel
at General
Directorate
of Nature
Conservation and
National Parks

Monitoring
the status of
environmental
cleanliness

Monitoring
of general
environmental
cleanliness
to support
a healthy
environment
and to
enhance visitor
satisfaction

Monthly

Field-based
protected area
staff

General
Directorate

Monitoring and
evaluating visitor
satisfaction in
protected areas

Evaluating the
satisfaction,
expectations and
problems faced
by visitors to
protected areas

At different
times

Field-based
protected area
staff

General
Directorate

Monitoring
protected area
management
plan activities

Monitoring
the realization
of activities
defined in the
protected area
management
plans

Annually

Protected area
staff

General
Directorate

Monitoring
species action
plans

Obtaining
detailed
information
and progress
related to the
target species
and improving
conservation
priorities or
measures
according to
the monitoring
results

Seasonal

Field-based
protected
area staff
together with
academicians,
research
institutions and/
or NGOs under
the protocol

Field-based
administrative
units and
the General
Directorate

RAPPAM

Rapid assessment No regular
of protected area timeframe
management

Source: Interview with GDNP Staff, 2020.

Reports to

General
Protected area
Directorate
staff and key
stakeholders
through
participation at a
workshop
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The methods adopted and tools and forms used for current applications generally focus
on meeting the demands of institutional strategies and policies and the requirements
of national legislation.
The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) is implemented by the Ministry of
Agriculture and Forestry on a regular basis. Reporting is conducted as part of internal
processes put in place to ensure that qualitative assessments are made of protected
areas. However, the results from these national assessments are not shared widely at
the international level.
METT – the most commonly used tool for the assessment of management effectiveness
in protected areas – is used to undertake assessment at the area level (area-based
assessment). It is used to evaluate the management process of a protected area,
taking the goals and purposes of that area into account, and includes a self-assessment
component. METT provides general management advice, but does not offer thorough
monitoring or assessment for protected areas. For this reason, management
effectiveness of protected areas should be supported with various monitoring and
assessment tools that contribute to area management. There is also a need for tools
that assess the practices within an area, and provide in-depth and detailed assessment
as well as an opportunity for standardization (Stolton and Dudley, 2016).
Assessment tools used globally to evaluate management effectiveness of protected
areas can be divided into three categories (Leverington et al., 2010):
•
•
•

System-level tools that focus on main trends and issues (e.g. RAPPAM);
General tools that are quick and easy to implement for monitoring progress,
depending on the issues and the available time (e.g. METT);
Detailed tools intended for the development of area-based monitoring and
assessment systems (e.g. the UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage Tool).

Regarding studies for the assessment of management effectiveness in protected areas,
three different and complementary levels can be mentioned, the choice of which
depends on the availability of the assessment tools detailed above.
•
•
•

Assessment of protected areas at the national level
Assessment of general management effectiveness of protected areas at the
area level (general tools)
Detailed monitoring and assessment of protected areas at the area level (with
detailed tools).
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Any further assessment stage can be regarded as standardization. For instance,
the IUCN Green List Standards can be used to measure the success of protection,
management and governance. As a matter of fact, standardization is a tool that may
be useful to encourage higher performance in protected areas and to help reach
protection targets rather than to assess the management effectiveness of an area. It
can be an important tool in creating a “brand” that will allow area managers to assess
the effectiveness of efforts to ensure spatial protection within areas they manage, as
well as to compare their protected areas with others. Standardization can provide area
managers with an efficient and fair means to showcase the results of good governance,
reliable design and planning, effective management and positive protection in the
areas that they manage.
These Guidelines provide a systematic approach intended for the “Assessment of
Management Effectiveness in Protected Areas in Turkey”, taking into consideration
the above-mentioned three groups of assessment tools and three basic assessment
levels as well as the standardization process. This approach is illustrated in Figure 5.

Level
1
National Level

Level
2
Site Level- General

Level
3
Site Level- Detail

• General assessment of protected areas
• Suggested tool; RAPPAM

• Protected area management effectiveness
evaluation
• Suggested tool; METT

• Detailed monitoring and assessment at area level
• Suggested tool; UNESCO Enhancing our
Heritage- EoH

Figure 5. Systematic assessment approach recommended for the assessment of management
effectiveness in protected areas in Turkey
Source: Source: Developed by the authors of the guidelines, 2020.
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3.1

Assessment of protected areas at the national level

These assessments aim to determine the extent of progress in the management of
protected areas by rapidly evaluating areas under national protection. Such assessments
are targeted at decision-makers.
The most common instrument used for the assessment of protected areas at a system level
is the Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) tool
(Ervin, 2003). RAPPAM allows decision-makers to evaluate the progress made in current
management of protected areas within a country or region (Leverington et al., 2010).
RAPPAM has been developed to provide a quick, general overview of protected area
management processes. Accordingly, the results it can produce have their limitations. For
this reason, it should not be relied upon as the sole resource for independent assessments
or effective management (Stanciu, Lise and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).
However, this method can make a significant contribution, allowing for regular, national
evaluations of protected areas from a holistic perspective drawing on the opinions and
suggestions of different stakeholders. It can also contribute to decision-making and the
creation of protection policies by decision-makers and managers.
It is important that a participatory approach is used to involve interest groups when
implementing RAPPAM. The quality of the assessment increases when conducted in
a workshop environment with representatives from institutions, experts familiar with
the sites and local people directly related to the protected areas. Discussing the status
of protected areas with many different stakeholder groups at the national level also
encourages the setting and achievement of more realistic goals and outcomes related to
current practices.
The RAPPAM method focuses on categories rather than assessing areas one by one.
Accordingly, it provides a general framework for the national level which focuses on the
following objectives:
•
•
•
•
•

Identify management strengths, constraints and weaknesses.
Analyse the scope, severity, prevalence and distribution of a variety of threats and
pressures.
Identify areas of high ecological and social importance and vulnerability.
Indicate the urgency and conservation priority for individual protected areas.
Help to develop and prioritize appropriate policy interventions and follow-up
steps to improve protected area management effectiveness .
5

5

https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame/methodologies
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Implementation of the RAPPAM method involves the following steps:
STEP 1. Defining the scope of the assessment
STEP 2. Evaluating the existing data on each protected area
STEP 3. Conducting the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire
STEP 4. Analysing the findings
STEP 5. Defining future steps and recommendations (Stanciu, Lise and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan,
2010).

STEP 1: Defining the scope of the assessment
Answers to the following questions will influence the nature and direction and, therefore,
the utility of the assessment:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What are the specific objectives of the protected area assessment?
How will the information be used and by whom?
Who will participate in the process?
How will the results be communicated?
What resources are available for conducting the assessment?
Who will be responsible for coordinating and undertaking the assessment?
What is the timeframe for completion?
What are the follow-up steps planned after the assessment is completed?
(Ervin, 2003).

Determining the scope of the assessment also includes selecting the protected areas to be
assessed. At the national level, it is decided whether all protection categories or only one
category will be evaluated. In countries with very low numbers of protected areas (e.g.
Algeria, Mozambique, Nepal), it is relatively easy to include all protected areas. In countries
with very high numbers of protected areas (e.g. Brazil, China and the United States),
assessment of all areas is not feasible. Strategies to narrow down the list include limiting
the assessment to:
•
•
•

a particular region, such as a province, district, region or ecoregion;
a single management category, such as national protected areas or specific IUCN
categories;
a specific management objective, such as areas with a special management goal
(historical sites, areas with archaeological value, those with only natural resource
value, etc.).
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STEP 2: Evaluating the existing data on each protected area
The second step involves the assessment of current data on protected areas. The focus
in this step is on the compilation and review of any available data on protected areas.
Management effectiveness evaluation reports and results are particularly important here.
Protected areas subject to the assessment can be selected depending on the available data
and the results of previous assessments. This stage and pre-assessment can help identify
which data gaps can be filled by the RAPPAM Questionnaire. Other data sources that may
be useful at this step include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

aerial photographs and satellite images;
basic inventory works that encompass issues of biological diversity and 		
sociological issues;
research projects and studies conducted by research institutes and academicians;
programmes implemented and reports prepared by the institution (regarding to
the nature conservation);
external reports prepared by independent institutions;
legal and administrative policy documents.

STEP 3. Conducting the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire
The third step is to administer the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire. The most effective
means of achieving this step is to organize a participatory workshop for protected area
managers, administrators and stakeholders.
The RAPPAM method is implemented by those responsible for the management of
protected areas, experts that know the areas well, and representatives from nongovernmental organizations and the local community. As noted above, the best approach is
to organize a workshop with the full participation of managers of protected areas, decisionmakers and other interest groups (Stanciu, Lise and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).
During the workshop, the protected areas under assessment are analysed one by one and
the results evaluated. Subsequent steps and priorities are then defined with the help of
a facilitator. Although the RAPPAM method evaluates each area individually, the aim is to
establish a general framework for the protected areas system.
In order to implement the method, the workshop participants conduct a number of
assessments based on questions related to the subject headings in Box 4.
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Box 4. Subjects for RAPPAM assessment

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

Background (includes special management goals and important management
activities)
Pressures and threats
Biological importance
Socio-economic importance
Vulnerability
Goals (establishment of management goals for the protected area)
Legal security (legal protection status of the area)
Design and planning of the protected area
Personnel
Communication and data inputs
Infrastructure
Financing
Management planning
Decision-making processes in management
Research, monitoring and assessment
Outputs
Design of protected areas system
Protected area policies
Policy atmosphere

Depending on the circumstances of the assessment (e.g. unique cultural or biological
conditions, biomes other than forests), workshop participants may consider modifying the
questionnaire. Modifications may include:
•
•
•
•

developing specific indicators and verifiers for each question;
adding new questions;
modifying the wording and/or interpretation of existing questions;
Deleting some questions (Ervin, 2003).

Table 6 provides evaluation elements, assessment criteria and scope for the RAPPAM
method, and the RAPPAM Questionnaire is provided in Annex 1.

43

Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of protected areas

44

Table 6. RAPPAM evaluation elements

Evaluation
elements

Explanation

Criteria for
assessment

Focus of the
evaluation

Context

Where are we now?
Assessment of importance, threats
and policy environment

- Significance
- Threats
- Vulnerability
- National context
- Partners

Status

Planning

Where do we want to be?
Assessment of protected area
design and planning

- Protected area
legislation and
policy
- Protected area
system design
- Reserve design
- Management
planning

Appropriateness

Inputs

What do we need?
Assessment of resources needed to
carry out management

- Resourcing of
agency
- Resourcing of site

Resources

Processes

How do we go about it?
Assessment of the way in which
management is conducted

- Suitability of
management

Efficiency and
appropriateness

Outputs

What were the results?
Assessment of the implementation
of management programmes and
actions, and the delivery of products
and services

Results of
management
actions
- Services and
products

Effectiveness

Outcomes

What did we achieve?
Assessment of the outcomes and
the extent to which they were
achieved
Evaluating the extent to which
results and results achieve
objectives

- Impacts: effects
of management
in relation to
objectives

Effectiveness and
appropriateness

©FAO/Hasan Sevgili

Source: Stanciu, E., Lise, Y. & Avcıoğlu Çokçalışkan, B., 2010. Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Areas
(RAPPAM): 2009 Results and 2005 Comparison Report]. Ankara, Ministry of Environment and Forests, UNDP-Turkey, WWFTurkey.
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STEP 4: Analysing the findings
Once the different sections of the questionnaire have been completed by the workshop
participants (Step 3), they are analysed, compared and evaluated using the RAPPAM
tools and methods. It is important to conduct multiple analyses of the findings in order to
develop recommendations and define future steps. The different evaluations should focus
on:
•
pressures and threats
•
vulnerability
•
importance in terms of biological diversity
•
socio-economic importance
•
management effectiveness
•
the protected area system.
Table 7 provides an example of an evaluation of pressures and threats from a 2009 RAPPAM
Questionnaire. It includes issues specific to Turkey, including common threats and pressures
for all areas contributed by workshop participants, and the associated IUCN Threat Group
(Stanciu et al., 2010).
Table 7. List of pressures and threats in a 2009 RAPPAM evaluation
Code
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Pressures and threats 					
IUCN Threat Group
Housing							IUCN Group 1
Tourism and recreation facilities				
IUCN Group 1
Mariculture						IUCN Group 2
Grazing							IUCN Group 2
Afforestation						
IUCN Group 2
Collection of non-wood forest products and other species		
IUCN Group 2
Mining and quarries						IUCN Group 3
Removal of sand and gravel					
IUCN Group 3
Transportation (road networks)				
IUCN Group 4
Energy pipelines						IUCN Group 4
Hunting/fishery (legal and illegal)				
IUCN Group 5
Logging (legal and illegal)					
IUCN Group 5
Agriculture						IUCN Group 5
Recreation activities						
IUCN Group 6
Uncontrollable damaging activities (stubble burning, cutting straw, etc.) IUCN Group 6
Fire							IUCN Group 7
Dams (hydroelectric power plants and large water bodies) and
water management						IUCN Group 7
Land transformation (change in the way the land is used)		
IUCN Group 7
Invasive species						IUCN Group 7
Forest pests 						IUCN Group 7
Pollution and wastes					
IUCN Group 8

Source: Stanciu, E., Lise, Y. & Avcıoğlu Çokçalışkan, B., 2010. Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Areas
(RAPPAM): 2009 Results and 2005 Comparison Report]. Ankara, Ministry of Environment and Forests, UNDP-Turkey, WWFTurkey.
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STEP 5: Defining future steps and recommendations
The fifth step of the process focuses on analysing the assessment results in more detail
and offering concrete recommendations for future steps. Once again, it is important
that managers of protected areas, decision-makers and key stakeholders are involved in
the process.
There is no standard approach to define suggestions and next steps. In general,
this process involves analysing and prioritizing the assessment findings to define
recommendations and create a concrete action plan.
When generating recommendations the focus should be on strategic changes
necessary to improve the management effectiveness of a protected area. These may
include policies, management practices and/ or funding. Strategic recommendations
may be functional changes or actions that will have the highest and greatest impact
on increasing management effectiveness. The possible outcomes of such actions (e.g.
results of the reallocation of budget items) should be also taken into account.
The RAPPAM method involves the assessment of protected areas at a system level and
therefore provides an analysis of the whole system of protected areas from a holistic
approach, rather than results focusing on a specific area. The method should therefore
be understood as an overall assessment of a system rather than an assessment of
management effectiveness in protected areas.
It is recommended to repeat the RAPPAM method every four years and to update the
results in order to monitor progress in the management of protected areas (Stanciu,
Lisea and Avcıoğlu Çalışkan, 2010).

