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OVERVIEW 

This three-day workshop took place on the 11th, 12th and 13th November 2019, in Isalo, 

Madagascar with a one-day tour to Ranomafana National Park on the 10th of November, as 

well as a site visit to Isalo National Park on the 13th November.   

In order to support protected area planning and decision-making, the BIOPAMA programme 

is providing and assessing tools that respond to the specific requests in data collection, 

information management, protected area management effectiveness, governance and social 

assessments and others.  The goal of the workshop was to present and promote an integrated 

set of standards, tools and approaches that will help measure and improve the quality of 

protected and conserved area sites and systems. 

 

The specific objectives were to:  

 

1. Provide an overview, based on the consultant report, of the key standards, tools and 

approaches for management, social and governance assessments that are in use in, or 

relevant to, the ESA region. 

2. Present, based on selected case studies, key lessons learned from the application of different 

tools to identify best practice for management, social and governance assessments. 

3. Introduce the IUCN Green List of Protected Areas Standard and its implementation (e.g. 

criteria and indicators, Expert Assessment Group (EAGL), adaptation of indicators, etc.) 

and present options for using the results from management, social and governance 

assessments for Green List applications. 

4. Present a proposed common reporting system and format for collecting, maintaining and 

assessing data and information resulting from the application of management, social and 

governance assessments for the BIOPAMA Regional Resource Hub (RRH), RRIS, and 

global datasets linked to the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) such as the 

Global Database on Protected Area Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME).  

5. Discuss opportunities and challenges to promoting the implementation of management 

effectiveness, social and governance assessments in the ESA countries.  

6. Discuss potential pilot cases for the implementation of management, governance and social 

assessments, and the Green List in the ESA region. 

 

The participants were from 21 Madagascar National Parks (MNP), MNP staff from 

Antananarivo (including the CEO), two IUCN member NGOs from Mauritius, one IUCN 

member NGO from Seychelles, one government participant from Comoros and one participant 

representing IOC, as well as NGOs from Madagascar, and Ministry staff from Madagascar. 

 

The opening session set the scene and highlighted the importance of management, social and 

governance assessments. There were presentations on the results of a consultancy to provide a 

baseline and background information on the assessments and tools used in the ESA region to-

date. There were presentations on the various governance, social and management 

effectiveness frameworks, tools and their implementation. The presentations were followed by 

plenary Q&A and discussions and then breakaway groups to discuss current implementation, 

https://biopama.org/file/1063
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challenges and opportunities related to assessments. Plenary presentations were also given on 

the Green List, data collection, collation, analysis and reporting.  A series of ‘clinics’ related 

to the different tools and assessments were also held on the last day to allow for more 

engagement and discussions.  Site visits to Ranomafana National Park and Isalo National Park 

were included to allow participants to see the different ecotourism options, as well as diverse 

habitats, and to promote greater exchange and networking between participants.   

 

The regional and global context 

 

The regional and global context is framed by the CBD Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011 to 

2020, and its associated Aichi Targets, in particular Target 11 on Protected Areas which 

contains two distinct elements: quantitative targets for marine and terrestrial protected area; 

and qualitative elements including ‘effective and equitable management’ of ‘representative 

networks of protected areas’ and integration of protected areas into the ‘landscape’. 

 

Performance on the quantitative targets is regionally largely on track for both terrestrial and 

marine environments, with some caveats and exceptions. However, regional reporting on 

qualitative targets such as fair, equitable and effective protected areas is largely cursory, and 

where data exists, the trend is not encouraging. An overall problem is that management, 

governance and social assessments have been conducted using different tools and standards 

making it difficult to objectively understand and compare their results. Furthermore, the results 

and data from many assessments are not available, and to date there is not a single entry point 

or reporting template for accessing this information. 

 

The BIOPAMA Programme can offer vital support to ESA countries and their reporting on 

Target 11. Equally, BIOPAMA can help influence, and advance, the post-2020 framework for 

protected and conserved areas that is expected to raise the need to achieve equity and effective 

governance and management of protected area sites and systems. In this context it is also 

important to consider the European Commission’s (EC) Biodiversity Strategy which promotes 

rights-based approaches to effective protected area systems, and specifically highlights the 

need for improved management effectiveness, globally. BIOPAMA is seamlessly aligned to 

ongoing implementation of this Strategy in ESA countries and helping to measure impact and 

progress. 

 

Tools used to assess Governance, Equity and Protected Area Management Effectiveness 

 

The principle vehicles for BIOPAMA to support ESA countries in their pursuit of fair and 

effective protected and conserved areas are capacity building activities, the Regional Resource 

Hub (RRH), RRIS and the selection of tools and methodologies for assessing and strengthening 

good governance, social impacts and protected area management effectiveness (PAME). These 

tools and methodologies include, but are not limited to, the Management Effectiveness 

Tracking Tool (METT), Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area Management 

(RAPPAM), Enhancing our Heritage Toolkit (EoH), and the Integrated Management 

Effectiveness Toolkit (IMET). 

 

PAME tools such as the Advanced METT, EoH and IMET are key to implementing the new 

IUCN Green List Standard for Protected and Conserved Areas. The Green List Standard 

describes successful site-based conservation through a number of criteria nestled within four 

major elements of success: good governance, sound design and planning, effective 
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management, and conservation outcomes. A few ESA countries are actively exploring and 

using the IUCN Green List Standard to frame strategy and investment into their protected areas, 

such as Kenya, Madagascar and South Africa: Some are successfully using PAME tools to 

assess progress against the Green List Standard. 

