
Management effectiveness 
evaluation and the global study 

Using experience 
to manage better 

Fiona Leverington and lots 
of others from WCPA, UQ, 
WCMC and the PA Family 



Why we do it  
 1. Help us manage better: 

adaptive management, not just 
‘trial and error’) 

2. For reporting – to promote 
accountability and transparency 

3. Prioritisation - allocate 
resources efficiently  

4. Build a supporting constituency 
(stakeholder participation and 
understanding) 

 



A ten-year review – we’ve learned  
• Protected area management effectiveness 

evaluation (PAME) is most importantly about 
sharing experiences and information to 
improve management.  

We need 

–Cooperation 

–Courage  

–Commitment  



Cooperation to share information and to help 

each other work better 

• Local level – cooperation with PA staff, NGOS, 
experts, Indigenous people and other community 
members, academics 

• To share information, opinions and experiences – 
about PA management, about outcomes, and about 
the effect of Pas on communities. 

• National and international level – sharing data, 
sharing experiences, sharing ideas 

 



Courage to admit we’re not perfect…  

to face realities that are not always great – and to re-
draw our ‘mental maps’ when we need to! 

• Courage to really examine management and to 
celebrate successes…and also admit 
shortcomings 

• Really hard for agencies – whether NGO, private 
organisations, or governments to do, especially 
to a public forum 

• Really hard for all of us to change our ideas and 
to listen to what we don’t want to hear! 



• Courage is also getting back up after a failure 

• For some big organisations, it might be 
admitting that cutting out specific protected 
area programs and PAME was a mistake, and 
starting again. 

• It might be admitting we are not using the 
best methodologies, and changing the way we 
do things – both in management and in 
evaluation  



Commitment 

• Commitment… to keep on doing PAME after 
the initial thrill wears off 

• To get data, analyse data and write it up 

• To make the changes needed to improve 
management, rather than just write a report 

• To find creative solutions to every problem, 
not just the easy ones 

 



The global study – one of the advances 
in cooperation since Durban  

• Universities – esp UQ, Oxford, Copenhagen, Greifswald 

• Governments and institutions (e.g. Parks Victoria, 
Korean Parks Service 

• IUCN-WCPA and IUCN 

• WCMC and Biodiversity Indicators Partnership 

• NGOs (especially WWF, TNC, Birdlife) 

• World Bank 

• Global Environment Fund 



WHY? 
 To strengthen management of protected areas by pulling 

together the good work on this subject, helping the 
conservation community to share experiences and to find 
common themes in the study results.  

 
 
 

To gain some understanding of 
the current state of protected 
areas worldwide. 

To understand what factors are 
essential to good management, 
and to recommend ways to 
maximize the benefits obtained 
from conducting evaluations of 
management.                                    



Four levels of investigation  

Level one: Methodology  

Level two: Study - an application of the 
methodology 

Level three: Assessment - the study 
at one single protected area 

Level four: Results - the results 
of an assessment converted to a 
common reporting format 



Level one: Methodologies and indicators 
Learn about the range of methodologies used for different situations and protected 
area systems, and communicate this information widely 

 



90 methodologies 
recorded;  
many reviewed; 
indicators 
analysed 



Level two: Studies 
An application of a methodology in a defined time and place (may be multiple 
countries). Essential link from methodology to PA level 

 



 
Level three: Assessment 

 
An application of a 
methodology in an individual 
protected area at one time  

 

• What has been done 
where? When? How? 



 

3834 

2998 

1915 

228 
222 

209 

93 
83 72 

No of protected areas assessed 
(international studies) METT

Birdlife IBA

RAPPAM

WHA Outlook Report

GOBI survey

PROARCA/CAPAS

Parks profiles

PIP Site consolidation

European diploma

MPA MEE



Number of 
protected areas 
assessed (national 
methodologies 
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Proportion of each 
country’s protected 
area estate which is 
known to have been 

assessed for 
management 

effectiveness (by area).  
 

Source: WCMC from PAME 
global study / METT statistics. 
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Level four: results 

• Not available for all 
assessments 

• Different data 
permissions for some, 
but most are free. 
Never used to compare 
Pas. Reports to date 
have only looked at very 
‘lumped-up’ data. 

• Not original results, but 
‘transformed’. 

• WITH PERMISSION only, 
may be reported on 
WDPA in the future 



Reconciling many data sets with 
different scales and indicators 



Common reporting format 

After analysing 1800 indicators, 
a set of 45 headline indicators was 
developed to represent the range of 
common questions asked… 

staff, infrastructure, tourism, culture, 
biodiversity conservation…. 