3.2

Assessment of general management effectiveness in
protected areas at the area level

Assessment at the area level aims to monitor and evaluate progress and common
issues as well as the recorded status of developments within protected areas on a
one-by-one basis. The preferred tool for this type of assessment is the Management
Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT).
METT is one of a series of management effectiveness assessment tools built around
the WCPA Framework, which range from the WWF’s RAPPAM (Rapid Assessment and
Prioritization of Protected Area Management) tool, used to identify key protected
areas at threat within a protected area system, to detailed monitoring systems such as
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that developed by the Enhancing our Heritage (EoH) project for UNESCO Natural World
Heritage sites (Stolton et al., 2007).
The use of METT is an obligation for projects funded in particularly by the World
Bank, the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) and the Global Environment Facility
(GEF). The World Bank/ WWF Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable
Use (“the Alliance”), which was formed in April 1998, set a target relating to
management effectiveness of forest protected areas: 75 million hectares of existing
forest protected areas under improved management to achieve conservation and
development outcomes by 2010. In order to evaluate progress towards this target, in
2003 the Alliance published a simple site-level Tracking Tool to facilitate reporting on
management effectiveness of protected areas within WWF and World Bank projects.
The Tracking Tool has been built around the application of the IUCN-WCPA Framework
(Stolton et al., 2007).
METT was originally designed to measure progress in management effectiveness at
particular sites over time. It presents a number of clear advantages. It is a simple,
cheap and flexible tool that can provide a quick overview of the effectiveness of
protected area management without engaging expensive consultants or occupying
much of the time of managers, rangers or others responsible for governance. However,
METT also has clear limitations (Stolton and Dudley, 2016).
While the METT form can be completed by a manager in a few minutes, the results
will likely be inaccurate, lacking in justification and will certainly lack buy-in from other
stakeholders. Experience suggests that a good METT process takes up to two or three
days and is qualitatively better if the assessment is evidence-based and a diverse group
of stakeholders have had a chance to provide input (Stolton and Dudley, 2016).
Brief description of the methodology
The methodology takes the form of a rapid assessment based on a scorecard
questionnaire. It is simple, user-friendly and easy to apply. The Tracking Tool contains
a set of questions designed to be easily answered by those managing the protected
area without any additional research. However, it is advisable to review the results of
existing monitoring and to spend sufficient time discussing each aspect of management
under assessment to arrive at a considered judgement. In most cases, a group of
protected area staff from the reserve, project staff or other agency staff should be
involved in answering the questions in the Tracking Tool. Where possible, additional
external experts, local community leaders or others with knowledge and interest of the
area and its management should also be involved.
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The scorecard questionnaire includes all six management components (context,
planning, inputs, process, outputs and outcomes) defined within the IUCN-WCPA
framework.
Objectives and application
The Tracking Tool is:
•
•
•
•
•
•

capable of providing a harmonized reporting system for protected areas
assessment;
suitable for replication;
able to supply consistent data to allow tracking of progress over time;
Relatively quick and easy to complete by protected area staff, and thus not
reliant on high levels of funding or other resources;
easily understood by non-specialists;
nested within existing reporting systems to avoid duplication of effort (Stolton
et al., 2007).

Strengths
The Tracking Tool produces a standard report which is used worldwide. It is designed
primarily to track progress over time (rather than compare sites) and can reveal trends,
strengths and weaknesses in individual protected areas or in groups. The dataset from
the Tracking Tool is sufficiently large to reveal some international trends in protected
area management (Leverington et al., 2008).
The scorecard questionnaire is rapid to complete with only 30 questions and covers all
elements of the IUCN-WCPA Framework. If applied in a workshop situation, it can lead
to a good deal of discussion and reflection.
Constraints and weaknesses
Documentation is the main constraint of the Tracking Tool. The assessment is
relatively superficial and does not cover all aspects of management. Because of global
differences in expectations, resources and needs, the Tracking Tool is not useful to
compare sites (Leverington et al., 2008).
Structure and content of the Tracking Tool
The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and an assessment form. Both
sections should be completed.
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Datasheets

The datasheet consists of two sections:
Data sheet 1

•
•

•

•

Data sheet 2

•

©FAO/Nihan Yenilmez Arpa

•

Records details of the assessment and basic information
about the site, such as name, size and location, etc.
Where possible, the unique site code given to the 		
protected area in the World Database on Protected Area
(WDPA) is also provided.
The WDPA can be accessed via the UNEP World 		
Conservation Monitoring Centre website at: www.unepwcmc.org/wdpa. Other contextual information such as
local designation (i.e. national park, national reserve,
etc.), along with the IUCN protected area management
category, ownership, staff numbers and budget, are also
recorded on this sheet, plus information on who was 		
involved in the assessment.
A second sheet records information on international 		
designations (i.e. UNESCO World Heritage, Biosphere
reserves and Ramsar wetland sites).
provides a generic list of threats that protected areas
can face.
On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify
threats and rank their impact on the protected area.
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Assessment form
The assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format. There
are three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be
completed.
Questions and scores: the assessment is made by assigning a simple score
ranging between 0 (poor) to 3 (excellent). In addition, there are supplementary
questions which elaborate on key themes in the previous questions and provide
additional information and points. The maximum total score of the 30 questions
and supplementary questions is 99. A final total of the score from completing the
assessment form can be calculated as a percentage of 99 or of the total score from
those questions that were relevant to a particular protected area.
The datasheets and assessment form for METT methodology are provided in Annex 2.
A number of new questions have been added to the original METT that take into
consideration some other needs related especially to protected areas managed by the
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, General Directorate of Nature Conservation and
Natural Parks (GDNCNP) and the Department of Natural Parks under the National Parks
Law No. 2873. The revised questionnaire (METT Turkey) is already in use.

3.3

Detailed monitoring and evaluation of protected areas
at the area level

Various forms and tools are currently in use for the assessment of management
effectiveness in protected areas in Turkey. These forms and templates, when used in a
practical manner, contribute to the thorough monitoring and assessment of practices
in protected areas. However, it is not possible to evaluate all forms of implementation
and progress in a protected area through these forms and templates. For this reason,
the UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage (EoH) process is recommended for detailed areabased monitoring and assessment.
Although the toolkit has been developed specifically for natural World Heritage sites,
the assessment principles, approaches and tools can be applied to other protected
areas with minimal amendment (Hockings et al., 2008)
The toolkit is designed to ensure that protected area managers can offer effective area
management, and to contribute to the development of a management system for a
protected area and comprehensive assessment of protected areas. The assessment
identifies the management goals of the protected area by focusing on the main values
of the area and then assessing management effectiveness accordingly.
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This toolkit consists mainly of 12 tools that assess different elements and contribute to
building an overview of management of the area to ascertain how well it has achieved
its goals (Hockings et al., 2008). Each of the 12 tools contained in this kit can be
utilized alongside tools and templates currently in use or used as the basis for a new
assessment system. Table 8 presents the 12 tools and the main issues on which they
focus.
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Table 8. UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage (EoH) toolkit and main issues
Tools

Main issues

Tool 1: Identifying Site Values and Identifies and lists major site values and associated
management objectives. Together, these help to determine
Management Objectives
what should be monitored and analysed during the assessment.
Tool 2: Identifying Threats

Helps managers to organize and report changes in the type and
level of threat to a site and to manage responses accordingly.

Tool 3: Relationships with
Stakeholders

Identifies stakeholders and their relationship with the site
.

Tool 4: Review of National
Context

Helps understand how national and international policies,
legislation and government actions affect the site.

Tool 5: Assessment of
Management Planning

Assesses the adequacy of the main planning document used to
guide management of the site.

Tool 6: Design Assessment

Assesses the design of the site and examines how its size,
location and boundaries affect managers’ capacity to maintain
site values.

Tool 7: Assessment of
Management Needs and Inputs

Evaluates current staff compared to staff needs and current
budget compared to an ideal budget.

Tool 8: Assessment of
Management Processes

Identifies best practices and desired standards for management
processes and rates performance against them.

Tool 9: Assessment
of Management Plan
Implementation

Shows progress in implementing the management plan
(or other main planning document), both generally and for
individual components.

Tool 10: Work/ Site Output
Indicators

Assesses the achievement of annual work programme targets
and other output indicators.

Tool 11: Assessing the Outcomes
of Management

Examines whether the site is accomplishing what it was set
up to do in terms of maintaining ecological integrity, wildlife,
cultural values and landscapes, etc.

Tool 12: Review of Management
Effectiveness Assessment Results

Summarizes the results and helps to prioritize management
actions in response.

Source: Hockings, M., Stolton, S., Courrau, J., Dudley, N., Parrish, J., James, R., Mathur, V. & Makombo, J., 2008. Enhancing our
Heritage Toolkit: Assessing management effectiveness of natural World Heritage sites. World Heritage papers 23. Paris, UNESCO
World Heritage Centre. https://whc. unesco.org/document/100750.
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The EoH toolkit is designed for people responsible for managing World Heritage
sites (especially natural sites), including staff in agencies who may be responsible
for management of a number of sites. The objective of the toolkit is to provide both
background information and specific tools that can be used to assess management of
their sites. As noted above, however, this tool can also be applied in other protected
areas.
Each of tools in the EoH toolkit focuses on the main values of the protected area,
identifying appropriate management objectives and assessing management
effectiveness.
Using the assessment tools in the EoH toolkit
•

•

•
•
•

•

The assessment tools are generic and can be adapted to local situations.
Sections that do not apply should be omitted. Indicators are suggested for
assessment, but sites are encouraged to develop their own where 		
appropriate. The scale and detail of assessment will vary depending on the
time and funds available.
Tools should be chosen to complement current monitoring and assessment
systems, rather than replicating systems that are meeting current assessment
needs.
Completing each tool does not have to be a separate exercise, and in many
cases several of the worksheets could be filled in during one workshop.
Qualitative and descriptive information should be included in the worksheet
to help new staff understand how the assessment was carried out.
Assessors’ information is important to record details of who participated and
when the assessment was undertaken. This will help with follow-up to the
assessment and is useful for future reference.
All the assessment tools include space for further narrative discussion. 		
This should be used for comments and explanation as to why an 		
assessment was undertaken and sources of information. There is space for
analysis and conclusions and comparison with previous assessments. This can
help draw out gaps and challenges, opportunities, recommendations 		
and follow-up actions (Hockings et al., 2008).

Evaluations are useful as long as they are repeated on a regular basis to monitor
changes in threats and to identify progress and improvements. The length of the
evaluation intervals may change depending on the management component under
evaluation. Table 9 details the relationship between each evaluation and frequency and
management and reporting activities.
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Table 9. Assessment frequency and links to management and reporting activities
TooL

Suggested frequency

Management activities and reporting requirements
on which the assessment will provide data

Tool 1:
Site values and
objectives

Every 3-5 years (or following
any major scientific study)

• Development/ review of primary planning 		
document (i.e. management plan)
• Development/ review of research priorities

Tool 2:
Identifying threats

Every 3-5 years (more
• Development/ review of management plan
frequently if monitoring data
• Development/ review of research priorities
on critical threats are available) • Major donor-funded projects

Tool 3:
Relationship with
stakeholders/ partners

Every 3-5 years

• Development/ review of management plan
• Development/ review of major stakeholder
initiatives, (e.g. resource access arrangements;
tourism management plan)

Tool 4: Review of
national context

Every 3-5 years

• After providing baseline data this should be used
to assess major changes, e.g. new legislation/ policy,
signature of international conventions or changes to
management authority

Tool 5: Assessment of
Management planning

Every 3-5 years

After providing baseline data this assessment should
be linked to development/ review/ updating of the
management plan

Tool 6: Design
assessment

Every 3-5 years (or following
• Development/ review of management plan
major changes to park design, • Development/ review of research priorities
e.g. in size, boundary or tenure) • Development/ review of community initiatives/ projects
• Initiatives related to land tenure
• Initiatives related to expansion or decrease of site

Tool 7: Assessment of
management needs
and inputs

Annually

• Development/ review of budgets
• Annual reports/ donor-funded project reports
• Development/ review of annual work plans
• Any projects related to major changes in the site
(e.g. new infrastructure, additional staffing, etc.)
• Donor projects putting resources into the site
• Development/ review of business plan		

Tool 8: Assessment
of management
processes

Annually

• Staff reviews
• Operational review
• Tourism plans
• Annual reports/ donor-funded project reports
• Development/ review of management plan

Tool 9: Management
plan implementation

Annually

Tool 10: Work/ site
output indicators

Annually

• Annual reports
• Development/ review of annual work plans
• Development/ review of management plan
• Development/ review of management plan
• Annual reports/ donor funded project reports
• Report to other conventions (e.g. CBD, Ramsar,
UNESCO Man and the Biosphere)

Tool 11: Assessing
the outcomes of
management

Assessment of outcomes
every 3-5 years (monitoring
frequency determined in plan
developed with this tool)

• Development/ review of management plan
• Annual reports/ donor funded project reports
• Report to other conventions (e.g. CBD, Ramsar,
UNESCO Man and the Biosphere)

Tool 12: Review
of Management
Effectiveness
Assessment Results

Every 3-5 years or whenever
a complete assessment and
report is produced

• Development/ review of management plan
• Report to Conventions (e.g. World Heritage, CBD,
Ramsar, UNESCO Man and Biosphere)

Source: Hockings, M., Stolton, S., Courrau, J., Dudley, N., Parrish, J., James, R., Mathur, V. & Makombo, J., 2008. Enhancing our
Heritage Toolkit: Assessing management effectiveness of natural World Heritage sites. World Heritage papers 23. Paris, UNESCO
World Heritage Centre. https://whc. unesco.org/document/100750.
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Who is involved in the evaluation?
Ideally, all those involved in the management of a site should take part in the
assessment, including key stakeholder groups. In practice, involvement will vary
between sites. Establish a team to lead the assessment, both key site personnel (e.g.
the site manager) and other individuals involved in management. To ensure a rigorous
assessment process, a team of stakeholder representatives is needed to work with
managers to develop and agree upon monitoring and evaluation.
Activities subject to evaluation
Three activities can be undertaken for each tool included in the evaluation. However,
these can generally be merged into a single coordinated evaluation process.
•

•

•

Data collection: This involves obtaining relevant information through mon
itoring reports, research projects, magazine articles, management plans, bio
logical research and observation records, operational plans, visitor registries
and stakeholder interviews. Many of the tools include space to note further
details on strengths and weaknesses related to the data.
Workshops/ meetings for compiling and verifying worksheets: Meetings and
workshops can be held at the beginning of the evaluation period to collect and
compare data in the light of knowledge and experience gained by managers,
personnel and other stakeholders, and to compile worksheets. Draft work
evaluation data or reports can be discussed and reviewed at workshops.
Preparation and distribution of the result report: Results can be presented
in various ways including verbal or written reports. In addition to working
papers, it can be useful to prepare a summary that covers the emerging pro
cess and key issues. An institution, department or a person should be ap
pointed to be in charge of each recommendation. The resulting report should
then be shared with stakeholders directly related to the protected area and
the report .

Analysis and practical use of evaluation results
Evaluation data can be used in the following ways:
•
•
•

Managers can use the data to enhance their own performance (i.e. using pr
evious performance data to improve future management).
Data can be used to fill gaps, thus improving monitoring and evaluation.
To report on the status of natural protected areas to relevant authorities.
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The evaluation process and keeping a record of results
A great deal of information will be gathered as part of the evaluation process. These
records should be digitally archived together with the notes related to the evaluation
results and the process. Data and library materials are valuable resources, particularly
in the event of a change in the personnel, which is likely given that lengthy monitoring
activities may take several years.
Tools and indicators of the methodology are provided in Annex 37.
A further, final and evaluation phase can be considered as a path towards standardization. One example is the IUCN Green List Standards.

3.4

IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas

The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas is the first global standard
of best practice for area-based conservation. It is a programme of certification
for protected and conserved areas – national parks, natural World Heritage sites,
community conserved areas, nature reserves and so on – that are effectively managed
and fairly governed. The IUCN Green List Standard addresses four themes: good
governance, sound design and planning, effective management, and successful
conservation outcomes 8,9 (Figure 6).
Figure 6.Four themes addressed by the IUCN Green List Standard
1. Good
governance

2. Sound design
and planning

3. Effective
management

1.1 Guarantee
legitimacy and
voice

2.1. Identify and
understand major
site values

1.2 Achieve
transparency and
accountability

2.2. Design for
the long-term
conservation of
major site values

3.1. Develop and
implement a longterm management
strategy
3.2. Manage the
ecological condition
3.3. Manage within
the social and
economic context
of the area
3.4. Manage threats
3.5. Effectively and
fairly enforce laws
and regulations
3.6. Manage access,
resources use and
visitation
3.7. Measure
success

1.3 Enable
governance
viability and
capacity to
respond adaptively

2.3. Understand
threats and
challenges to
major site values
2.4. Understand
the social and
economic context

4. Successful
conservation
outcomes
4.1. Demonstrate
conservation of
major natural
values
4.2. Demonstrate
the conservation
of major
associated
ecosystem services
4.3. Demonstrate
the conservation
of cultural values

Source: IUCN and World Commission on Protected Areas; WCPA, (2017).
7

For further information, see Enhancing our Heritage Toolkit: Assessing management effectiveness of natural World Heritage sites.
https://whc.unesco.org/document/100750

8
https://ipbes.net/policy-support/tools-instruments/iucn-green-list-protected-conserved-areas
9

See www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/our-work/iucn-green-list-protected-
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The objective of the global IUCN Green List Standard is to provide a global benchmark
for protected and conserved areas in order to assess whether they are achieving
successful conservation outcomes through effective and equitable governance and
management. The IUCN Green List Standard includes globally consistent Components
and Criteria, which are supported by indicators to measure site performance.
The IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Standard (IUCN Green
List Standard) describes a set of 17 criteria categorized under four components,
accompanied by 50 indicators, for successful conservation in protected and conserved
areas. It provides an international benchmark for quality that motivates improved
performance and helps achieve conservation objectives. By committing to meet this
global standard, site managers seek to demonstrate and maintain performance and
deliver real nature conservation results. The global IUCN Green List Standard remains
unchanged until it is reviewed at least once every five years (in accordance with ISEAL
Code 2), to ensure that the standard continuously improves and consistently provides
an international benchmark for quality. The generic indicators can be adapted to the
national context (typical level of adaptation or other relevant jurisdictions such as
subnational or regional levels).
“Green list” status for protected and conserved areas
The IUCN Green List is evaluated through three phases.
1.
2.
3.