 

Other, complementary methodologies are being developed and adopted, such as the Social 

Assessment for Protected Areas (SAPA), already piloted by IIED and partners in Ethiopia, 

Kenya, Uganda and Zambia, and the Governance Assessment for Protected Areas (GAPA), 

piloted by IIED in Kenya, Uganda and Zambia.  It is important to gain an understanding of the 

ongoing application of such tools and methodologies in the region, and to provide governments, 

practitioners and donors with a list of options that best suit their context and objectives. 

 

DAY ONE: INTRODUCTION, GOVERNANCE AND SOCIAL ASSESSMENTS 

1. INTRODUCTIONS AND OVERVIEW 

 

1.1.Official opening and welcome 

 

The workshop began with welcome remarks by the International Union for Conservation of 

Nature (IUCN) BIOPAMA Regional Coordinator for Eastern and Southern Africa, Dr Sue 

Snyman, Domoina Rakotobe, Coordinatrice du Forum Lafa, Wildlife Conservation Society, 

the CEO of Madagascar National Parks (MNP), Dr. Mamy Rakotoarijaona and from the 

Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development, Ms Seheno Ramanantsoa. 

 

1.2. Setting the scene: overview of the agenda and workshop objectives 

 

Before giving an overview of the workshop agenda and objectives, Dr Sue Snyman introduced 

the BIOPAMA programme, the donors, partners, and the team that is working on the 

programme. She went on to explain the goal and objectives of the workshop and ended by 

presenting an overview of the agenda: The following are key highlights from her presentation. 

 

1.2.1. Overview of the BIOPAMA Programme 

 

The BIOPAMA programme is an initiative of the African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) Group 

of States financed by the European Union (EU) 11th European Development Fund, and is jointly 

implemented and coordinated by the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), 

together with the Joint Research Centre of the European Commission (JRC).  

 

The overall objective of the BIOPAMA programme is to contribute to improving the long-

term conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity and natural resources in protected areas 

and surrounding communities through better use and monitoring of information and capacity 

development on management and governance. 

 

 

BIOPAMA ESARO covers 24 countries in Eastern and Southern Africa: Angola, Botswana, 

Comoros, Djibouti, Ethiopia, Eritrea, Kenya, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi, Mauritius, 
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Mozambique, Namibia, Rwanda, Somalia, Seychelles, South Africa, South Sudan, Sudan, 

Swaziland, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. 

 

The BIOPAMA programme involves various actors at different levels (local, national, regional 

and global level), and provides unique and tailored support to protected area authorities in the 

ACP countries to address their priorities for improved management and governance of 

biodiversity and natural resources. 

 

The BIOPAMA programme has five focal areas that are based on regional priorities: 

 Focal Area One: Policy and legislation related to protected area governance and equity 

(PAGE) and protected area management effectiveness (PAME). 

 Focal Area Two: PAGE and PAME assessments and tools (management planning and 

implementation–also related to 3) 

 Focal Area Three: Practical action, particularly focused on local communities. 

 Focal Area Four: Innovative financing solutions and business capacity. 

 Focal Area Five: Strengthen the integration of PAGE and PAME into multiple sectors, 

relevant policies and across political boundaries (transfrontier conservation and 

mainstreaming conservation into multiple sectors). 

 

Goal of the workshop: To present and promote an integrated set of standards, tools and 

approaches that will help measure and improve the quality of protected and conserved area 

sites and systems. 

 

 

1.2.2. Workshop objectives 

 

1. Provide an overview, based on the consultant report, of the key standards, tools and 

approaches for management, social and governance assessments that are in use in, or 

relevant to, the ESA region. 

2. Present, based on selected case studies, key lessons learned from the application of 

different tools to identify best practice for management, social and governance 

assessments. 

3. Introduce the IUCN Green List of Protected Areas Standard and its implementation 

(e.g. criteria and indicators, Expert Assessment Group (EAGL), adaptation of 

indicators, etc.) and present options for using the results from management, social and 

governance assessments for Green List applications. 

4. Present a proposed common reporting system and format for collecting, maintaining 

and assessing data and information resulting from the application of management, 

social and governance assessments for the BIOPAMA Regional Resource Hub (RRH), 

RRIS, and global datasets linked to the World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) 

such as the Global Database on Protected Area Management Effectiveness (GD-

PAME). 

5. Discuss opportunities and challenges to promoting the implementation of management 

effectiveness, social and governance assessments in the ESA countries. 

6. Discuss potential pilot cases for the implementation of management, governance and 

social assessments, and the Green List in the ESA region. 
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The workshop agenda is provided in annex 1.  All presentations are available on request.  For 

workshop participants, all presentations as well as numerous other resources can be found on 

the BIOPAMA USB that was given out at the workshop.  

 

1.2.3. Presentation on Isalo National Park  

 

Jean Jacques Rakotoarivelo, Director of Isalo National Park, gave an overview of the park; the 

background, institutional framework and development, programmes, activities, key issues, 

opportunities and lessons learned. 

 

Key highlights  

The park covers two regions, two districts and four municipalities with the number of inhabitants 

in the park amounting to a total of 16,382. It occupies an area of 81,540 hectares.  The main 

characteristic of the park is that it is a biodiversity representative of the ecoregion of Madagascar 

centre, a Geosite. It is an area of many local endemic species, which are limited and highly 

distributed. The main role of the park includes strategic network water supply, ecotourism, 

research, generator of ecological goods and services and cultural and worship site. 

 

1.3.Overall context and frameworks for PAME/PAGE  

 

Dr Sue Snyman and Ms Jenny Kelleher, from the IUCN Global Protected Area Programme 

(GPAP) presented on the global context and frameworks of PAGE and PAME. The objective 

of this session was to provide the global context of PAGE and PAME and the various 

assessment tools and approaches that help measure and improve the quality of protected and 

conserved area sites and systems. 