 



Human 
resource 

management 
and 

conditions 

Are the staff managed well enough? 

Personnel problems extent: 

Personnel problems impact: 

Justify scores and describe personnel 

problems: 

Staff employment conditions are sufficient to 

retain high-quality staff. 

 Staff performance and progress on targets 

are periodically reviewed. 

There are adequate means of communication 

between field and office staff. 

There is effective communication between all 

levels of PA staff and administration. 



Mean of management effectiveness indicators 

  

Management 

‘sound’  
Management 

clearly 

inadequate  

Basic management– 

significant 

deficiencies.  



0.00 0.20 0.40 0.60 0.80 1.00

14 Security/ reliability of funding

13 Adequacy of current funding

20 Management effectiveness evaluation undertaken

40 Proportion of stated objectives achieved

12 Adequacy of staff numbers

33 Visitors catered for  and impacts managed appropriately

15 Adequacy of infrastructure,  equipment and facilities

37 Research and monitoring of natural/ cultural management

45 Threat monitoring

21 Adequacy of building  and maintenance systems

26 Adequacy of law enforcement capacity

24 Adequacy of  hr policies and procedures

22 Adequacy of staff training

42 Conservation of nominated values - trend

36 Natural resource and cultural protection activities undertaken

29 Communication program

3 Level of extent and severity of threat

19 Effectiveness of administration including financial management

28 Involvement of communities and stakeholders

6 Constraint or support by external political and civil environment

43 Effect of park management on local community

23 Staff/ other management partners skill leve

16 Adequacy of relevant and available information for management

32 Sustainable resource use - management and audit

41 Conservation of  nominated values -condition

46 Adequacy of pa legislation

11 Management plan

38 Achievement of set work program

8a Tenure issues

4 Trend of threats

9 Marking and security/ fencing of park boundaries

17 Effectiveness of governance

30 Appropriate program of community benefit/ assistance

10 Appropriateness of design

1Level of significance

8 Park gazettal

Doing worst 
– inputs 
(money, 
staff, 
equipment)  

Doing best – in 
design and 

establishment 



0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45

5.1 Hunting, killing & collecting terrestrial animals 

5.3 Logging & wood harvesting

5.2 Gathering terrestrial plants or plant products (non-timber)

6.1 Recreational activities

7.3c Edge effects, adjacent land use, buffer zone issues

2.3 Livestock farming & grazing within protected area

7.3 Other Ecosystem Modifications

1.1 Housing & settlement within protected area

7.1 Fire & Fire Suppression

9 Pollution (all types)

8.1 Invasive Non-Native/Alien Plants

3.2 Mining & quarrying 

2.1 Annual & perennial non-timber crops within protected area

5.4 Fishing, killing  & harvesting aquatic resources

4.1 Roads & Railroads 

7.2 Dams & Water Management/Use

8.1a Invasive Non-Native/Alien Animals

11.1 Habitat shifting & alteration

3.3 Renewable Energy 

7.3b Increased isolation from other natural habitat

4.2 Utility & Service Lines

7.3a Fragmentation within protected area

3.1 Oil & gas drilling 

12.3 Destruction of cultural heritage 

Number of reports nominating threat

Total Asia (of 14) AFRICA total (12) TOTAL EUROPE (9) Total LAC (9) TOTAL OCEANIA (3)



“What’s the story?” 
Community and stakeholder engagement  

Level of engagement and support from the 

Community / Stakeholders  
 

Change in the level of engagement and 

support from the Community / 

Stakeholders  

 

Rangers have initiated a marked increase in public 
interpretation over the past 2 years….. 
In the other PAs, monitoring illegal activities is difficult, and therefore the 
PAs are accessible to 
such activities. In Bui, accessibility is a problem especially during the rainy 
period when canoes 
have to be used to get into the park; besides, the entire western boundary 
is international and so, 
staff cannot station there. In Ankasa, the terrain is difficult and staff 
strength is low; in Mole, the 
problem is that the park is huge and activities like hunting are difficult to 
monitor; park resources 
are in demand, and animals are easily seen. 



• In the other PAs, monitoring illegal activities is difficult, 
and therefore the PAs are accessible to such activities.  

• In Bui, accessibility is a problem especially during the 
rainy period when canoes have to be used to get into 
the park; besides, the entire western boundary is 
international and so, staff cannot station there.  

• In Ankasa, the terrain is difficult and staff strength is 
low; in Mole, the problem is that the park is huge and 
activities like hunting are difficult to monitor; park 
resources are in demand, and animals are easily seen. 