Application Phase
Candidate Phase
Green List Phase (IUCN and World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA)
(2017).

The three phases are summarized below.
1. Application Phase: The first step is a voluntary commitment to the IUCN
Green List Programme. This commitment is made through online registration.
Sites then provide initial evidence for a few indicators of the first 		
three components of the IUCN Green List Standard. A representative of the
Expert Assessment Group for the Green List (EAGL) in the site’s jurisdiction
checks that the evidence has been provided, then Candidate status is granted
to the site.
2. Candidate Phase: Once admitted as a candidate, the site implements
the full set of IUCN Green List Standard criteria, by providing evidence against
all indicators and addressing any identified shortcomings over a period of
time. This candidate phase may take months or even several years 		
10

See www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/our-work/iucn-green-list-protected-
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depending on the identified issues. A stakeholder consultation and a site
visit by an EAGL representative are also required as part of this 		
phase. Once complete, candidate sites are put forward for nomination to
the Green List. The nomination process involves the preparation and 		
submission of a complete dossier by the candidate site addressing all 		
Standard criteria. This is evaluated by the full EAGL for the local jurisdiction,
with the process verified by an independent Reviewer (trained and provided
by Accreditation Services International-- ASI). Based on the recommendation
of the EAGL, a final decision is made by the IUCN Green List of Protected and
Conserved Areas Committee.
3. Green List Phase: Once a Candidate site is awarded “IUCN Green List”
status, the management and representatives for the site are provided a
certificate. The area will be afforded the right to use the IUCN Green List
of Protected and Conserved Areas logo and claims (in accordance with 		
guidelines), and will be recognized and promoted by IUCN as a 		
global exemplar in conservation achievement. Additionally, all Candidate
and “IUCN Green List” sites are profiled on the Protected Planet® portal of the
UN Environment World Conservation Monitoring Centre’s (WCMC) 		
World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA). After a site achieves Green List
Status, the IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Programme
focuses on supporting the site to maintain that status. A mid-term rapid
review of performance is carried out for all Green List sites. Additionally,
throughout the period, the IUCN Green List Programme factors and filters
stakeholder views and public opinion into the site’s ongoing performance.
The IUCN Green List User Manual also deals with procedures for grievances from any
parties involved. In the final year of the current Green List award, the site management
must begin a renewal process to justify continued success and performance against
the Standard criteria, and thereby renew their Green List status for a further period,
usually five years. If for any reason new challenges affect the site’s achievement of
the Standard, it will be considered again as a Candidate, and encouraged to develop a
specific plan of action to regain Green List status through renewed nomination (IUCN
and World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) (2017). IUCN Green list of protected
and conservation areas standards are given in Table 10.
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Table 10. IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Standard
Component 1: Good Governance
Green List sites demonstrate equitable and effective governance
Criterion 1.1 Guarantee
Legitimacy and Voice
Criterion 1.2 Achieve
Transparency and
Accountability
Criterion 1.3 Enable
Governance Vitality and
Capacity to Respond
Adaptively

There are clearly defined, legitimate, equitable and functional governance
arrangements, in which the interests of civil society, rights-holders and
stakeholders, are fairly represented and addressed, including those relating to
the establishment or designation of the site.
Governance arrangements and decision-making processes are transparent
and appropriately communicated, and responsibilities for implementation
are clear, including a readily accessible process to identify, hear and resolve
complaints, disputes or grievances.
Planning and management draws on the best available knowledge of the social
and ecological context of the site, using an adaptive management framework
that anticipates, learns from and responds to change in its decision-making.

Component 2: Sound Design and Planning
Green List sites have clear, long-term conservation goals and objectives, based on a sound understanding of
their natural, cultural and social-economic context.
Criterion 2.1 Identify and
Understand Major Site
Values

The site’s major values for conservation of nature with associated ecosystem
services and cultural values are identified and understood.

Criterion 2.2 Design for Long- The design of the site in its landscape/seascape context support long-term
Term Conservation of Major maintenance of the major site values.
Site Values
Criterion 2.3 Understand
Threats and Challenges to
Major Site Values

Threats and challenges to major site values are described and understood
in sufficient detail to enable effective planning and management to address
them.

Criterion 2.4 Understand the The social and economic context of the site including the positive and negative
Social and Economic Context social and economic impacts of the way it is managed is understood and
reflected in management goals and objectives.
Component 3: Effective Management
Green List sites are managed effectively
Criterion 3.1 Develop and
Implement a Long-Term
Management Strategy

The site has a long-term strategy that provides a clear explanation of
the overall goals and objectives of management (explicitly including the
conservation of the area’s major values and achievement of its social and
economic goals and objectives). This is reflected in an up-to-date management
plan or its functional equivalent, which:
• Provides clear and appropriate management directions: Strategies and
actions specified in plans, policies and procedures are appropriate and
sufficient to achieve the planned goals and objectives for the area.
• Demonstrates adequate capacity to manage effectively: Key strategies
and associated activities to achieve goals and objectives in the long-term
are supported by adequate financial and human resources, adequate staff
competency, capacity development and training; appropriate access to
equipment and adequate infrastructure; and measures are in place to deal
with critical shortfalls.

Criterion 3.2 Manage
Ecological Condition

Management can clearly demonstrate that ecological attributes and processes
are being managed to maintain the area’s major natural values and associated
ecosystem services.
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Criterion 3.3 Manage Within
the Social and Economic
Context of the Area

Management can clearly demonstrate that:
• Rights-holders and stakeholders are recognized and engaged effectively by
management, and their interests are fairly and fully considered;
• The social and economic benefits of the area are recognized, promoted and
are being maintained, OR, where such maintenance is incompatible with the
maintenance of the area’s natural values, any restrictions are designed and
implemented in consultation with, and preferably following the free, prior and
informed consent of right-holders and stakeholders.

Criterion 3.4 Manage Threats

Threats are being actively and effectively responded to, so that their impact is
not compromising the maintenance of major site values or the achievement of
the area’s goals and objectives.

Criterion 3.5 Effectively and
Fairly Enforce Laws and
Regulations

Relevant laws, regulations and restrictions are fairly and effectively applied in
all aspects of the protected area management and operations.

Criterion 3.6 Manage Access,
Resource Use and Visitation

When permitted, activities within the area that involve direct access to
resources are compatible with and support the achievement of the area’s
conservation goals and objectives, meet the needs of users, and are properly
regulated. When permitted, tourism and visitor management are compatible
with and support the achievement of the area’s conservation goals and
objectives.

Criterion 3.7 Measure
Success

Monitoring, evaluation and learning provide an objective basis for determining
measures of success. Monitoring and assessment programmes should be
capable of providing data on:
• Whether each of the site’s major values is being successfully protected;
• Level and intensity of threats; and
• Achievement of management goals and objectives.
As appropriate, thresholds may be determined by changes in major values
over a specified time period compared to those anticipated without the
protected and conserved area.

Component 4: Successful Conservation Outcomes
Green List sites demonstrate successful long-term conservation of major natural values, and associated
cultural and ecosystem service values; as well as the achievement of social and economic goals and objectives
Criterion 4.1 Demonstrate
Conservation of Major
Natural Values

The area is meeting or exceeding the performance thresholds for nature
conservation, consistent with its IUCN protected area management category.

Criterion 4.2 Demonstrate
Conservation of Ecosystem
Services

The area is maintaining and providing the major ecosystem service values.

Criterion 4.3 Demonstrate
Conservation of Cultural
Values

The area is maintaining and providing for the persistence of major cultural
values.

Source: IUCN and World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA), 2017. IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas:
Standard, Version 1.1. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN.

Generic Indicators and Sample Means of Verification of the IUCN Green List are given in
Annex 4.
For further reading; IUCN and World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) (2017).
IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas: Standard, Version 1.1. Gland,
Switzerland: IUCN
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4. Recommendations on the
implementation of the
assessment framework for
management effectiveness
Development of a protected area management monitoring system, with clear and
measurable targets, that allows for effective assessment to reach protection targets,
and features participatory and transparent mechanisms, is crucial to ensuring the
protection and sustainability of values of national and international importance.
RECOMMENDATION 1. Establish a monitoring and assessment infrastructure for the
protected areas.
These Guidelines recommend a systematic approach to “Assessing Protected Area
Management Effectiveness in Turkey”. Tools and a design process are provided, which
range from the national level to detailed monitoring and assessment at the area level.
Regardless of the approach or tool applied, the fundamental principle for success is
the adoption and internalization of this process by the relevant authorities as well as
the provision of adequate personnel, time and budget. To ensure the implementation
and sustainability of this process, a unit may be established and equipped with the
necessary support materials. Another option is to use an existing unit for this purpose.
RECOMMENDATION 2. Apply the RAPPAM tool at regular intervals.
The assessment of protected area management effectiveness in Turkey began in
the 2000s, starting with RAPPAM and continuing with METT especially after 2010,
through a systematic approach. The Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, the General
Directorate of Nature Conservation and National Parks, and the National Parks
Department have acquired solid experience in this regard, especially in the application
of METT. However, while METT has been carried out on a regular basis since 2010,
RAPPAM has not, even though it provides an opportunity to undertake a system-level
assessment, and the workshop in 2009 recommended that an assessment be made
twice per year.
Regular assessments should therefore be made using the RAPPAM method, as this tool
offers an opportunity to evaluate protection categories, rather than assessing protected
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areas individually, thus helping to ensure the existence of a general framework for
protected areas at the national level. It is also advised to organize workshops on rapid
assessment for all protected areas at the national level, covering all protected areas,
every two years or at least every five years. The results of the workshops should be
compared with those of the previous years, and reported accordingly.
RECOMMENDATION 3. Implement METT for all protected areas.
METT is currently implemented for national parks and at a very limited number of
nature parks, where it provides an overall assessment at area level. Wetlands bound
by national parks law have also been included in the assessment process. In addition,
METT was applied in the Kızılkuyu YHGS – one of three pilot areas selected for the
Conservation and Sustainable Management of Turkey’s Steppe Ecosystems Project
during the project preparation phase – and in the Karacadağ steppes, which do not
have any protection category, for the first time in 2019. METT should be applied to all
protected areas, and especially to Wildlife Development Areas and Wetlands, to ensure
a holistic assessment for protected areas at the national level.
RECOMMENDATION 4. Establish a detailed evaluation and monitoring system
for each protected area.
Currently, a variety of data collection forms and tools are used to implement
institutional strategies and policies, and fulfil requirements stipulated by national
legislation, especially for monitoring and assessing practices to meet institutional
needs. While these forms and charts contribute to the assessment of management
effectiveness to a certain extent, they generally focus on monitoring spatial (areabased) practices.
The METT tool is also implemented to assess protected areas on an individual basis.
However, the results obtained do not provide sufficiently detailed information to
help field managers develop their own management strategies. The results obtained
through METT should therefore be supported with detailed monitoring and assessment
tools that will provide field managers with adequate information to develop their own
management strategies. The UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage tool is suggested for
detailed area monitoring.
UNESCO’s Enhancing our Heritage tool removes the need to use institutional forms in
different formats with varying content; instead, offering the advantage of a globally
recognized tool. Furthermore, the creation of a common database will enable the
storage and sharing of data of a certain standard.
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RECOMMENDATION 5. Establish a database and reporting system.
Regardless of the approach used to monitor and assess a protected area, storing
the collected data in a particular system and format is critical to ensuring continuity
and the ability to make comparisons. Accordingly, the GDNCNP has created an
Excel database, adapted to the International Database, which can integrate existing
applications into the system. Moreover, it can function as a database for other
assessment tools, such as RAPPAM.
However, the data obtained are not currently used at national and global levels.
Moreover, current applications do not meet the requirements arising from
international commitments and agreements. It is therefore necessary to update the
existing database to include all management effectiveness tools recommended in these
Guidelines and, more importantly, to interpret and share the data.
RECOMMENDATION 6. Ensure reported assessment results meets international
standards.
The results of al RAPPAM studies to monitor management effectiveness in Turkey
have been reported and published. METT application data have been gathered by the
relevant departments of the Ministry and stored securely. A METT database has been
created that will contribute to the analysis of overall trends in some national parks and
nature parks managed in accordance with National Parks Law No. 2873. Accordingly,
the results of previously conducted assessments are stored in a database that is
updated regularly.
Current methods for reporting and interpreting data are insufficient, however. For
instance, although implemented by the Ministry on a regular basis, METT data are not
transmitted to international databases. Basically, it is not possible for the data obtained
through assessments to be accessed and used by users outside the institution, despite
the requirement to make such data available to relevant stakeholders with certain
restrictions.
Such assessment results actually constitute an important input for institutional
and national reporting. Moreover, the goals achieved regarding the fulfilment of
commitments (e.g. the CBD and Programme of Work on Protected areas and Aichi
targets) should be shared at the global level and reported in accordance with global
standards. At present, information on the extent to which these commitments have
been met is unavailable.
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As noted in Haçat (2019), data produced by institutions related to protected areas
are already made available online each year within the scope of the Official Statistics
Programme (RIP), precluding any issues of data security. It is crucial to ensure that
these data are shared on the international databases of WDPA and GD-PAME, that
management effectiveness is evaluated, and that the METT results are reported and
made available to decision-makers, personnel and related researchers working for
nature conservation. Otherwise, the studies will reach only a limited number of users
and will not serve their purpose.
RECOMMENDATION 7. Adopt a participatory approach to METT assessment and
allocate an adequate amount of time.
METT, which is generally carried out as a qualitative assessment at a global level, is
based largely on the assessors’ judgements and responses. The usefulness of METT is
therefore closely related to how well the assessment is conducted. While a protected
area manager can complete out the form relatively quickly, the results may not
sufficiently reflect the facts, especially as the participation of other stakeholders will be
very low. Although METT is not necessarily conducted in a workshop context, ensuring
the active participation of key stakeholders in the assessment process is essential to
obtain a realistic assessment. Experience suggests that a good METT process should
take two to three days. Similarly, it has been found that the assessment is better
when clearly based on evidence-based and a large number of stakeholder groups are
involved.
RECOMMENDATION 8. Adhere to the original versions of assessment tools as much
as possible.
A variety of methods and tools can be used for monitoring and assessment, and
adapted to national, institutional and spatial characteristics. However, any changes and
subsequent recommendations should not prevent the creation of a common database
and unified language. Otherwise, changes made, especially to globally recognized
evaluation tools, will cause database incompatibility, and potentially problems with
integrating the results into global databases. Moreover, changing questions in the
assessment tool will create inconsistencies in comparisons at the global level and with
data sharing.
RECOMMENDATION 9. Use METT as part of the area definition process.
METT can also be applied to a site prior to its designation as a protected area. This
allows for comparison of the situation of the area before and after designation.
It is recommended to conduct the METT assessment and makes reports on a regular
basis during the declaration process, as well as during the planning process for the area
at three-yearly intervals.
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RECOMMENDATION 10. Support promotion mechanisms that will boost management
effectiveness in protected areas.
Current monitoring and assessment studies are not carried out in a systematic,
comprehensive or holistic manner, and the results are not shared consistently with
relevant stakeholders. Taking a holistic approach to assessment will provide an
opportunity to integrate different stakeholder groups into the process and ensure a
more realistic assessment. This approach will also help implement the results of the
assessment and obtain the support of stakeholders.
At present, it appears that there is insufficient support for conducting an assessment
study at national level, and therefore little possibility to assess all areas and systems in
a holistic and cumulative manner. For instance, although the RAPPAM methodology,
which features a system-level assessment approach, has been applied twice within
the scope of international projects implemented by the Ministry, it has never attained
a strong position on the Ministry’s agenda. Based on lessons learned, it is advised to
undertake systematic assessments ensuring the participation of different stakeholders.
To this end, it is necessary to cooperate with academics, research organizations and
NGOs working on protected areas. If possible, NGOs should be actively integrated into
these processes on the basis of necessary protocols.
IUCN Green List Standards can also be applied to establish competition among national
parks, in particular, for good governance, and to create an award mechanism run in
accordance with the results of the assessment, to be given by the institution every
three to five years.
Finally, while PAME provides general management advice for protected areas, it does
not provide any standards. In addition, PAME evaluates management and protected
areas according to the protection and management goals and targets of the area, and
often includes self-assessments. Standards provide an opportunity to assess whether
the management of an area has met external standards set by assessors. Standards for
protected areas start with a PAME assessment, and then focus on the extent to which
the standards have been met.
RECOMMENDATION 11. Monitor the assessment results, then take action based on
the advice and recommendations.
Completion of the assessment is only the first step, regardless of the level at which it is
implemented and the tool and method used. It is important to ensure that the results
and recommendations obtained are adapted to the application of more effective
management; otherwise, the process will have been a waste of time, budget and
resources. This adaptation requires sharing results at the institutional and global level,
as well as an effective communication process.
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Annex 1. RAPPAM: WWF-rapid assessment and prioritization of
protected area
Rapid Assessment Questionnaire
1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
a) Name of protected area: ………………………………………………………….………………..….……….……….…….........
b) Date established: ………………………………………………………….………………..………………..…………………..……….
c) Size of protected area: ………………………………………………………….………………..……………………………………..
d) Name of respondent: ………………………………………………………….………………..………………..……………………..
e) Date survey completed: ………………………………………………………….………………..………………………….………..
f) Annual budget: ………………………………………………………….………………..………………..……………………..……….
g) Specific management objectives: ………………………………………………………….………………..……………………..
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
h) Critical protected area (PA) activities:………………………………………………………….…………………… ……………
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