 

1.3.1. What is PAME and PAGE? 

 

From IUCN’s definition of Protected Area: “clearly defined geographical space, recognised, 

dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-term 

conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values”. The success 

of any Protected Area (regardless of categories and governance types) depends on effective 

management and good governance, hence, Protected Area Management Effectiveness 

(PAME), and Protected Area Governance and Equity (PAGE).  

 

The target 11 of the CBD Strategic Plan 2011-2020 calls for at least 17% of terrestrial and 

inland water areas, and 10% of coastal and marine areas to be conserved through effectively 

and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-connected systems of PAs & CAs. 

 

1.3.2. PAME in global policy 

 

The CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (POWPA), 2004 (COP 7) made the 

following recommendations: 

 To develop and adopt appropriate methods, standards, criteria and indicators for 

evaluating the effectiveness of PA management and governance;  

 To implement PAME evaluations of at least 30% of each Party’s protected areas by 

2010 (increased to at least 60% by 2015 at COP 10); 
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 Include information resulting from PAME evaluations in CBD national reports; and 

 To implement key recommendations arising from site-and system-level PAME 

evaluations, as an integral part of adaptive management strategies. 

 

1.3.3. Why assess PAME? 

 

PAME assessments are important for the following reasons: 

 To evaluate ‘how well a PA is being managed – primarily the extent to which it is 

protecting values and achieving goals and objectives’ (Hockings et al. 2006); 

 They help us manage better (adaptive management); 

 Help reporting (promote accountability and transparency); 

 Help allocate resources efficiently (prioritising); and  

 Help build a supporting constituency (stakeholder information, participation and 

understanding). 

 

1.3.4. How to assess PAME? 

 

IUCN WCPA developed a framework in the late 1990s to address concerns that simply 

declaring additional PAs would not address the biodiversity crisis, as a result of increasing 

recognition that we need to focus on quality not just quantity of PAs. This framework for 

assessing management effectiveness of protected areas has six main elements, following the 

PA management cycle.  

 

1.3.5. Most commonly used PAME methodologies globally 

 

There are over 60 methodologies recorded with global, regional, and national scope.  The two 

main ones are METT and RAPPAM. 

 

Scale Methodology Assessments 

Site-level METT 3638 

System-level RAPPAM 1200 

 

1.3.6. Global progress with PAME assessments 

 

 GD-PAME now lists over 27,000 PAME assessments, including repeat assessments, 

for individual PAs.  

 Still only a small part of the over 245,000 PAs listed in the World Database on Protected 

Areas (WDPA).  

There is need to expand PAME assessments to other PAs, and a need for more repeat 

assessments to understand trends.  

 Make better use in PA planning and management. 
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Reaction  
IOC – IOC is starting an informal network. Under this frame there was a development of a 

manual for assessments of MPAs that could be helpful. 

 

MNP 

Q: Why are the assessments low in other regions/continents in your opinion – could the only 

reason be that donors requiring assessments from Africa? Why are other continents low on 

assessments done? Could finance be the only reason?  

A: There could be two reasons, ignorance of global databases and maybe people do not 

report evaluations of their assessment on the global database. 

 

Seychelles 

Q: How often do the assessments have to be repeated?  

A: Ideally on an annual basis, but depends on resource availability. The more often the 

assessments the better. The assessment takes longer the first time but the repeated 

assessments can take one to two days because you have baseline data already. 

 

ACTION 

Said Ahamada from IOC to share with Sue the manual to share with the rest of the 

participants. 
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2. PROTECTED AREAS GOVERNANCE AND EQUITY 

OVERVIEW 
 

2.1 International context and frameworks for Protected Areas Governance and 

Equity 
 

Jennifer Kelleher gave an overview of the global context and frameworks for Protected Areas 

Governance and Equity (PAGE). She indicated that there is an international mandate for 

governance and equity that results from; 

 

 IUCN World Parks Congress of Durban 2003 

 CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (2004) 

 IUCN Resolutions (2004, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2016) 

 United Nations Declaration on the Rights of IP (2007) 

 CBD decisions: Germany (2008), Japan (2010), India (2012), South Korea (2014) & 

Mexico (2016) 

 IUCN World Parks Congress of Sydney 2014 

 

Based on the Aichi Target 11, “equitable or fair management” means (1) recognition of rights, 

identities, knowledge, values, institutions, (2) participation in decision-making, transparency, 

and accountability, dispute resolution, and (3) fair sharing of the costs, burdens and benefits.  

 

2.2 PAGE Assessments in the ESARO region 
 

A total of 378 governance assessments following different types of methodologies, e.g. GAPA, 

Equity questionnaire, SAGE, etc., have been conducted in the ESARO region between 2006-

2020. 344 of these assessments have been conducted in Tanzania. Out of the 50 recorded social 

assessments done, 19 social assessments have been carried out using SAPA. 

 

2.3 Key trends, gaps and lessons 

 There is a substantial need for further governance and social assessments in the region; 

 Ongoing work is not readily available, but the Regional Observatories/Resource Hub 

provides an opportunity for data storage; 

 Assessments are a social and participatory engagement process; 

 Assessments are a powerful opportunity for knowledge co-generation; 

 Timeframe and resources: Wide ranging rapid to long term; 

 Assessments can be used for CBD reporting and as a basis for meaningful action;  

 The BIOPAMA consultant report contains a detailed Annex with technical guidance on 

resources needed to get started. 