2. PRESSURES AND THREATS
Pressure:
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
In the past five years
this activity has:
Increased sharply
Increased slightly
Remained constant
Decreased slightly
Decreased sharply

The overall severity of this pressure over the past five years has been:
Extent
Throughout (>50%)
Widespread (15–50%)
Scattered (5–15%)
Localized (<5%)

Impact
Severe
High
Moderate
Mild

Permanence
Permanent (>100 years)
Long term (20–100 years)
Medium term (5–20 years)
Short term (<5 years)

Threat:
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...…
•Will •Will not be a threat in the next five years
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The overall severity of this threat over the next five years is likely to
be:
Extent
Throughout (>50%)
Widespread (15–50%)
Scattered (5–15%)
Localized (<5%)

Impact
Severe
High
Moderate
Mild

Permanence
Permanent (>100 years)
Long term (20–100 years)
Medium term (5–20 years)
Short term (<5 years)

Examples of pressures and threats to consider in the protected area assessment
include:
•
Logging – includes legal and illegal logging
•
Conversion of land use – includes conversion of protected land to housing,
settlements, roads, agriculture, tree plantations and other non-protected uses
•
Mining – includes all forms of drilling, mining and exploration of underground
resources, as well as waste produced by such activities
•
Grazing – includes grazing by livestock and fodder collection
•
Dam building – includes dams for recreation, fishing, drinking water and
hydro-electricity generation
•
Hunting – includes legally sanctioned hunting practices that threaten 		
protected area resources, poaching for illegal trade and hunting for 		
subsistence purposes
•
NTFP collection – includes the collection of non-timber forest products such
as food, medicinal plants, building material, resins and other resources from
the protected area, either for trade or for subsistence
•
Tourism and recreation – includes hiking, camping, skiing, horseback riding,
boating, motorized vehicle use and other types of recreation
•
Waste disposal – includes inappropriate waste disposal from legal activities
(e.g. fuel and food containers from hiking expeditions) as well as waste
disposal from illegal activities (e.g. methamphetamine production, dumping
of toxic materials)
•
Semi-natural processes – includes natural processes that have been magnified
by human intervention, such as catastrophic fires or insect outbreaks caused
by prolonged suppression
•
Cross-boundary influences – includes local and regional pollution and 		
acidification, increased water runoff, nitrogen loads and flooding from 		
surrounding land management practices and land use; and 			
weather fluctuations caused by global climate changes
•
Invasive alien species – includes plants and animals purposefully or 		
inadvertently introduced by humans (e.g. Chromolaena, Lantana, Japanese
knotweed (Polygonum), trout, earthworms, zebra mussels).
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3. BIOLOGICAL IMPORTANCE
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The PA contains a relatively high number of rare,
threatened or endangered species.
b) The PA has relatively high levels of biodiversity.
c) The PA has a relatively high degree of endemism.
d) The PA provides a critical landscape function.
e) The PA contains the full range of plant and
animal diversity
f) The PA significantly contributes to the representativeness of the PA system.
g) The PA sustains minimum viable populations of
key species
h) The structural diversity of the PA is consistent
with historic norms.
i) The PA includes ecosystems whose historic range
has been greatly diminished.
j) The PA maintains the full range of natural processes and disturbance regimes.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

4. SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The PA is an important source of employment
for local communities.
b) Local communities depend upon the PA
resources for their subsistence.
c) The PA provides community development
opportunities through sustainable resource use
d) The PA has religious or spiritual significance.
e) The PA has unusual features of aesthetic
importance.
f) The PA contains plant species of high social,
cultural or economic importance.
g) The PA contains animal species of high social,
cultural or economic importance.
h) The PA has a high recreational value.
i) The PA contributes significant ecosystem services
and benefits to communities.
j) The PA has a high educational and/or scientific
value.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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5. VULNERABILITY – CONTEXT
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) Illegal activities within the PA are difficult to
monitor.
b) Law enforcement is low in the region.
c) Bribery and corruption is common throughout
the region.
d) The area is experiencing civil unrest and/or
political instability.
e) Cultural practices, beliefs and traditional uses
conflict with the PA objectives.
f) The market value of the PA resources is high.
g) The area is easily accessible for illegal activities.
h) There is a strong demand for vulnerable PA
resources.
i) The PA manager is under pressure to unduly
exploit the PA resources.
j) Recruitment and retention of employees is difficult.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

6. OBJECTIVES
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) PA objectives provide for the protection and
maintenance of biodiversity.
b) Specific biodiversity-related objectives are
clearly stated in the management plan.
c) Management policies and plans are consistent
with the PA objectives.
d) PA employees and administrators understand
the PA objectives and policies.
e) Local communities support the overall
objectives of the PA.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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7. LEGAL SECURITY
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The PA has long-term legally binding protection
b) There are no unsettled disputes regarding land
tenure or use rights.
c) Boundary demarcation is adequate to meet the
PA objectives.
d) Staff and financial resources are adequate to
conduct critical law enforcement activities.
e) Conflicts with the local community are resolved
fairly and effectively

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

8. SITE DESIGN AND PLANNING
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The siting of the PA is consistent with the PA
objectives.
b) The layout and configuration of the PA optimizes
the conservation of biodiversity.
c) The PA zoning system is adequate to achieve the
PA objectives.
d) The land use in the surrounding area enables
effective PA management.
e) The PA is linked to another area of conserved or
protected land.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

9. STAFFING
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The level of staffing is sufficient to effectively
manage the area.
b) Staff members have adequate skills to conduct
critical management activities.
c) Training and development opportunities are
appropriate to the needs of the staff.
d) Staff performance and progress on targets are
periodically reviewed.
e) Staff employment conditions are sufficient to
retain high-quality staff.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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10. COMMUNICATION AND INFORMATION
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) There are adequate means of communication
between field and office staff.
b) Existing ecological and socio-economic data are
adequate for management planning.
c) There are adequate means of collecting new
data
d) There are adequate systems for processing and
analysing data.
e) There is effective communication with local
communities.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

11. INFRASTRUCTURE
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) Transportation infrastructure is adequate to
perform critical management activities
b) Field equipment is adequate to perform critical
management activities.
c) Staff facilities are adequate to perform critical
management activities.
d) Maintenance and care of equipment is adequate
to ensure long-term use.
e) Visitor facilities are appropriate to the level of
visitor use.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

12. FINANCES
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) Funding in the past five years has been adequate
to conduct critical management activities.
b) Funding for the next five years is adequate to
conduct critical management activities.
c) Financial management practices enable efficient
and effective PA management.
d) The allocation of expenditures is appropriate to
PA priorities and objectives.
e) The long-term financial outlook for the PA is
stable.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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13. MANAGEMENT PLANNING
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) There is a comprehensive, relatively recent
written management plan.
b) There is a comprehensive inventory of natural
and cultural resources.
c) There is an analysis of, and strategy for
addressing, PA threats and pressures.
d) A detailed work plan identifies specific targets
for achieving management objectives.
e) The results of research and monitoring are
routinely incorporated into planning.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

14. MANAGEMENT DECISION MAKING
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) There is clear internal organization.
b) Management decision making is transparent.
c) PA staff regularly collaborate with partners, local
communities and other organizations.
d) Local communities participate in decisions that
affect them.

e) There is effective communication between all
levels of PA staff and administration.
y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

15. RESEARCH, EVALUATION AND MONITORING
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The impact of legal and illegal uses of the PA are
accurately monitored and recorded.
b) Research on key ecological issues is consistent
with the needs of the PA.
c) Research on key social issues is consistent with
the needs of the PA.
d) PA staff members have regular access to recent
scientific research and advice.
e) Critical research and monitoring needs are
identified and prioritized.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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y
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In the last two years, the following outputs have
been consistent with the threats and pressures, PA
objectives and annual workplan:

Notes

m/y m/n n
a) Threat prevention, detection and law
enforcement.
b) Site restoration and mitigation efforts.
c) Wildlife or habitat management.
d) Community outreach and education efforts.
e) Visitor and tourist management.
f) Infrastructure development
g) Management planning and inventorying
h) Staff monitoring, supervision and evaluation
i) Staff training and development.
j) Research and monitoring outputs.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

When making recommendations and developing an action plan, policy makers may
wish to use the additional following questions of the Rapid Assessment Questionnaire
as a basis for reviewing system-wide, policy-level weaknesses.
17. PROTECTED AREA SYSTEM-LEVEL DESIGN
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) The PA system adequately represents the full
diversity of ecosystems within the region
b) The PA system adequately protects against the
extinction or extirpation of any species.
c) The PA system consists primarily of exemplary
and intact ecosystems.
d) Sites of high conservation value for key species
are systematically protected.
e) The PA system maintains natural processes at a
landscape level.
f) The PA system includes the protection of
transition areas between ecosystems.
g) The PA system includes the full range of
successional diversity

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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h) Sites of high biodiversity are systematically
protected
i) Sites of high endemism are systematically
protected.
j) The layout and configuration of the PA system
optimizes the conservation of biodiversity.
y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no

18. PROTECTED AREA POLICIES
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) National PA policies clearly articulate a vision,
goals and objectives for the PA system.
b) The area of land protected is adequate to
maintain natural processes at a landscape level.
c) There is a demonstrated commitment to
protecting a viable and representative PA network
d) There is a comprehensive inventory of the
biological diversity throughout the region.
e) There is an assessment of the historical range of
variability of ecosystem types in the region.
f) There are restoration targets for underrepresented and/or greatly diminished ecosystems.
g) There is ongoing research on critical PA-related
issues
h) The PA system is periodically reviewed for gaps
and weaknesses (e.g. gap analyses).
i) There is an effective training and capacitybuilding programme for PA staff.
j) PA management, including management
effectiveness, is routinely evaluated.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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19. POLICY ENVIRONMENT
y

m/y m/n n

Notes
a) PA-related laws complement PA objectives and
promote management effectiveness.
b) There is sufficient commitment and funding to
effectively administer the PA system.
c) Environmental protection goals are incorporated
into all aspects of policy development.
d) There is a high degree of communication
between natural resource departments
e) There is effective enforcement of PA-related
laws and ordinances at all levels
f) National policies promote widespread
environmental education at all levels.
g) National policies promote sustainable land
management.
h) National policies promote an array of land
conservation mechanisms.
i) There is adequate environmental training for
governmental employees at all levels.
j) National policies foster dialogue and
participation with civic and environmental NGOs.

y – yes, m/y – mostly yes, m/n – mostly no, n – no
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Annex 2. METT: management effectiveness tracking tool
for protected areas
Reporting progress at Protected Area Sites: Data Sheet 1
Name, affiliation and contact details for
person responsible for completing the
METT (email, etc.)
Date assessment carried out
Name of protected area
WDPA site code (these codes can be
found on www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa)
Designations

National

IUCN Category

Location

Region

Province(s)

International (please also
complete sheet overleaf )

Date of establishment
Ownership details (please tick)

State
Forest

Pasture

Private
Other (treasure,
cultural tourism

Management Authority

Size of protected area (ha)
Map references (border map)
Number of staff

Permanent

Annual budget (US$) – excluding
staff salary costs

Recurrent (operational) funds
Project or other supplementary
funds

Management plan

Exist or not

What are the main values for
which the area is designated

BD
Natural
Cultural

Temporary
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Historical

List the two primary protected area management objectives
Management objective 1
Management objective 2
No. of people involved in completing assessment
Including: (tick
boxes)

PA manager

PA staff

Other PA agency staff

NGO

Local people

Donors

Local people

Other

Please note if assessment was carried out in
association with a particular project, on behalf
of an organisation or donor.

Protected Areas threats: Data Sheet 2
Please tick all relevant existing threats as either of high, medium or low significance.
Threats ranked as of high significance are those which are seriously degrading values;
medium are those threats havingsome negative impact and those characterised as
low are threats which are present but not seriously impacting values or N/A where the
threat is not present or not applicable in the protected area.
1. Residential and commercial development within a protected area
Threats from human settlements or other non-agricultural land uses with a substantial
footprint
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
1.1 Housing and settlement
1.2 Commercial and industrial areas
1.3 Tourism and recreation infrastructure

2. Agriculture and aquaculture within a protected area
Threats from farming and grazing as a result of agricultural expansion and intensification, including siliculture, mariculture and aquaculture
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
2.1 Annual and perennial non-timber crop cultivation
2.1a Drug cultivation
2.2 Wood and pulp plantations
2.3 Livestock farming and grazing
2.4 Marine and freshwater aquaculture

Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of protected areas

90

3. Energy production and mining within a protected area
Threats from production of non-biological resources
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
3.1 Oil and gas drilling
3.2 Mining and quarrying
3.3 Energy generation, including from hydropower dams

4. Transportation and service corridors within a protected area
Threats from long narrow transport corridors and the vehicles that use them including
associated wildlife mortality
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
4.1 Roads and railroads (include road-killed animals)
4.2 Utility and service lines (e.g. electricity cables,
telephone lines)
4.3 Shipping lanes and canals
4.4 Flight paths

5. Biological resource use and harm within a protected area
Threats from consumptive use of “wild” biological resources including both deliberate
and unintentional harvesting effects; also persecution or control of specific species
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
5.1 Hunting, killing and collecting terrestrial animals (including
killing of animals as a result of human/wildlife conflict)
5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)
5.3 Logging and wood harvesting
5.4 Fishing, killing and harvesting aquatic resources

6. Human intrusions and disturbance within a protected area
Threats from human activities that alter, destroy or disturb habitats and species associated with non-consumptive
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
6.1 Recreational activities and tourism
6.2 War, civil unrest and military exercises
6.3 Research, education and other work-related activities
in protected areas
6.4 Activities of protected area managers (e.g. construction or vehicle use, artificial watering points and dams)
6.5 Deliberate vandalism, destructive activities or threats
to protected area staff and visitors
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7. Natural system modifications
Threats from other actions that convert or degrade habitat or change the way the
ecosystem functions
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
7.1 Fire and fire suppression (including arson)
7.2 Dams, hydrological modification and water management/use
7.3a Increased fragmentation within protected area
7.3b Isolation from other natural habitat (e.g. deforestation, dams
without effective aquatic wildlife passages)
7.3c Other “edge effects” on park values
7.3d Loss of keystone species (e.g. top predators, pollinators, etc.)

8. Invasive and other problematic species and genes
Threats from terrestrial and aquatic non-native and native plants, animals, pathogens/
microbes or genetic materials that have or are predicted to have harmful effects on
biodiversity following introduction, spread and/or increase
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
8.1 Invasive non-native/alien plants (weeds)
8.1a Invasive non-native/alien animals
8.1b Pathogens (non-native or native but creating new/increased
problems)
8.2 Introduced genetic material (e.g. genetically modified
organisms)

9. Pollution entering or generated within protected area
Threats from introduction of exotic and/or excess materials or energy from point and
non-point sources
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
9.1 Household sewage and urban waste water
9.1a Sewage and waste water from protected area facilities (e.g.
toilets, hotels, etc.)
9.2 Industrial, mining and military effluents and discharges (poor
water quality discharge from dams, e.g. unnatural temperatures,
de-oxygenated, other pollution)
9.3 Agricultural and forestry effluents (e.g. excess fertilizers or
pesticides)
9.4 Garbage and solid waste
9.5 Air-borne pollutants
9.6 Excess energy (e.g. heat pollution, lights, etc.)
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10. Geological events
Geological events may be part of natural disturbance regimes in many ecosystems. But
they can be a threat if a species or habitat is damaged and has lost its resilience and is
vulnerable to disturbance. Management capacity to respond to some of these changes
may be limited
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
10.1 Volcanoes
10.2 Earthquakes/Tsunamis
10.3 Avalanches/Landslides
10.4 Erosion and siltation/ deposition (e.g. shoreline or
riverbed changes)

11. Climate change and severe weather
Threats from long-term climatic changes which may be linked to global warming and
other severe climatic/weather events outside of the natural range of variation
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
11.1 Habitat shifting and alteration
11.2 Droughts
11.3 Temperature extremes
11.4 Storms and flooding

12. Specific cultural and social threats
High

Medium

Medium

N/A
12.1 Loss of cultural links, traditional knowledge and/or
management practices
12.2 Natural deterioration of important cultural site values
12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage buildings, gardens, sites,
etc.

Input

Can staff (i.e. those
with responsibility
for managing the
site) enforce protected area rules
well enough?

3. Law
enforcement

Planning

Are appropriate
regulations in
place to control
land use and activities (e.g. hunting)?

2. Protected area
regulations

Context

1. Legal status
Does the protected
area have legal
status (or in the
case of private
reserves is covered
by a covenant or
similar)?

Issue

1

2
3

There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce
protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of skills, no
patrol budget, lack of institutional support)

The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce protected
area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies remain

The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce protected
area legislation and regulations

0

3

Regulations for controlling inappropriate land use and activities
in the protected area exist and provide an excellent basis for
management

The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce protected area legislation and regulations

2

1

0

Regulations for controlling land use and activities in the protected
area exist but there are some weaknesses or gaps

There are no regulations for controlling land use and activities in
the protected area
Some regulations for controlling land use and activities in the
protected area exist but these are major weaknesses

3

2

The protected area is in the process of being gazetted/covenanted
but the process is still incomplete (includes sites designated under
international conventions, such as Ramsar, or local/traditional law
such as community conserved areas, which do not yet have national legal status or covenant)

The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

1

0

Score: Tick only one box per
questiononly one box per
question

There is agreement that the protected area should be gazetted/
covenanted but the process has not yet begun

Criteria

Assessment Form
Comment/Explanation
Next steps
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Process

6. Protected area
boundary demarcation
Is the boundary
known and demarcated?

Planning

5. Protected area
design is the
protected area
the right size and
shape to protect
species, habitats,
ecological processes and water
catchments of key
conservation
concern?

Planning

3
0

The protected area has been formally gazetted/covenanted

Inadequacies in protected area design mean achieving the major
objectives of the protected area is very difficult
Inadequacies in protected area design mean that achievement of
major objectives is difficult but some mitigating actions are being taken
(e.g. agreements with adjacent land owners for wildlife corridors or
introduction of appropriate catchment management)

The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority and local residents/neighbouring land users and is appropriately
demarcated

The boundary of the protected area is known by both the management
authority and local residents/neighbouring land users but is not appropriately demarcated

The boundary of the protected area is known by the management authority but is not known by local residents/neighbouring land users

3

2

1

0

3

Protected area design helps achievement of objectives; it is appropriate for species and habitat conservation; and maintains ecological processes such as surface
and groundwater flows at a catchment scale, natural disturbance patterns, etc.

The boundary of the protected area is not known by the management
authority or local residents/neighbouring land users

2

Protected area design is not significantly constraining achievement
of objectives, but could be improved (e.g. with respect to larger scale
ecological processes)

1

3

The protected area has agreed objectives and is managed to meet these
objectives

2

1

The protected area has agreed objectives, but is not managed according
to these objectives

The protected area has agreed objectives, but is only partially managed
according to these objectives

0

No firm objectives have been agreed for the protected area

4. Protected area
objectives
Is management
undertaken according to agreed
objectives?

Score: Tick only one box per
questiononly one box per
question

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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2
3

A management plan exists but it is only being partially implemented
because of funding constraints or other problems

A management plan exists and is being implemented

The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are routinely incorporated into planning

No regular work plan exists

7a. Planning
process

8. Regular work
plan
Is there a regular
work plan and is it
being implemented?
Planning/Outputs

9. Resource
inventory
Do you have
enough
information to
manage the area?
Input

+1

There is an established schedule and process for periodic review and
updating of the management plan

7a. Planning
process

1
2
3
0
1
2
3

A regular work plan exists but few of the activities are implemented

A regular work plan exists and many activities are implemented

A regular work plan exists and all activities are implemented

There is little or no information available on the critical habitats, species and cultural values
of the protected area

Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is not sufficient to support planning and decision making

Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is sufficient for most key areas of planning and decision making

Information on the critical habitats, species, ecological processes and cultural values of the
protected area is sufficient to support all areas of planning and decision making

0

+1

The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key stakeholders to
influence the management plan

7a. Planning
process

Additional points: Planning

Planning

+1

1

A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared but is not being
implemented

Is there a management plan and is it
being implemented?

0

There is no management plan for the protected area

7. Management
plan

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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13. Staff numbers
Are there enough
people employed
to manage the
protected area?
Inputs

Process

12. Resource
management
Is active resource
management
being undertaken?

Process

11. Research
Is there a
programme of
managementorientated survey
and research
work?

Process/Outcome

2

3

Many of the requirements for active management of critical habitats,
species, ecological processes and, cultural values are being implemented
but some key issues are not being addressed

Requirements for active management of critical habitats, species,
ecological processes and, cultural values are being substantially or fully
implemented

Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the protected area

Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management activities

Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities

3

2

1

0

1

Very few of the requirements for active management of critical habitats,
species, ecological processes and cultural values are being
implemented

There are no staff

0

3

2

1

0

3

2

1

0

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

Active resource management is not being undertaken

There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of survey and research work, which
is relevant to management needs

There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed towards the
needs of protected area management

There is a small amount of survey and research work but it is not directed towards
the needs of protected area management

There is no survey or research work taking place in the protected area

Protection systems are largely or wholly effective in controlling access/ resource
use

Protection systems are moderately effective in controlling access/resource use

Protection systems are only partially effective in controlling access/resource use

Protection systems (patrols, permits, etc.) do not exist or are not effective in
controlling access/resource use

10. Protection
systems

Are systems in
place to control access/resource use
in the protected
area?

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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17. Management
of budget
Is the budget
managed to
meet critical
management
needs?
Process

16. Security of
budget
Is the budget
secure?

Inputs

15. Current budget
Is the current
budget sufficient?

Inputs/Process

Staff lack the skills needed for protected area management

14. Staff training
Are staff adequately trained to
fulfil management
objectives?

3

2

Budget management is adequate but could be improved

Budget management is excellent and meets management needs

1

3

There is a secure budget for the protected area and its management needs

Budget management is poor and constrains effectiveness

2

There is a reasonably secure core budget for regular operation of the protected
area but many innovations and initiatives are reliant on
outside funding

0

1

There is very little secure budget and the protected area could not function adequately without outside funding

Budget management is very poor and significantly undermines effectiveness (e.g.
late release of budget in financial year)

0

3

The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management needs of the
protected area

There is no secure budget for the protected area and management is wholly reliant
on outside or highly variable funding

2

1

0

3

2

1

0

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

The available budget is acceptable but could be further improved to fully achieve
effective management

The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs and presents a
serious constraint to the capacity to manage

There is no budget for management of the protected area

Staff training and skills are aligned with the management needs of the protected
area

Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved to fully
achieve the objectives of management

Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of the protected area

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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Equipment and facilities are well maintained

There is no education and awareness programme

Process

20. Education and
awareness
Is there a planned
education
programme linked
to the objectives
and needs?

21a: Land and
water planning
for habitat
conservation

21. Planning for
land and water use

Process

2

There is basic maintenance of equipment and facilities

3

There is an appropriate and fully implemented education and awareness
programme

Planning and management in the catchment or landscape containing the protected
area incorporates provision for adequate environmental conditions (e.g. volume,
quality and timing of water flow, air pollution levels, etc.) to sustain relevant habitats.

Additional points: Land and water planning
+1

0

2

There is an education and awareness programme but it only partly meets needs
and could be improved

Adjacent land and water use planning does not take into account the needs of the
protected area and activities/policies are detrimental to the survival of the area

1

There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness programme

0

3

1

There is some ad hoc maintenance of equipment and facilities

3

There are adequate equipment and facilities
0

2

There are equipment and facilities, but still some gaps that constrain management

Input

There is little or no maintenance of equipment and facilities

1

There are some equipment and facilities but these are inadequate for most
management needs

19. Maintenance
of equipment
Is equipment
adequately
maintained?

0

There are little or no equipment and facilities for management needs

18. Equipment
Is equipment
sufficient for
management
needs?

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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Process

23. Indigenous
people
Do indigenous
and traditional
peoples resident
or regularly using
the protected
area have input
to management
decisions?

Process

1

There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and
water users but little or no cooperation

Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in all relevant decisions
relating to management, e.g. co-management

Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some relevant decisions
relating to management but their involvement could be improved

Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into discussions relating to
management but no direct role in management

Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into decisions relating to the
management of the protected area

There is regular contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate
land and water users, and substantial co-operation on management

There is contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land and
water users, but only some co-operation

0

There is no contact between managers and neighbouring official or corporate land
and water users

22. State and
commercial
neighbours
Is there cooperation with
adjacent land and
water users?

3

2

1

0

3

2

+1

“Planning addresses ecosystem-specific needs and/or the needs of particular
species of concern at an ecosystem scale (e.g. volume, quality and timing of
freshwater flow to sustain particular species, fire management to maintain
savannah habitats etc.)”

21c: Land and
water planning for
ecosystem services
and species
conservation

+1

Management of corridors linking the protected area provides for wildlife passage
to key habitats outside the protected area (e.g. to allow migratory fish to travel
between freshwater spawning sites and the sea, or to allow animal migration).

21b: Land and
water planning for
connectivity
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2
3

Local communities directly contribute to some relevant decisions relating to
management but their involvement could be improved

Local communities directly participate in all relevant decisions relating to
management, e.g. co-management

26. Monitoring and
evaluation
Are management
activities monitored
against performance?
Planning/Process

25. Economic benefit
Is the protected area
providing economic
benefits to local
communities, e.g.
income, employment,
payment for
environmental
services?
Outcomes
2
3

There is some flow of economic benefits to local communities

There is a major flow of economic benefits to local communities from activities
associated with the protected area

A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented and used in
adaptive management

3

2

1

0

1

Potential economic benefits are recognised and plans to realise these are being
developed

There is no monitoring and evaluation in the protected area
There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall strategy and/or no
regular collection of results
There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evaluation system but results
do not feed back into management

0

2

1

The protected area does not deliver any economic benefits to local communities

Local and/or indigenous people actively support the protected area

Programmes to enhance community welfare, while conserving protected area
resources, are being implemented

24b. Impact on
communities

24c. Impact on
communities

There is open communication and trust between local and/or indigenous people,
stakeholders and protected area managers

24 a. Impact on
communities

0

1

Local communities have some input into discussions relating to management but
no direct role in management

Additional points Local communities/indigenous people

0

Local communities have no input into decisions relating to the management of the
protected area

24. Local
communities
Do local
communities
resident or near
the protected
area have input
to management
decisions?
Process

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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Outcomes

30. Condition of
values
What is the
condition of the
important values
of the protected
area as compared
to when it was first
designated?

29. Fees
If fees (i.e. entry
fees or fines)
are applied,
do they help
protected area
management?
Inputs/Process

Process

28. Commercial
tourism operators
Do commercial
tour operators
contribute to
protected area
management?

Outputs

There are no visitor facilities and services despite an identified need

27. Visitor facilities
Are visitor facilities
adequate?

2

Fees are collected, and make some contribution to the protected area and its
environs

1
2
3

Some biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are being partially degraded but the
most important values have not been significantly impacted

Biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are predominantly intact

0

Some biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely degraded

Many important biodiversity, ecological or cultural values are being severely
degraded

3

1

Fees are collected, but make no contribution to the protected area or its environs

Fees are collected and make a substantial contribution to the protected area and its
environs

0

3

Although fees are theoretically applied, they are not collected

There is good co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance
visitor experiences, and maintain protected area values

2

1

There is contact between managers and tourism operators but this is largely confined
to administrative or regulatory matters

There is limited co-operation between managers and tourism operators to enhance
visitor experiences and maintain protected area values

0

3

Visitor facilities and services are excellent for current levels of visitation

There is little or no contact between managers and tourism operators using the
protected area

2

1

0

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

Visitor facilities and services are adequate for current levels of visitation but could
be improved

Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels of visitation

Criteria

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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+1
+1

Specific management programmes are being implemented to address threats to
biodiversity, ecological and cultural values

Activities to maintain key biodiversity, ecological and cultural values are a routine
part of park management

30b: Condition of
values

30c: Condition of
values

TOTAL SCORE

+1

The assessment of the condition of values is based on research and/or monitoring

30a: Condition of
values

Score: Tick only one box
per questiononly one box
per question

0

Criteria

Additional Points: Condition of values

Issue

Comment/
Explanation
Next steps
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Annex 3. UNESCO enhancing our heritage (EoH)
The Evaluation Kit consists of 12 tools. The templates used in the evaluation of each
tool are presented here.
The Enhancing our Heritage Toolkit Tool
1: Identifying Site Values and Management Objectives Tool
2: Identifying Threats Tool
3: Relationships with Stakeholders Tool
4: Review of National Context Tool
5: Assessment of Management Planning Tool
6: Design Assessment Tool
7: Assessment of Management Needs and Inputs Tool
8: Assessment of Management Processes Tool
9: Assessment of Management Plan Implementation Tool
10: Work/Site Output Indicators Tool
11: Assessing the Outcomes of Management Tool
12: Review of Management Effectiveness Assessment Results

Tool 1: Identifying site values and management objectives
Tool 1 of the toolkit aims to identify the most significant aspects of a World Heritage site in
terms of the values it seeks to maintain. It consists of two worksheets:
•
Worksheet 1a: Identifying major site values and objectives;
•
Worksheet 1b: Documenting management objectives and their relationship to site
values.
Worksheet 1a: Identifying major site values and objectives
Value subheadings

Values can be broken
down into subgroups
as suggested below.
Some assessments can
be carried out using
these groupings

Major site values

Is this a World Heritage
value? (list World Heritage
criteria numbers)

List major values here. There
are many specific values
present in World Heritage
sites. It is not possible to
manage each value separately. Instead, group these
into a few major values that
can help focus management
efforts (see examples in the
guidance notes).