Interactive session on governance and equity in PCAs  

This session was led by Jennifer Kelleher. The aim of the session was to get participant’s 

perspective on what categories of protected areas they have and what governance types they 

have? Formal or informal?  
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Reactions:  

Comoros  

The governance type in Comoros belongs to type 2. It takes account of the local community  

 

MNP  

Q: Is there governance without equity?  

A: Yes, you can have governance without equity that is why IUCN wants to have the balance 

of both. IUCN has developed a global definition for this.  

 

Q: What is the impact of governance? 

A: There are different impacts, the United Nations has published reports based on the impacts 

and issues. The report from IUCN captures the impacts, loss of livelihoods, loss of culture and 

many more.  

 

Q: Why is it always a challenge for PAs to achieve proper governance, could it be a political 

issue?  

A: There has not been clear guidance to address equity. It is a way to think through things on 

the ground. It is important to have a process in place and the managers can be able to make 

better decisions. 

 

In social assessments, the decisions are already being made and you see how they impact the 

people while governance is about affecting decision making and seeing who will have to be 

consulted for an activity to take place. The two are intertwined. 

 

Q: Is the Green List impactful? What has made them consider governance to appear on the 

Green List? 

A: There are principles that come from UN and each has indicators and means of verification. 

From the beginning, the type of governance should be discussed by stakeholders. The PA 

manager can stimulate this type of discussion. In governance everyone needs to be on the same 

page so there is a collective understanding of the trade-offs. 

 

Q: What type of governance would be best depending on the questions? 

A: There is no ‘best’ governance, the private governance would be work in Madagascar as well. 

 

Q: Are there other types of conserved areas other than PAs? Are LMMAs considered as a type 

of governance? 

A: Sue will present the definitions of other conservation areas and BIOPAMA is looking at 

areas outside the PAs focused on with the action grants. 

 

Comment: PA managers have a problem of reaching a consensus with other stakeholders e.g. 

mining and conservation goals always seem to clash and that is makes governance difficult to 

achieve 

 

Q: Who defines the local person or the person in power?  

A: The definition has to be clear. The different tools do the definition in a very systematic way, 

e.g. the SAPA tool looks at livelihoods, vulnerable people, etc. There are also different tools 

for different situations. 
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Q: In Madagascar we talk about communities and managers and try to include politicians. It is 

difficult to clarify management powers. Are there some PA tools that can help to clarify where 

the power or commitment of the PA lies? 

A: The tools are designed for managers, especially GAPA and SAGE. 

 

Q: There is need for the clarification on the four types of governance. What is the difference   

between type three and four? Do the village people fall into type three or four? 

A: The two types are closely related but separate. In type three, there is legal ownership. In 

type four, there it is legally binding – de facto and with no legal right of the land, e.g. the people 

may be living in buffer zones. The interaction between governance type one and type two is 

the reinforcement of capacity building of the community. 

 

Q: Who are the indigenous people? 

A: It is hard to define indigenous people and that is why the ICCAs have been developed. 

Maybe traditional people can be used instead of indigenous. The Green List has given a 

definition for the indigenous people. 

 

Q: In type two there is shared responsibility. Do we have to categorise the PAs based on 

governance type? 

A: There is consultation and participation in type two. In type two you are at the table. The 

tools are there to show to what extent your ideas have been included in the decision made. 

There should be consistency between all the laws that exist.  

A: After the presentation we shall have information on the tools to assess governance – there 

will be sessions on assessment at the site and system level of assessments.  

 

Comment: Seheno from the Ministry of Environment and sustainable development in 

Madagascar clarified the government’s position - anytime the government assigns a PA, there 

are conditions already in place. It involves policy. All PAs have some form of governance, in 

each PA, the participatory approach has been adapted in the 123 PAs. It involves harmonising 

the different interventions with the natural resources, keeping an eye on sustainability in the 

local areas, the tourist conditions to be improved and included in the process, development of 

capacity of all the actors to know what management is of PAs and the responsibility to bring 

sustainable development nationally. This ensures long term funding of the PAs so as not to 

depend on external funding. If everything is respected in the process, then management and 

governance of PAs shall be on the right track. The challenge is how to apply this on all sites. 

However, almost all the PAs have followed this process. 

 

Comment: For governance all the stakeholders should play their role. After many years we 

should ask how to maintain and improve PAs and the solution could be joining the green list 

so that it continues to monitor in the long term. 

 

Mauritius  

The government should be brought in to consider the views of the people.  

Through the Green List, you can pinpoint the issues at national level and IUCN will show that 

visibility so the government can act. 

 

Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development (Madagascar) 

To clarify the law, governance is the interaction with all the stakeholders and in MNP it takes 

3 stages. The ones who are interested in starting the PA have to have agreement from the local 
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2.4 Green List Site of Protected Areas to achieve PAGE (and PAME) 
 

Jenny explained the difference between the Red List and Green List of IUCN; the Red List 

focuses on species while the Green List focuses on areas/or habitat. The Green List has a 

mission to recognize and globally increase the number of protected and conserved areas that 

are fairly governed, effectively managed, and achieving their conservation outcomes. It is 

related to other assessment tools presented earlier in a sense that it measures how protected 

areas and conserved areas are achieving conservation outcomes. 

community who will be consulted at every process. Management plan should also be approved 

at all levels. It is a long process but it tries to involve everyone. For most of the PAs the type 

of governance is shared governance. 

 

WCS 

Madagascar has a good governance structure for each of the PAs. The EAGL should be experts 

in governance to assess the situation. The EAGL are a spectrum of experts who are at the 

advisory level. The Green List is about problem solving. 