Note here if a particular
value is also officially recognized in the World Heritage
nomination document
and identifies the relevant
World Heritage criterion.
There are 10 criteria in the
World Heritage Operational
Guidelines used as a basis for
World Heritage listing. World
Heritage properties will be
listed on the basis of one or
more of these criteria.

Information sources used
for determining the values
List all information
sources such as the park
gazettal notice, World
Heritage nomination
document, park management plan, research
reports etc. used in identifying major values.
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Biodiversity values
Other natural values
Cultural values
Economic values
Educational values
Other social values
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

Tool 2: Identifying threats
This tool helps managers to organize and report changes in the type and level of threat to a
World Heritage site and to manage responses.
Worksheet 2: Identifying threats
Value
subheadings

List of all
important
threats

List values
threatened

List any
site values
affected by
the particular
threat.

Current or
Potential
Threat?

Identify
major causes
of threat

Distinguish
between
current threats
already taking
place and
potential
known threats
that have not
yet occurred.

List activities
which are
causing or
contributing
to the threat.
Each threat
has at least
one - and may
have several causes

Current
Potential
Current
Potential

1.
2.
1.
2.
1.
2.

Comments/explanation
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous
assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities,
recommendations and followup actions

Impact of threat

Management
response

Extent

Severity

Action

Urgency of
action

Describe
the extent
of the
impact,
e.g. area,
habitat
type,
cultural
value (rate
as Low,
Medium;
High or
Very High)

Describe
the severity
of the
threat
impact
on the
value (rate
as Low,
Medium;
High or
Very High).

Describe
what
actions are
planned or
have taken
place to
manage
the threat.

Estimate
and/or rate
as Low,
Medium;
High
or Very
High the
urgency
of action
needed

Data
source

Record
whether the
assessment
has been
made via
expert
workshop
or using
results of
monitoring,
research etc
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Tool 3: Relationships with stakeholders
This tool helps to identify stakeholders and their relationship with the site.

Understanding stakeholders

Worksheet 3: Engagement of Stakeholders
Identify major
stakeholders with an
interest/connection with
the site

Issues to
assess

List the main issues
affecting either the
stakeholder group or
the site.

Main issues
associated with
this stakeholder

How, and to what
extent are stakeholder
groups dependent on
the site value(s) for
economic or other
benefits?

Dependency of
stakeholders on
site.

What is the nature and
extent of any negative
physical impacts on
site value(s)? For example, do stakeholders
still extract resources
from the site such as
timber? Note whether
these are legal or
illegal.

List negative
impacts of
stakeholders on
site.

What are the negative
impacts of the World
Heritage site on the
stakeholders? For example, were communities displaced when
the site was declared?
Are they excluded from
traditional hunting
grounds?

List negative
impacts of site
management
on stakeholders.
management on
stakeholders.

What is the nature
and extent of any
positive impacts of the
stakeholder group on
site value(s)? For example, do local tourism
guides alert rangers
to problems? Does
surrounding land use
provide connectivity
for the site?
tourism guides alert
rangers to problems?
Does surrounding
land use provide
connectivity for the
site?

List positive
impacts of
stakeholders on
site.

Name of
Name of
stakeholder stakeholder
group
group

Name of
stakeholder
group

Name of
stakeholder
group

Comments/
Explanation
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What are any direct
benefits of the site
to the stakeholder
group? For example,
does the site provide
employment
opportunities for
local people? Does a
forested area provide
catchment protection
and improved water
quality for local
people? Do tourism
ventures benefit from
the site values?
What is the
stakeholder group’s
receptivity to
participating in
management of site
value(s)? Under what
terms or conditions?
What is site
management’s
relationship with the
stakeholder group?
What is the capacity
(including resources)
for engagement?

List positive
impacts of site
management
on
stakeholders

Willingness/
capacity of
stakeholders
to engage
with site
management
Willingness/
capacity of site
management
to engage with
stakeholders

What is the
stakeholder group’s
relative political or
cultural leverage
or influence on site
value(s)?

Political/social
influence

How and to what
degree is the
stakeholder group
organized, relating to
efficient and effective
engagement in
management?

Organization
of
stakeholders.

Are there any specific
community institutions
that facilitate
engagement?

References and annexes

107

Worksheet 3: Engagement of Stakeholders
Identify major
stakeholders with an
interest/connection with
the site

Issues to
assess

Describe the nature
and extent to which
the stakeholder group
contributes to decision-making in relation
to site value(s).
Are there formal or
informal management
agreements in place?

What
opportunities do
stakeholders have
to contribute to
management?

Describe the actual
engagement of the
stakeholder group in
the management of
the specific value(s)

What is the level
of stakeholder
engagement?

Rating 			

Summary

Are stakeholders
consulted regularly
regarding value management?
Where possible,
provide details of the
nature and extent of
engagement.
Based on the information above, provide a
brief description of the
overall picture of stakeholder engagement.

Describe the
overall adequacy
of stakeholder
engagement.

Very good: more than
75% of aspects of
the relationship are
positive
Good: 51 to 74% of the
aspects of the relationship are positive
Fair: 26 to 50% of
aspects of the relationship are positive
Poor: 25% or less of
the aspects of the relationship are positive.

Rate the overall
adequacy of
stakeholder
engagement, as
either: Very good,
Good, Fair or Poor

Comments/explanation
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

Name of
Name of
stakeholder stakeholder
group
group

Name of
stakeholder
group

Name of
stakeholder
group

Comments/
Explanation
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Tool 4: Review of national context
This tool helps develop an understanding of how national and international policies, legislation and government actions affect the World Heritage site.
Worksheet 4: Review of National Policy Context
Policy areas

Policy name/
description

Strengths

Weaknesses

Describe the
specific legislation/
policy/ treaties or
conventions for
the site

Record how the
policy supports
management of the
site values/objectives

Record how the
policy can impede
management of the
site values/objectives

World Heritage site and
protected area legislation
Conservation within broader government policy
International conservation
conventions and treaties
Government support for
the World Heritage site
Management authority
and the World Heritage site
Legislation/policy affecting
community participation
in site management and
sharing of benefits
Add additional criteria here
Add additional criteria here
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

Comments/
Explanation
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Tool 5: Assessment of management planning
This tool helps to assess the adequacy of planning used to guide the management of the
World Heritage site. It consists of two worksheets:
•
Worksheet 5a: Management Planning Information Sheet
•
Worksheet 5b: Adequacy of Primary Planning Document
Worksheet 5a: Management Planning Information Sheet
Name of plan

Level of approval
Level of approval (L,
G, A, SA, D)*
See key below for
details of rating
system

Year of preparation, or
most recent review

Year specified for
next review
Comments should
concentrate on the
adequacy, currency
and integration of
the plan with other
planning instruments

L = plan has force of law (i.e. has been approved by parliament or is a legal instrument)
G = plan has been approved by government but is not a legal instrument
A = plan has been approved at Head of Agency level
SA = plan has been approved at a senior level within the agency
D = plan is a draft and has not been formally approved
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

Comments/
Explanation
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Worksheet 5b: Adequacy of Primary Planning Document
Name of document assessed: ......................................................................
Question

Possible responses

Rating

Issue being assessed

Choose one of the four
responses, ranked from Very
Good to Poor. The questions
and responses can be refined
to suit individual site needs

Tick box Add any comments
or explanations as to
why the assessment
was made

Decision-making framework
1. Does the plan establish
a clear understanding of
the desired outcomes
of management in clear
terms rather than just
specifying actions to be
taken?

Very Good: Desired
outcomes are explicitly
articulated
Good: Desired outcomes are
reasonably articulated
Fair: Desired outcomes are
not clearly articulated but are
implied or can be inferred
from plan objectives
Poor: Plan focuses more on
actions and doesn’t indicate
the desired outcomes for
the site

2. Does the plan express
the desired future for the
site in a way that can assist management of new
issues and opportunities
that arise during the life
of the plan?

Very Good: Desired future
is expressed in a way that
provides clear guidance for
addressing new issues and
opportunities
Good: Desired future is
expressed in a way that
gives some guidance for
addressing new issues and
opportunities
Fair: Desired future is
not clearly articulated
and provides only limited
guidance for addressing new
threats and opportunities
Poor: Plan focuses more
on present issues and
doesn’t provide guidance for
addressing new threats and
opportunities

3. Does the plan
provide for a process of
monitoring, review and
adjustment during the life
of the plan?

Very Good: Plan provides a
clear, explicit and appropriate
process for monitoring,
review and adjustment
Good: Provisions for
monitoring, review and
adjustment of the plan are
present but are incomplete,
unclear or inappropriate in
some minor respects
Fair: Need for monitoring,
review and adjustment is
recognized but not dealt with
in sufficient detail
Poor: Plan does not address
the need for monitoring,
review and adjustment

Comments/
Explanation

Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions
Discuss any
recommendations or next
steps in terms of actions
which need to be taken
following this assessment
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Planning context
4. Does the plan provide
an adequate and appropriate policy environment
for management of the
World Heritage site?

Very Good: Policy requirements
for the site are identified and
adequate and appropriate policies
are established with clear linkages
to the desired future for the site
Good: Policy requirements for the
site are identified and policies are
largely adequate and appropriate
although there are gaps
Fair: Policies in the plan are
inadequate or incomplete in many
respects
Poor: Plan either doesn’t establish
policies for the area or policies are
inadequate or inappropriate in
major respects

5. Is the plan integrated/
linked to other significant
national/regional/ sectoral plans that influence
management of the
World Heritage site?

Very Good: Relevant national,
regional and sectoral plans that
affect the site are identified and
specific mechanisms are included
to provide for integration or linkage
now and in the future
Good: Relevant national,
regional and sectoral plans that
affect the site are identified, their
influence on the site is taken into
account, but there is little attempt
at integration
Fair: Some relevant national,
regional and sectoral plans are
identified but there is no attempt at
integration
Poor: Other plans affecting the site
are not taken into account

Plan Content
6. Is the plan based on an
adequate and relevant
information base?

Very Good: The information base for
the plan is up to date and adequate
in scope and depth, and is matched
to the major decisions, policies and
issues addressed in the plan
Good: The information base is
adequate in scope and depth but
maybe a little outdated and/or
contains irrelevant information
(i.e. a broad compilation of data
rather than matching information
to the decisions, policies and issues
addressed in the plan)
Fair: The information base is out
of date and/or has inadequacies in
scope or depth so that some issues,
decisions or policies cannot be
placed into context
Poor: Very little information relevant
to plan decisions exists
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7. Have the values for the
site been identified in the
plan and linked to the
management objectives
and desired outcomes for
the site?

Very Good: The site values have been
clearly identified and linked to well-defined
management objectives and desired
outcomes for the site
Good: The site values have been reasonably
identified and linked to management
objectives and desired outcomes for the site
Fair: The site values have not been clearly
identified or linked to management
objectives and desired outcomes for the site
Poor: The site values have not
been identified

8. Does the plan address
the primary issues facing
management of the
World Heritage area
within the context of the
desired future of the site?

Very Good: Plan identifies primary issues
for the site and deals with them within
the context of the desired future for the
site (i.e. plan is outcome, rather than
issue-driven)
Good: Plan identifies primary issues for the
site but tends to deal with them in isolation
or not within the context of the desired
future for the site
Fair: Some significant issues for the site are
not addressed in the plan or the issues are
not adequately addressed
Poor: Many significant issues are not
addressed or are inadequately dealt with
in the plan

9. Are the objectives
and actions specified
in the plan represented
as adequate and
appropriate response to
the issues?

Very Good: Objectives and actions are
adequate and appropriate for all issues
Good: Objectives and actions are adequate
and appropriate for most issues
Fair: Objectives and actions are frequently
inadequate or inappropriate
Poor: Objectives and actions in the plan do
not represent an adequate or appropriate
response to the primary issues

10. Were local and
indigenous communities
living in or around the
World Heritage site
involved in developing
the management plan
and setting direction for
the management of the
World Heritage site?

Very Good: Local and indigenous
communities living in or around the World
Heritage site were meaningfully and fully
involved in developing the management
plan and setting direction for the World
Heritage site
Good: Local and indigenous communities
living in or around the World Heritage site
were partially involved in developing the
management plan and setting direction for
the World Heritage site
Fair: Local and indigenous communities
living in or around the World Heritage site
were involved only minimally in developing
the management plan and setting direction
for the World Heritage site
Poor: Local and indigenous communities
living in or around the World Heritage
site were not involved in developing the
management plan and setting direction for
the World Heritage site
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11. Does the plan take
account of the needs
and interests of local and
indigenous communities
living in or around the
World Heritage site?

Very Good: Plan identifies the needs and
interests of local and indigenous communities
and has taken these into account in decisionmaking
Good: Plan identifies the needs and interests
of local and indigenous communities, but it is
not apparent that these have been taken into
account in decision-making
Fair: There is limited attention given to the
needs and interests of local and indigenous
communities and little account taken of these
in decision-making
Poor: No apparent attention has been
given to the needs and interests of local and
indigenous communities

12. Does the plan take
account of the needs
and interests of other
stakeholders involved in
the World Heritage site?

Very Good: Plan identifies the needs and
interests of other stakeholders and has taken
these into account in decision-making
Good: Plan identifies the needs and interests
of other stakeholders, but it is not apparent
that these have been into account in
decision-making
Fair: There is limited attention given to the
needs and interests of other stakeholders
and little account taken of these in decision
making
Poor: No apparent attention has been
given to the needs and interests of other
stakeholders

13. Does the plan provide
adequate direction on
management actions that
should be undertaken in
the World Heritage site?

Very Good: Management actions specified
in the plan can be clearly understood
and provide a useful basis for developing
operational plans such as work programmes
and budgets
Good: Management actions specified in the
plan can generally be clearly understood and
provide an adequate basis for developing
operational plans such as work programmes
and budgets
Fair: Management actions are sometimes
unclear or lacking in specificity making
it difficult to use the plan as a basis for
developing operational plans such as work
programmes and budgets

14. Does the plan identify
the priorities amongst
strategies and actions
in a way that facilitates
work programming and
allocation of

Very Good: Clear priorities are indicated
within the plan in a way that supports work
programming and allocation of resources
Good: Priorities are generally indicated
making their use for work programming
and resource allocation adequate most of
the time
Fair: Priorities are not clearly indicated but
may be inferred for work programming and
resource allocation
Poor: There is no indication of priorities in the
plan so that the plan cannot be used for work
programming and resource allocation

Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up actions
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Tool 6: Design assessment
This tool assesses the design of the World Heritage site to examine how its size, location and
boundaries affect its ability to maintain its values.
This worksheet can be used to examine three aspects of site design:
•
Ecological integrity
•
Community well-being
•
Management factors (i.e. ease of management of the site).
Worksheet 6: Design Assessment
1. Ecological integrity

This relates to the major biodiversity and other natural values (refer to Tool 1a for a list of these
major values):
Design aspect

Brief Explanation

Key habitats

Does site contain the key
areas needed to conserve
species and other natural
values?

Size

Is site large enough to
conserve species and other
natural values?

External interactions

Do external interactions (e.g.
adjacent land use) impact on
site values?

Connectivity

Can species move easily
between the site and other
suitable habitat?

Sources of information
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

Strengths of World
Heritage site design
in relation to this
aspect

Weaknesses of
World Heritage site
design in relation to
this aspect

Comments/
explanation
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2. Community well-being
This relates to major cultural, economic, educational and other social values and other
community/site issues important to the well-being of the community (refer to Tool 1a for
a list of these values):
Design aspect

Brief Explanation

Key habitats

Do local communities
have access to key areas of
cultural, religious or economic
importance?

Size

Is the site large enough to
deliver ecological services
or support sustainable
harvesting (if permitted)?

External interactions

Does the management of
the site impact on local
community functioning?

Legal status and tenure

Are legal status and rights
clear? Do conflicts impact on
the community?

Strengths of World
Heritage site design
in relation to this
aspect

Weaknesses of
World Heritage site
design in relation to
this aspect

Comments/
explanation

Sources of information
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

3. Management factors
This relates to the practicalities of management of the site (e.g. legal status, access for
patrols and boundary issues with neighbours):
Design aspect

Brief Explanation

Legal status and tenure

Do problems or uncertainties
over legal status or tenure
affect capacity to manage?

Access points

Does lack of control over
access to the site impact on
management effectiveness?

Neighbours

Does the location and nature
of boundaries support or
impede management?

Sources of information
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and follow-up
actions

Strengths of World
Heritage site design
in relation to this
aspect

Weaknesses of
World Heritage site
design in relation to
this aspect

Comments/
explanation
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Tool 7: Assessment of management needs and inputs
This tool assesses the design of the World Heritage site to examine how its size, location and
boundaries affect its ability to maintain its values.
This worksheet can be used to examine three aspects of site design:
•
Ecological integrity
•
Community well-being
•
Management factors (i.e. ease of management of the site).
Worksheet 7a: Assessment of Management Needs and Inputs for Staff
Type of
training
required

List staff
positions,
including all
categories of
permanent
and
temporary
staff

Identify
where
staff are
posted (in
some cases
there will
be more
than one
location
within a
particular
category)

Estimate
the ideal
number of
staff in this
category

Give
current
number of
staff

Detail the
type of
training
required

Level of Training

Sources of information
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with
previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities,
recommendations and
follow-up actions

Identify the
proportion
of staff who
are trained
in each
category

Very Good

Current no. No. of
of staff
trained
staff

Good

Required
no. of staff

Fair

Location

Poor

Staff
category

Very Good: more than
75% of staff is trained to
an adequate level to carry
out the activities required Good: 50% - 75% of staff is
trained to an adequate level
to carry out the activities
required - Fair: between 25%
and 50% staff is trained to
an adequate level to carry
out the activities required Poor: less than 25% of staff is
trained to an adequate level
to carry out the activities
required.

Comments/
Explanation

Give details
of how the
assessment
was made,
i.e. how
required
staffing was
calculated
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Worksheet 7b: Assessment of Management Needs and Inputs for Budgets
Expenditure
category

Budget required

Actual budget available

These categories should
relate to the categories
used for the site’s annual
budget

Record requirements
Provide details on budget
here (details of how the available and period (i.e.
assessment was carried June 2006 to June 2007)
out should be given in
the comments or sources
columns)

Funding source(s)

Comments/
Explanation

Give details on where
funding comes from, e.g.
government funds, NGO
projects, etc.

Provide details on how
information given in
previous columns has
been determined

Sources of information
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and
follow-up actions

Tool 8: Assessment of Management Processes
This tool helps managers to identify the best practices and desired standards in relation to
management processes, and to rate performance in terms of appropriateness and adequacy
against these standards. It consists of two worksheets:
•
Worksheet 8a: Assessment of Management Processes
•
Worksheet 8b: Assessment of Management Processes: Summary
Worksheet 8a: Assessment of Management Processes
Management area

Possible responses

Rating

Management standards
relevant to the site

Four responses are given which
describe best practice in relation to the
management standard and which can be
rated from Very Good to Poor. Choose the
one most appropriate to the situation in
the World Heritage site.

Add the Add details of why the
rating
assessment was made
here

Comments/ Explanation

Management structures and systems
1. World Heritage
values

Very Good: The World Heritage site has
agreed and documented values and the
management objectives fully reflect these

Have values been
identified and are these
linked to management
objectives?

Good: The World Heritage site has agreed
and documented values, but these are
only partially reflected in the management
objectives
Fair: The World Heritage site has agreed
and documented values, but these are not
reflected in the management objectives
Poor: No values have been agreed for the
World Heritage site

Include details of the type
of planning instrument
being used (i.e. 10-year
management)

Opportunities,
recommendations and
follow-up actions
Discuss future actions
that may, if necessary,
improve performance
relating to this
management issue
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2. Management
planning

Very Good: An approved management
plan exists and is being fully implemented

Is a plan and is it being
implemented?

Good: An approved management
plan exists, but it is only being partially
implemented because of funding
constraints or other problems (please
state)
Fair: A plan is being prepared or has been
prepared but is not being implemented
Poor: There is no plan for managing the
World Heritage site

3. Planning systems

Very Good: Planning and decision-making
processes are excellent

Are the planning
systems appropriate,
i.e. participation,
consultation, review
and updating?

Good: There are some planning and
decision-making processes in place, but
they could be better, either in terms of
improved processes or processes being
carried out

Consider opportunities
for adjacent
landholders and
stakeholders
to influence
management
planning, and whether
details of the schedule,
process for periodic
review and updating
of the management
plan exist.

Fair: There are some planning and
decision-making processes in place, but
these are either inadequate or are not
carried out
Poor: Planning and decision-making
processes are deficient in most aspects
4. Regular work plans
Are there regular work
plans or other planning
tools?

Very Good: Regular work plans exist,
actions are monitored against planned
targets, and most or all prescribed
activities are completed
Good: Regular work plans exist and actions
are monitored against planned targets, but
many activities are incomplete
Fair: Regular work plans exist but activities
are not monitored against the plan’s
targets
Poor: No regular work plans exist

5. Monitoring and
evaluation
Are management
activities monitored
against performance?

Very Good: A good monitoring and
evaluation system exists, is well
implemented, and used for adaptive
management
Good: There is an agreed and
implemented monitoring and evaluation
system of management activities, but
results are not systematically applied to
management
Fair: There is some ad hoc monitoring
and evaluation of management activities,
but no overall strategy and/or no regular
collection of results
Poor: There is no monitoring and
evaluation of management activities in the
World Heritage site

Include details of
the type of planning
instrument being used
(i.e. annual work plan,
tourism plan)
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6. Reporting
Are all the reporting
requirements of the
World Heritage site
fulfilled?

Very Good: Site managers fully comply
with all reporting needs and have all
the necessary information for full and
informative reporting
Good: Site managers fully comply with
all reporting needs, but do not have all
the necessary information for full and
informative reporting
Fair: There is some reporting, but all
reporting needs are not fulfilled and
managers do not have all the necessary
information on the site to allow full and
informative reporting
Poor: There is no reporting on the World
Heritage site

7. Maintenance of
equipment

Very Good: Equipment and facilities
are well-maintained and an equipment
maintenance plan is being implemented

Is equipment
Good: There is basic maintenance of
adequately maintained? equipment and facilities. If a maintenance
plan exists it is not fully implemented
Fair: There is some ad hoc maintenance,
but a maintenance plan does not exist or is
not implemented
Poor: There is little or no maintenance
of equipment and facilities, and no
maintenance plan
8. Major infrastructure
Is management
infrastructure (e.g.
roads, offices, fire
towers) adequate for
the needs of the site?

Very Good: Management infrastructure
is excellent and appropriate for managing
the site
Good: Management infrastructure is
adequate and generally appropriate for
the site
Fair: Management infrastructure is often
inadequate and/or inappropriate for the
site
Poor: Management infrastructure is
inadequate and/or inappropriate for the
site

9. Staff equipment and
facilities
Are the available
facilities (e.g.
vehicles, GPS, staff
accommodation)
suitable for the
management
requirements of the
site?

Very Good: Staff facilities and equipment
at the World Heritage site are good and
aid the achievement of the objectives of
the site
Good: Staff facilities and equipment are
not significantly constraining achievement
of major objectives
Fair: Inadequate staff facilities and
equipment constrain achievement of
some management objectives
Poor: Inadequate staff facilities and
equipment mean that achievement of
major objectives is constrained
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10. Staff/ management
communication

Very Good: Staff directly participate in
making decisions relating to management
of the site at both site and management
authority level

Do staff have the
Good: Staff directly contribute to some
opportunity to feed into decisions relating to management
management decisions?
Fair: Staff have some input into discussions
relating to management, but no direct
involvement in the resulting decisions
Poor: There are no mechanisms for staff
to input into decisions relating to the
management of the World Heritage site
11. Personnel
management
How well are staff
managed?

Very Good: Provisions to ensure good
personnel management are in place
Good: Although some provisions for
personnel management are in place, these
could be improved

Include details of the
types of personnel
management systems
that are in place

For example,
job descriptions,
staff appraisals,
grievance procedures,
promotion plans,
insurance

Include information,
for example, on what
happens if people are
arrested

For example, lack
of skills, no patrol
budget, staff
management
problems

Include details on
whether audits are
regularly carried out

For example, the
timely release of funds
for the financial year

Fair: There are minimal provisions for good
personnel management
Poor: There are no provisions to ensure
good personnel management

12. Staff training
Are staff adequately
trained?

Very Good: Staff training and skills are
appropriate for the management needs of
the site, and for anticipated future needs
Good: Staff training and skills are
adequate, but could be further improved
to fully achieve management objectives
Fair: Staff training and skills are low relative
to the management needs of the site
Poor: Staff lack the skills/training needed
for effective site management

13. Law enforcement
Do staff have the
capacity to enforce
legislation?

Very Good: The staff have excellent
capacity/resources to enforce legislation
and regulations
Good: The staff have acceptable capacity/
resources to enforce legislation and
regulations, but some deficiencies remain
Fair: There are major deficiencies in staff
capacity/resources to enforce legislation
and regulations
Poor: The staff have no effective capacity/
resources to enforce legislation and
regulations

14. Financial
management

Very Good: Financial management is
excellent and contributes to effective
management of the site

Does the financial
management
system meet critical
management needs?

Good: Financial management is adequate
but could be improved
Fair: Financial management is poor and
constrains effectiveness
Poor: Financial management is poor and
significantly undermines effectiveness of
the World Heritage site
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Resource management
15. Managing resources
Are there management
mechanisms in place to
control inappropriate
land uses and activities
(e.g. poaching)?

Very Good: Mechanisms for controlling
inappropriate land use and activities in
the World Heritage site exist and are being
effectively implemented
Good: Mechanisms for controlling
inappropriate land use and activities
in the World Heritage site exist, but
there are some problems in effectively
implementing them
Fair: Mechanisms for controlling
inappropriate land use and activities in
the World Heritage site exist, but there are
major problems in implementing them
effectively
Poor: There are no management
mechanisms for controlling inappropriate
land use and activities in the World
Heritage site

16. Resource inventory
Is there enough
information to manage
the World Heritage site?

Very Good: Information on the critical
habitats, species and cultural values of the
World Heritage site is sufficient to support
planning and decision-making and is being
updated
Good: Information on the critical habitats,
species and cultural values of the World
Heritage site is sufficient for some areas
of planning/decision making and plans
exist (e.g. research and monitoring) to fill
data gaps
Fair: Some information is available on
the critical habitats, species and cultural
values of the World Heritage site, but
this is insufficient to support planning
and decision-making and further data
gathering is not being carried out
Poor: There is little or no information
available on the critical habitats, species
and cultural values of the World Heritage
site

17. Research
Is there a programme
of managementorientated survey and
research work?

Very Good: There is a comprehensive,
integrated programme of survey and
research work, which is relevant to
management needs
Good: There is considerable survey and
research work directed towards the needs
of World Heritage site management
Fair: There is limited survey and research
work directed towards the needs of World
Heritage site management
Poor: There is no research taking place
directed towards the needs of World
Heritage site management

Detail which areas (i.e.
critical habitats, species
and/or cultural values) have
either sufficient or deficient
information resources
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18. Ecosystems and
species
Is the biodiversity of
the World Heritage site
adequately managed?

Very Good: Requirements for
management of critical ecosystems and
species are being substantially or fully
implemented
Good: Requirements for management of
critical ecosystems and species are only
being partially implemented
Fair: Requirements for management of
critical ecosystems and species are known,
but are not being implemented
Poor: Requirements for management of
critical ecosystems and species have not
been assessed and/or active management
is not being undertaken

19. Cultural/historical
resource management
Are the site’s cultural
resources adequately
managed?

Very Good: Requirements for
management of cultural/historical
values are being substantially or fully
implemented
Good: Requirements for management of
cultural/historical values are only being
partially implemented
Fair: Requirements for management of
cultural/historical values are known, but
are not being implemented
Poor: Requirements for management of
cultural/historical values have not been
assessed and/or active management is not
being undertaken

Management and tourism
20. Visitor facilities
Are visitor facilities (for
tourists, pilgrims, etc.)
adequate?

Very Good: Visitor facilities and services
are excellent for current levels of visitation
Good: Visitor facilities and services are
adequate for current levels of visitation
but could be improved
Fair: Visitor facilities and services are
inappropriate for current levels of
visitation
Poor: There are no visitor facilities and
services despite an identified need

21. Commercial tourism
Do commercial tour
operators contribute
to World Heritage site
management?

Very Good: There is good cooperation
between managers and tourism operators
to enhance visitor experiences and protect
site values
Good: There is limited cooperation
between managers and tourism operators
to enhance visitor experiences and protect
site values
Fair: There is contact between managers
and tourism operators, but this is largely
confined to administrative or regulatory
matters
Poor: There is little or no contact between
managers and tourism operators using the
World Heritage site
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22. Visitor opportunities Very Good: Implementation of visitor
management policies and programmes
is based on research and monitoring into
Have plans been
visitor use and requirements and the
developed to provide
carrying capacity of the World Heritage site
visitors with the most
Good: Policies and programmes to
appropriate access and enhance visitor opportunities are being
implemented, but these are not based on
diversity of experience
when visiting the World research and monitoring of visitor use and
requirements
Heritage site?
Fair: Consideration has been given to
policies and programmes to enhance
visitor opportunities, but little or no action
has been taken
Poor: No consideration has been given to
the provision of visitor opportunities to the
World Heritage site
23. Education and
awareness programme
Is there a planned
education programme
that addresses all
audiences (i.e. local
communities as well as
visitors)?

Very Good: There is a planned,
implemented and effective education
and awareness programme fully linked
to the objectives and needs of the World
Heritage site
Good: There is a planned education and
awareness programme, but there are
still serious gaps either in the plan or in
implementation
Fair: There is a limited and ad hoc
education and awareness programme, but
no overall planning
Poor: There is no education and
awareness programme

24. Access
Is visitor access
sufficiently controlled?
(For example, through
patrols, and permits,
etc.)

Very Good: Visitor management systems
are largely or wholly effective in controlling
access to the site in accordance with
objectives
Good: Visitor management systems are
moderately effective in controlling access
to the site in accordance with objectives
Fair: Visitor management systems are only
partially effective in controlling access to
the site in accordance with objectives
Poor: Visitor management systems
are ineffective in controlling access to
the site in accordance with objectives
Management and communities/
neighbours

Management and communities/neighbours
25. Local communities
Do local communities
resident in or near
the World Heritage
site have input to
management decisions?

Very Good: Local communities directly
and meaningfully participate in all relevant
management decisions for the site
Good: Local communities directly
contribute to some relevant management
decisions, but their involvement could be
improved
Fair: Local communities have some input
into discussions relating to management,
but no direct involvement in decisionmaking
Poor: Local communities have no input
into decisions relating to the management
of the World Heritage site
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26. Local people’s
welfare
Are there programmes
developed by the World
Heritage managers
that consider local
people’s welfare whilst
conserving the sites
resources?

Very Good: Programmes to enhance local,
indigenous and/or traditional peoples’
welfare, while conserving World Heritage
site resources, are being implemented
successfully
Good: Programmes to enhance local,
indigenous and/or traditional peoples
welfare, while conserving World Heritage
site resources, are being implemented, but
could be improved
Fair: Programmes exist to enhance local,
indigenous and/or traditional peoples
welfare, while conserving World Heritage
site resources, but are either inadequate
or are not being implemented
Poor: There are no programmes in place
which aim to enhance local, indigenous
and/or traditional peoples welfare

27. State and
commercial neighbours

Very Good: There is regular contact
between managers and neighbouring
official or corporate land/sea users, and
substantial cooperation on management

Is there cooperation
with neighbouring land/ Good: There is contact between managers
and neighbouring official or corporate
sea owners and users?
land/sea users, but only some cooperation
on management
Fair: There is contact between managers
and neighbouring official or corporate
land/sea users, but little or no cooperation
on management
Poor: There is no contact between
managers and neighbouring official or
corporate land/sea users
28. Conflict resolution
If conflicts between the
World Heritage site and
stakeholders arise, are
mechanisms in place to
help find solutions?