 

In MNP there is shared governance practised with local communities and there is a committee 

at the level of the region representing the people. This indicates type two of governance.  There 

are 3 management category types for the MNP PA network: Cat I: Strict Nature Reserve, Cat 

II: National Park and Cat IV: Special Reserve. MNP doesn’t manage category V.   The issue of 

governance comes at the level of enforcement of the law.    
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The CBD COP-13 invites Parties to “promote the IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved 

Areas as a voluntary standard to encourage protected area management effectiveness” 

 

2.4.1 IUCN Green List Standard 

 A voluntary commitment 

 An incentive measure for PAs & CAs to self-assess and improve their own 

performance, and to learn and share successful solutions  

 Provides a recognition at worldwide level: Green Listed Areas 

 Involves a credible, and independently assured evaluation procedure 

 

2.4.2 IUCN Green List benefits 

 

Candidate PA Nominated PA PA agencies 

-Access to the GL network of 

members and experts 

 

-Get opportunities to develop, 

learn and share knowledge, 

expertise and innovations 

 

-Receive technical support to 

improve performance and 

address specific challenges 

 

-Get opportunities to raise 

financial support to enhance 

PA’s performance. 

-Get marketing visibility 

 

-Lobby to prevent non 

sustainable use of natural 

resources in/around the PA 

 

 

-Get recognition for the impact 

of the PA within the national 

network of PAs 

-Achieve international commitment: 

11th Aichi target (CBD) 

-Get recognition of PA 

agencies/institutions efficiency and 

reward to the staff 

 

She further displayed the Green List sites worldwide and the status of the Green List sites in 

sub-Saharan Africa. Specifically, she highlighted that in Eastern and Southern Africa, Kenya 

was the only country that has Green Listed sites (three) with Madagascar having a functional 

Expert Assessment Groups for Green List (EAGLs) in place. 

 

2.4.3 Differences between management and governance 

Jenny gave the distinction between management and governance and the attributes of each that 

lead to effective management and good governance. 

 

Management Governance 

 management traditional &‘scientific’ 

understanding of relevant phenomena 

 power, authority & responsibility 

 specific aims to reach  relationships among actors, rules 

 available means(human, financial…)  formal & informal, open & hidden conflicts… 

 activities to carry out  how to go about decisions… and action?!…: 

citizen engagement, transparency, accountability, 

vision, learning, justice, wisdom… 

 achieving or not the desired results  

= Management effectiveness = Governance Diversity, Quality, Vitality 

There are two ways of assessing governance at the system level; 
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1. Look at the Governance Diversity (governance that is appropriate to its context, and 

governance types) 

2. Governance Quality (look at the set of good governance principles can be taken into 

account) 

 

Both CBD and IUCN recognise four types of governance; 

 Type 1: Governance by single sector entity/government (national parks), and 

centralised at all levels to municipal 

 Type 2: Shared governance, transfrontier, multi-party governing bodies. 

 Type 3: Private governance, Land owners, NGOs, religious groups, for-profit entities. 

 Type 4: Indigenous peoples and community conserved areas (ICCAs), Recognition of 

local governance 

 

The Green List measures governance quality, sound design and planning, management 

effectiveness, and conservation outcomes. The different criterion under each of the standards 

with specific focus on good governance criteria was highlighted. 

 

The three criteria guide questions on governance quality are as follows: 

Criterion 1.1. Legitimacy & voice. 

Criterion 1.2. Achieve Transparency & Accountability. 

Criterion 1.3. Enable Governance Vitality & Capacity to respond adaptively. 

 

Example of Green List assessment in Kenya 

Three Green Listed sites in Kenya: 

 Lewa conservancy 

 Ol Pejeta Conservancy 

 Ol Kinyei Conservancy 

 

She gave an elaborate example of a Green Listed site in Kenya, the Ol Kinyei conservancy 

which demonstrates equitable and effective governance under the three criteria on governance 

quality. 

 

2.5. OECMs and the OECM framework 
 

Dr Sue Snyman, introduced the concept of OECMs, where they come from and what they are 

about, explained how OECMs fits within other IUCN standards, and presented a case study 

results from national assessments in South Africa.  The presentation given was prepared by 

Daniel Marnewick (Birdlife South Africa) and Candice Stevens. 

 

2.5.1 What are OECMs? 

 
The term OECMs originate from the Aichi Target 11: By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial 

and inland water areas and 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas, especially areas of 

particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, are conserved through 

effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well-connected systems of 

protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, and integrated into 

the wider landscape and seascape.  
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CBD adopted definition in 2018: 

“Other effective area-based conservation measure” means “a geographically defined area 

other than a Protected Area, which is governed and managed in ways that achieve positive 

and sustained long-term outcomes for the in situ conservation of biodiversity, with associated 

ecosystem functions and services and where applicable, cultural, spiritual, socio–economic, 

and other locally relevant values”.  

 

OECMs can have conservation as a primary, secondary or ancillary management outcome.  

 

 

There is currently drafted in the technical guidance on how to assess and recognise OECM. 

 

2.5.2. Characteristics of OECMS 

 

Biodiversity value and in situ conservation 

 Site is recognised nationally and/or internationally for significant biological value 

 Based upon the best available knowledge 

 E.g. provincial conservation plans, protected area expansion strategies, multilateral 

environmental agreements (e.g. Ramsar), or global environmental standards (e.g. Key 

Biodiversity Areas) 

 Expected to conserve species within broader ecosystems and habitats (nature as a 

whole) as opposed to focusing on a single species or group of species, without also 

protecting the wider environment on which they depend. 