Very Good: Conflict resolutions
mechanisms exist and are used whenever
conflicts arise
Good: Conflict resolutions mechanisms
exist, but are only partially effective
Fair: Conflict resolution mechanisms exist,
but are largely ineffective
Poor: No conflict resolution mechanisms
exist
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Worksheet 8b: Assessment of Management Processes: Summary
Management area
Management structures
and systems

Question

Rating

Distribution of rating

1
2
3
4
5

Very Good:
Good:
Fair:
Poor

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
Resource management

15

Very Good:

16

Good:

17

Fair:

18

Poor

18
Management and tourism
Management and
communities /neighbours

20

Very Good:

21

Good:

22

Fair:

23

Poor

24
25

Very Good:

26

Good:

27
28
29
Comparisons with last
assessments
Gaps and challenges
Analysis and conclusions

Fair:
Poor

Guidelines for assessing the management effectiveness of protected areas

126

Tool 9: assessment of management plan implementation
This tool aims to show progress in implementing the management plan (or other primary
planning document).
Worksheet 9: Assessment of Management Plan Implementation
Status codes

Component A

Each action should be
assessed against the status
codes provided below

Component A

Component A

Component A

These columns can provide a summary of progress towards completing each action

1. Not commenced
2. Reactive work only
3. Planning in progress
4. Planning complete work
commenced
5. Substantial progress
6. Action completed
Total
Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous
assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities,
recommendations and followup actions

Tool 10. Work/site output indicators
This tool assesses the achievement of annual work programme targets and other output
indicators for the site.
Worksheet 9: Assessment of Management Plan Implementation
Status codes

Work output
target

Performance

Performance/level Comments/
in previous year
explanation

List indicators (these are
usually expressed in a
numeric way and may
include user numbers,
volume of work output
and physical outputs)

Identify a
measurable target
for each indicator

List actual
performance so
that this can be
compared to the
target

List (where they
exist) last year’s
outputs relating to
the indicator

Analysis and conclusions
Comparisons with previous assessments
Gaps and challenges
Opportunities, recommendations and
follow-up actions

Sources of
information
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Tool 11. Assessing the outcomes of management: Conservation
Of values and achievement of objectives
This tool is designed to help answer the most important question of all: whether the World
Heritage site is protecting its values and achieving its objectives. It consists of two worksheets:
•
Worksheet 11a: Monitoring Management Outcomes
•
Worksheet 11b. Assessing Management Outcomes
Worksheet 11a: Monitoring management outcomes
Indicator: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Major Site Values/Objectives assessed by the indicator: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Justification for selection: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indicator
thresholds

Confidence
level of
threshold

Management Monitoring
responses
activity/
methods

Frequency

Level beyond
which urgent
management
action will
be needed
(usually an
upper and
lower limit)

The likely
accuracy of
the threshold
(high, medium
or low)

Review
here the
management
responses if
the indicators
threshold is
exceeded

Identify the
When?
proportion of
staff who are
trained in each
category

Summarize how
information will be
collected (survey,
use of monitoring
equipment, etc.)
and whether
monitoring is
already taking
place (current) or
new (needs to be
developed)

Timing

Person
responsible

Cost and
funding
source

By whom?

List the likely
cost and
whether
money is
currently
available

Current:
New:
Current:
New:

Worksheet 11b: Assessment of Outcomes of Management
Major Site Value(s): . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Indicator

These should
have been
recorded in
Worksheet 11a

Threshold

These should have
been developed in
Worksheet 11a

Status of indicator
in relation to
threshold
Using the monitoring
data gathered for
each indicator, assess
the status and trend
of the indicator in this
text field. Is the status
of significant concern,
developing concern or
fine? Is the condition
improving, unchanged
or deteriorating?

Rating

Summarize the
status and trend of
the indicator using
the graphics

Comparison with
last assessment

How does this
compare with
any previous
assessments?

Management
interventions:
urgency and
details of actions
Identify any
specific actions
needed in response
to information
collected in the
monitoring and
assessment of
objectives
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Tool 12. Review of management effectiveness assessment results
This tool summarizes the results of the assessment and helps to prioritize management
actions in response to the assessment’s findings.
Worksheet 12: Review of Management Effectiveness Assessment Results
Element

Tool

Follow-up Actions

Elements of the WCPA
framework

List the tools used (adapt as necessary to the particular
assessment)

Summarize follow-up

Context

Tool 1: Identifying Site Values and Management
Objectives
Tool 2: Identifying Threats
Tool 3: Relationships with Stakeholders/Partners
Tool 4: Review of National Context

Planning

Tool 5: Assessment of Management Planning
Tool 6: Design Assessment

Inputs

Tool 7: Assessment of Management Needs and Inputs

Processes

Tool 8: Assessment of Management Processes

Outputs

Tool 9: Assessment of Management Plan
Implementation
Tool 10: Work/Site Output Indicators

Outcomes

Tool 11b: Assessing Outcomes of Management
List each value that has
been assessed

Summarize the trend
of each value based on
the indicators
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Elements and indicators of enhancing of heritages tool kit

				

Tool

Indicators

1. Management values and objectives

•		
•
•
•

Biodiversity values
Other natural values
Cultural, social and economic values
Principal management objectives

2. Identifying threats - stress, source
(potential and current), status of threat
(area, intensity, action, urgency of action)

•
•
•

Threats to biodiversity
Threats to other natural values
Threats to cultural and socioeconomic values

3. Relationships with stakeholders and
partners

•
•

Identify all the stakeholders and partners
Details of the stakeholder and the issue being 		
assessed
Nature of the relationship between this 			
stakeholder and the issue
Economic dependency
Impacts – Negative impacts
Impacts – Positive contributions
Willingness to engage
Political/Social influence Organisation of 			
stakeholders Opportunities stakeholders/			
partners have to contribute to management the 		
Level of engagement of the stakeholder/partner
Overall adequacy of stakeholder engagement

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
4. Review of national context

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
5. Assessment of management
planning

•
•

•
•
•
•

How adequate is the legislation?
To what extent is the legislation used/useful?
Is the legislation effective?
How high does conservation rank relative to 		
other government policies?
Does other government policy relevant to this 		
site contradict or undermine conservation policy?
Is there a conscious attempt to integrate 			
conservation within other areas of government policy?
Are policies implemented i.e. has the necessary 		
legislation been enacted?
International conservation conventions and treaties Are
these conventions and treaties reflected in national 		
law?
How willing is government to fund the World Heritage 		
site? Does government have the capacity to 			
match its willingness? What is the 			
relationship between site level and agenc 			
level staff– e.g. money, 				
staff, training, equipment?
What proportion of the agency’s budget goes to field 		
operations?
Name of plan; Level of approval of the plan (L,G,A, 		
S/A,D);
Year of preparation, likely completion or most 		
recent review; Year specified for next 			
review of plan Comments (comments should 		
concentrate on the adequacy, currency, and integration
of the plan with other planning instruments)
Does the plan establish a clear understanding of the 		
desired future for the site?
Does the plan provide sufficient guidance on the 		
desired future for the site?
Does the plan provide for a process of monitoring, 		
review and adjustment?
Does the plan provide an adequate and appropriate 		
policy environment?
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				•
•
•
•
•
•
•
6. Design assessment

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Is the plan integrated/linked to other significant 		
national/regional/sectoral plans?
Is the plan based on an adequate and relevant 		
information base? Does the plan address the 		
primary issues?
Are the objectives and actions specified in the plan 		
represented as adequate and appropriate response to 		
the issues?
Does the plan take account of the needs and interests 		
of local and indigenous communities?
Does the plan take account of the needs and interests 		
of other stakeholders?
Does the plan provide adequate direction on 		
management actions?
Does the plan identify the priorities?
List objectives for biodiversity and other natural values
Key habitats
Size
External interactions
Connectivity
List community objectives for cultural, social and 		
economic values
Key area legal status and tenure
List management issues related to legal status, access 		
and boundary issues with neighbours
Legal status and tenure
Access points
Neighbours

7. Management needs

•
•

Assessing management needs
Assessing whether the inputs available match the 		
management needs

8. Assessment of management processes

•

Management planning: Is there a plan and is it being i		
mplemented?
Planning systems: Are the planning systems appropriate
i.e. participation, consultation, review and updating?
Regular work plans: Are there annual work plans or 		
other planning tools?
Maintenance of equipment: Is equipment adequately 		
maintained?
Management staff facilities: Are the available facilities 		
suitable for the management requirements 			
of the site? 					
Staff/management communication: Do staff 		
have the opportunity to feed into 			
management decisions?
Staff training: Are staff adequately trained?
Personnel management: How well are staff managed?
Financial management: Does the financial management
system meet the Critical management needs?
Managing resources: Are there management 		
mechanisms in place to control inappropriate land uses
and activities (e.g. poaching)?
Law enforcement: do staff have the capacity to enforce
legislation?
Monitoring and assessment: Are management activities
monitored against performance?
Resource inventory: Is there enough information to 		
manage the World Heritage site?
Research: Is there a programme of management- 		
orientated survey and research work?
Reporting: Are all the reporting requirements of the 		
World Heritage site fulfilled?
Ecosystems and species: Is the biodiversity of the World
Heritage site adequately managed?

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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				•

9. Assessment of management plan
implementation
10. Output assessment

Cultural/ historical resource management: Are the site’s
cultural resources adequately managed?
•
Are visitor facilities (for tourists, pilgrims etc) adequate?
•
Do commercial tour operators contribute to protected 		
area management?
•
Have plans been developed to provide visitors with the
most appropriate access and diversity of experience 		
when visiting the World Heritage site?
•
Is there a planned education programme?
•
Access Is visitor access sufficiently controlled?
•
Local people Do local people resident in or near the 		
World Heritage site have input to 			
management decisions?
•
Local, peoples welfare Are there programmes 		
developed by the World Heritage managers 			
which consider local people’s welfare whilst conserving
the sites resources?
•
State and commercial neighbours: Is there cooperation 		
with neighbouring land/sea users?
•
Conflict resolution: If conflicts between the World 		
Heritage site and stakeholders arise, are mechanisms in
place to help find solutions?
		
•
Achievement of management plan actions
•
•

•

11. Outcomes of management (suggested

12. Achievement of principal objectives

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Numbers of users (e.g. numbers of visitors, numbers of
people using a service, numbers of inquiries answered)
Volume of work output (e.g. numbers of meetings held
with local communities, number of patrols undertaken,
extent of area surveyed in a research programme, 		
numbers of prosecutions instigated)
Physical outputs (e.g. length of site boundary 		
delineated and marked, numbers 			
of brochures produced 				
or distributed, number and value of 			
development projects completed)
Size of protected area
Ecosystem functioning
Renewal of ecosystem
Uniqueness
Diversity
Human well-being
Cultural values
Recreation management objectives
Economic objectives
Stresses
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Annex 4. IUCN green list standards

Component 1: Good Governance
Green List sites demonstrate equitable and effective governance
Criterion 1.1
Guarantee Legitimacy and Voice

There are clearly defined, legitimate, equitable, and functional
governance arrangements, in which the interests of civil society,
rights-holders and stakeholders, are fairly represented and addressed,
including those relating to the establishment or designation of the site.

Criterion 1.2
Achieve Transparency and
Accountability

Governance arrangements and decision-making processes are
transparent and appropriately communicated, and responsibilities
for implementation are clear, including a readily accessible process to
identify, hear and resolve complaints, disputes, or grievances

Criterion 1.3
Enable Governance Vitality and
Capacity to Respond Adaptively

Planning and management draws on the best available knowledge
of the social and ecological context of the site, using an adaptive
management framework that anticipates, learns from and responds to
change in its decision-making.

Component 2: Sound Design and Planning
Green List sites have clear, long-term conservation goals and objectives, based on a
sound understanding of their natural, cultural and social-economic context
Criterion 2.1
Identify and Understand Major
Site Values

The site’s major values for conservation of nature with associated
ecosystem services and cultural values are identified and understood.

Criterion 2.2
Design for Long-Term Conservation
of Major Site Values

The design of the site in its landscape/seascape context support longterm maintenance of the major site values.

Criterion 2.3
Understand Threats and
Challenges to Major Site Values

Threats and challenges to major site values are described and
understood in sufficient detail to enable effective planning and
management to address them.

Criterion 2.4 Understand the
Social and Economic Context

The social and economic context of the site including the positive
and negative social and economic impacts of the way it is managed is
understood and reflected in management goals and objectives.
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Component 3: effective management
Green List sites are managed effectively
Criterion 3.1
Develop and Implement a
Long-Term Management
Strategy

The site has a long-term strategy that provides a clear explanation of the overall
goals and objectives of management (explicitly including the conservation of
the area’s major values and achievement of its social and economic goals and
objectives). This is reflected in an up-to-date management plan or its functional
equivalent, which:
•
Provides clear and appropriate management directions: Strategies and
actions specified in plans, policies and procedures are appropriate and
sufficient to achieve the planned goals and objectives for the area.
•
Demonstrates adequate capacity to manage effectively: Key strategies
and associated activities to achieve goals and objectives in the longterm are supported by adequate financial and human resources,
adequate staff competency, capacity development and training;
appropriate access to equipment and adequate infrastructure; and
measures are in place to deal with critical shortfalls.

Criterion 3.2 Manage
Ecological Condition

Management can clearly demonstrate that ecological attributes and processes
are being managed to maintain the area’s major natural values and associated
ecosystem services.

Criterion 3.3
Manage Within the Social and
Economic Context of the Area

Management can clearly demonstrate that:
•
Rights-holders and stakeholders are recognized and engaged effectively
by management, and their interests are fairly and fully considered;
•
The social and economic benefits of the area are recognized, promoted
and are being maintained, OR, where such maintenance is incompatible
with the maintenance of the area’s natural values, any restrictions are
designed and implemented in consultation with, and preferably
following the free, prior and informed consent of right-holders and
stakeholders.

Criterion 3.4
Manage Threats

Threats are being actively and effectively responded to, so that their impact
is not compromising the maintenance of major site values or the achievement of the
area’s goals and objectives.

Criterion 3.5
Effectively and Fairly Enforce
Laws and Regulations

Relevant laws, regulations and restrictions are fairly and effectively applied in all
aspects of the protected area management and operations.

Criterion 3.6
Manage Access, Resource Use
and Visitation

When permitted, activities within the area that involve direct access to resources are
compatible with and support the achievement of the area’s conservation goals and
objectives, meet the needs of users, and are properly regulated. When permitted,
tourism and visitor management are compatible with and support the achievement
of the area’s conservation goals and objectives.

Criterion 3.7
Measure Success

Monitoring, evaluation and learning provide an objective basis for determining
measures of success. Monitoring and assessment programmes should be capable of
providing data on:
•
Whether each of the site’s major values is being successfully protected;
•
Level and intensity of threats; and
•
Achievement of management goals and objectives.
As appropriate, thresholds may be determined by changes in major values over a
specified time period compared to those anticipated without the protected and
conserved area.
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Component 4: Successful Conservation Outcomes
Green List sites demonstrate successful long-term conservation of major natural
values, and associated cultural and ecosystem service values; as well as the
achievement of social and economic goals and objectives
Criterion 4.1
Demonstrate Conservation of Major
Natural Values

The area is meeting or exceeding the performance thresholds
for nature conservation, consistent with its IUCN protected area
management category.

Criterion 4.2
Demonstrate Conservation of
Ecosystem Services

The area is maintaining and providing the major ecosystem service
values.

Criterion 4.3
Demonstrate Conservation of Cultural
Values

The area is maintaining and providing for the persistence of major
cultural values.
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