 

Geographically defined 

 Spatially-defined area with agreed and demarcated boundaries 

 Can include land, inland waters, marine and coastal areas or combo 

 Size of OECMs may vary 

 Size should be sufficient (relative) size to achieve long-term in-situ conservation of 

biodiversity, including all species or ecosystems for which the site is important 

 

Governed 

 Area under authority of a specified entity or an agreed combination of entities 

 Can be governed under same range of governance types as protected areas: 

o Government (at various levels) 

o Shared governance (i.e. governance by various rights-holders and stakeholders 

together) 

o Private individuals, organisations or companies 

o Indigenous peoples and/or local communities 

 Equitable governance 

 

Managed/ responsible/accountable for management actions 

 Area managed in ways that leads to positive biodiversity outcomes.  

 Area with no management regime is not an OECM 

 Unlike PAs, CAs (OECMs) do not require a primary objective of conservation. 

 BUT must be direct causal link between area’s overall objective and management and 

the in-situ conservation of biodiversity over the long-term. 

https://www.iucn.org/commissions/world-commission-protected-areas/our-work/oecms/oecm-reports
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 Management of OECMs should include control of activities that could impact 

biodiversity, whether through legal measures or other effective means (such as 

customary laws or binding agreements with the landowners/communities). 

 

Effective management 

 Positive Outcomes: Effective at delivering in-situ conservation of biodiversity 

 Biodiversity outcomes associated with deliberate management actions 

 Viable Size: for the biodiversity value 

 Manage threats: Internal and external 

 Sustained Long-term and year round 

 Practical steps in place for and reporting 

 Associated ecosystem functions and services and cultural, spiritual, socio-economic 

and other locally relevant values 

 Capacity of Monitoring 

 

Note: Industrial production or commercial agriculture/forestry/ aquaculture that also have 

biodiversity benefits but not area-based, should not be considered as OECMs; rather they 

should be reported under other Aichi Targets (e.g. Target 6 or 7) Not all area-based measures 

achieve their objectives through the in-situ conservation of biodiversity consistent with 

Target 11 criteria: 

 

2.5.3. Case study assessments & results 

 

An assessment methodology for identification of OECMS was developed in South Africa: 

Different characteristics where broken down into questions that would guide assessors to 

determine whether an area met the characteristic of an OECM. 

 

Green OECM: meets all the characteristics effectively 

Yellow OECM: partially meets the characteristics effectively. 

Red OECM: fails to meet one or more of the characteristics effectively) 

[NB: each element of each characteristic has to be assessed and sum total of all indicates a 

qualifying OECM] 

A stakeholder workshop helped identity Candidate OECMs based on their biodiversity value. 

9 sites were assessed, 6 out of these qualified. 

  

2.6 Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMAs) 
 

The presentation (prepared by Ercilio Chauque, IUCN Mozambique office) was given by Sue 

Snyman focusing on the IUCN LMMA project that seeks to enhance the coastal and marine 

socioecological resilience and biodiversity conservation in the Western Indian Ocean (WIO). 

The goal of the project is to achieve long-term effective, equitable and inclusive conservation 

of coastal and marine biodiversity and ecosystem services in the WIO. The presentation gave 

the duration of the project budget, donor goal and logical framework of the project focusing on 

four outputs; 

1. Improve Governance 

2. Improve management 

3. Improve Policies 

4. Improve awareness and knowledge  



    

16 | P a g e  
 

 

Reactions:  

IOC  

Q: Can we (Madagascar) have co-managed local system?  

Comment: In the case of Comoros, they manage the areas with local people. The 

government keeps an eye on the places.  

 

Ministry Madagascar 

The LMMAs form an association managed by Mihari network in Madagascar. There is no 

clear framework on management of LMMAs so there is some consulting taking place on 

this. The LMMAs are trying to create database with Hay Tao under the USAID. There are 

more than 80 LMMAs with 200 communities. 

 

MNP 

There are people with experience on marine who have collaborated with people in the 

LMMAs. The big challenge to establish LMMAs is the legislation. There is also need to 

improve education of fishermen. 

 

Q: Is it only an area sustainably managed, or a fishing zone,  

A: There are LMMAs that are part of the protected marine area managed by fishermen. There 

are temporary marine reserves and permanent marine areas. The fishermen know how to 

manage the LMMAs.  There is need for data to show how effective it is to manage the 

LMMAs. 

 

ACTION 

1. The Islands need learnings from Kenya and Tanzania to teach them about LMMAs 

2. Create a group in BIOPAMA Yammer (https://www.yammer.com/biopama/) for the 

islands to share learnings - done 

 

 

2.7 Tools, Social Assessments (SAPA) and examples 
 

Jenny Kelleher highlighted the tools for collecting information on governance and social 

impacts. She explained some of the key points to consider before choosing a tool:  
1. Assessment = Engagement 

2. Know the scale of the assessment – system level, site level, household level  

3. Practical approach: What actions could improve things over time?  

4. What resources do you have? What is your overall objective? 

 

Some of these tools include: 

GAPA – Governance Assessment for Protected and Conserved Areas 

SAGE - Site-level Assessment of Governance and Equity for Protected and Conserved Areas 

(Still under development) 

SAPA – Social Assessment for Protected and Conserved Areas 

 

Ms Jenny Kelleher looked at three case studies of use of the different tools for assessing 

governance. She spoke about the system level governance assessment, with a focus on 

Tanzania as a case study where the field work included identification of ICCAs as de facto 
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form of governance. She explained that a system of PAs – or totality of PAs is made of a good 

representation of ecosystems, is comprehensive and balanced, adequate and coherent, is 

consistent and effective (policies), its management is equitable, and includes Protected areas 

and conserved areas and “other effective” conservation.  

 

The second case study that she presented was on site level assessment on shared governance 

which focuses on the Green List. The case study goes through different steps from part one that 

involves assessing / situation analysis and part two evaluation against the IUCN Green List 

Standard. She finally gave an example of this type of governance from the governance 

assessment at Lake Mburo National Park, Uganda using GAPA methodology. 

 

Jenny gave the methods of different multi stakeholder governance assessment which involved 

two stakeholder workshops.  

 Stakeholder workshop one  

o Phase one - concentrates on focus group discussions 

o Phase two – key informant interviews 

 Stakeholder workshop two  

o Phase three – Results validation 

 

She explained that the SAGE tool was currently under development and was currently being 

tested in Zambia. 

 

The third case study was on social assessments. This focused on the use of the SAPA tool. She 

highlighted the SAPA standard assessment questions, the SAPA process and main activities 

and finally gave examples of the five PAs that have implemented SAPA with a concentration 

on Ol Pejeta conservancy. 

 

2.8. Social Assessments and examples 
 

The first SAPA was conducted in 2014-2015, and again in 2019 at the Ol Pejeta conservancy 

in Kenya: Fence and security round protected areas, support to schools and health facilities 

were among the top priorities for local communities. 

 

Activities as informed by SAPA I results in 2015 

 

 Mitigation towards Human Wildlife Conflict 

 Fence upgrade to deter problem animals-baboon proofing and netting for wild pigs. 

 Problem Animal Control (PAC) team initiated for prompt response. 

 Enhanced communication channels between Ol Pejeta and KWS (Community Warden) 

       

Communication has improved; the Conservancy is now running an SMS platform that: 

 Communicates various projects 

 Informs communities on meetings 

 Advertises employment opportunities 

 Announces medical outreaches 

 Response to mitigation in the event of HWC 

 Gathers feedback from communities 
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Community engagement and governance 

 Community leadership structures are in place through elections and defined tenure in 

office. 

 Streamlined information flow between communities and the PA. 

 Working with local committees in developing project designs. 

 Tailoring projects to community needs and running them on flagship basis. 

 Incorporating SAPA findings in management plans/ reviews, developing strategies. 

 

SAPA Pros and Cons 

 

Pros Cons 

Methodology available to guide 

implementers. 

Raises expectations in the communities 

Community members identify both positive 

and negative impacts of the PA and therefore 

wowing the process. 

SAPA FGD’s covers a small cross section of 

the PA representation.  

Various stakeholders involved in the process 

enhancing collaboration. 

It is not possible to enforce other SAPA 

actions to related stakeholders especially if 

policies are involved.  

 

2.9.Breakaway groups discussions 

 

 
 

Participants were divided into three groups and the results of the group work are shown in the 

table below.  Group 1 was landscape level; group 2 local level and group three was on LMMAs. 
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 Achievements Challenges Opportunities  

GROUP 1  Network of 

different 

stakeholders 

 Ownership of rules 

by communities 

 Involvement of 

communities with 

work done by WCS 

 Seychelles and Mauritius – the state is very 

strong- managed by govt. and communities 

 Imposing rules makes assessment difficult 

 Big areas complicate assessments  

 Immigration strict – poachers marry locals to 

continue poaching 

 Most assessments are done by external 

people and there is no feedback to people, so 

continuous assessments are rejected because 

the locals see no added value 

 No support for communities for use of tools 

– technically so cannot take part 

 There is a different level of education for 

poachers 

 Not many assessments 

have been done 

 Governance system is 

strong from the 

government 

 Harmonising all 

methods through the 

smart tool – economic 

systems to integrate 

ecology 

 Mind set change is an 

opportunity for 

Madagascar 

GROUP 2  Participation of 

fishermen is good 

 Structure of support 

from local 

authorities - they 

have taken charge 

of governance 

 Transparency 

efforts in terms of 

income of protected 

areas that come 

from tourists 

 Different understanding. Not well 

understood 

 Need for government support for 

development of population outside PAs to 

fight poverty 

 Lack of synergy among stakeholders as they 

content themselves in their own criteria in 

making decisions 

 Stakeholders must take responsibility as 

they are poor in making decisions 

 Illiteracy – cannot understand the decision 

making 

 Everybody feels empowered in the protected 

area raising expectations  

 Not possible where financial resources are 

limited. 

 Madagascar 

commitment in the 

Green List process 

GROUP 3  Commitment of 

managers and 

communities 

through shared 

governance  

 Contribution of 

sustainable 

conservation and 

development 

 Efficient 

assessment of 

biodiversity 

 LMMAs help with 

valuing what has 

been acquired 

through knowledge 

transfer 

 

 Sustainable funding is lacking 

 Actors are also obstacles – political 

influence in nature 

 Laws and legislation – coherence between 

national and local laws 

 There is need to review the two types of 

legislation between terrestrial and marine 

and align them 

 There needs to be a balance in funding to 

implement small activities and large 

activities  

 There are many tools and there is need to 

standardise them  

 Capacity building of community in using the 

tools is important 

 Simple booklet that’s easy to read for all the 

existing tools 

 Sustainable participation of all communities 

 Involves communities 

and beneficiaries 

 SAPA – contributes to 

positive ecological 

monitoring  

 All stakeholders are 

involved through the 

standardisation of tools 

 Capacity building for 

those who use tools and 

opportunity to share best 

practises 

 IUCN approach 

enhances ecotourism and 

appropriation of natural 

resources 
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DAY TWO: MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS AND ACTION COMPONENT 

3.  PROTECTED AND CONSERVED AREA MANAGEMENT 

EFFECTIVENESSS 

 

3.1. Overview of PAME and its application 

 

Dr Sue Snyman gave an overview of PAME and its application, including results from 

PAGE/PAME consultancy (using a presentation prepared by Bastian Bertzky and Marc 

Hockings) She explained why and how to assess PAME, and talked about the progress with 

PAME assessments in Eastern and Southern Africa: 

 

Why assess PAME? 

 

 To evaluate ‘how well a PA is being managed –primarily the extent to which it is 

protecting values and achieving goals and objectives’ (Hockings et al. 2006) 

 PAME evaluation can: 

- Help us manage better (adaptive management) 

- Help reporting (promote accountability and transparency) 

- Help allocate resources efficiently (prioritising) 

- Help build a supporting constituency (stakeholder information, participation 

and understanding) 

 

 
 

How to assess PAME? 

 

 IUCN WCPA framework is used as basis for many assessment methodologies and 

tools. 

 Six main elements to be considered: context, planning, inputs, process, outputs and 

outcomes. 
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 Different methodologies and tools available for different needs (e.g. system vs site 

level, marine PAs, World Heritage sites…) 

 

Principles and best practices in PAME assessments. 

 

1. Evaluations should be part of an effective management cycle and culture: linked to PA 

planning, monitoring, reporting and annual work programmes 

2. Evaluations should be practical and not too expensive to implement, giving a good 

balance between measuring, reporting and managing 

3. Methodology should be useful and relevant in improving PA management: yielding 

explanations and showing patterns and improving communication, relationships and 

awareness. 

4. Methodology should be logical and systematic: e.g. based on IUCN WCPA framework 

and well documented 

5. Methodology should be based on good indicators, which are holistic, balanced, and 

useful. Indicators and scoring systems are designed to enable robust analysis 

6. Methodology should be accurate: providing true, objective, consistent and up-to-date 

information 

7. Evaluation process should be cooperative: with good communication, teamwork and 

participation of PA managers and stakeholders throughout all stages of the project 

wherever possible = process can be as important as product! 

8. Communication of results should be positive, timely and in a way that is useful to the 

participants. Short-term benefits of evaluation should be demonstrated clearly wherever 

possible. 

 

Common shortcomings of PAME assessments 

 Relatively poor consideration of conservation outcomes 

 Poor integration of planning, inputs, processes and outputs information with detailed 

outcome measures 

 Heavy focus on qualitative, not quantitative information 

 Weak treatment of social and governance issues 

 To be successful, we need good methodologies and IT systems but ALSO good 

processes of participation and communication! 

 

3.2. Rapid inventory and analysis of PAME, PAGE and Social Assessments of PAs 

/ CAs in Eastern and Southern Africa  
by Jessica Campese and Emmanuel Sulle, August 2019 
 

Overview of PAME assessments in the region 

 Most assessments are from South Africa, Madagascar and Tanzania 

 Mostly conducted in state-governed protected areas (over 95%) 

 Assessments often have multiple, inter-related objectives: 

o Better understanding the current situation 

o Developing recommendations to make adaptations and improvements 

o Monitoring/tracking the situation over time 

 Who is driving assessments varies: 

o Pilot testing and use by NGOs 

o Requirements for funding bodies 
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o Institutionalised in some countries 

 

PAME assessments in Eastern and Southern Africa 

Most frequently used methodologies Eastern and Southern Africa are as follows: 

 METT or adapted versions: 2224 (>75% of all recorded assessments) 

 BirdLife IBA Monitoring: 125 (4%) 

 SMART: 109 (4%) 

 RAPPAM: 80 sites included within 4 system level assessments (3%) 

 Other more specific PAME methodologies include: 

 Enhancing our Heritage (EoH) Toolkit, used in 14 sites in Ethiopia, Kenya, 

Madagascar, Malawi, Seychelles, South Africa, Tanzania and Uganda between 2003 

and 2014 

 Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) Toolkit for the Western Indian Ocean, piloted in at 

least 7 sites in Kenya, Seychelles and Tanzania in 2003 

 

PAME assessments over time 

 

 Total number done annually has increased over time 

 Repeat assessments: 

o METT assessments have been repeated in a large proportion of sites and, in 

recent years, have been done annually or bi-annually in state-governed PAs in 

South Africa, Madagascar and Zambia 

o World Heritage Outlook Reports were completed by IUCN across24 natural and 

mixed World Heritage sites in 2014 and again in 2017 

 

Other findings 

 

 Assessments tend to be convened by the governing or managing bodies, often done 

with external support actors 

 The resources and capacities required for assessments vary widely by both 

methodology and context 

 Technical guidance on how to do assessments is available, but varies in the level of 

detail 

 Very few reports / results for assessments were found! 

 

Considerations for BIOPAMA 

 

 Generating and sharing information about assessments with concrete examples from 

the region and opportunities for peer exchange 

 Developing comparative information on different methodologies 

 Engaging a wide range of rights holders and stakeholders in capacity building efforts, 

including the co-generation of knowledge 

 Provide guidance on how to tackle technical (and other) challenges in assessments 

 Helping to develop standardized formats to share certain levels of data 
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Reactions:  

Q: Is the statistics on PAME related to the number of PAs rather than assessments? What is 

the link between the numbers?  

A: They are from findings of the report on management effectiveness in the region; not 

necessarily related to the number of PAs, though that may play a role.   

 

Q: Can BIOPAMA bring support to cope with the issue of few PA assessments  

A: We can support through collecting, analysing and reporting on data, capacity building 

and there are also webinars on how to use the system.  The BIOPAMA Action Component 

Small Technical Grants can be applied for to assist with assessments.  

 

 

3.2. WDPA/GD-PAME 

 

Dr Sue Snyman presented on the WDPA and GD-PAME, using a presentation prepared by 

Jessica Stewart from UNEP-WCMC. 

 

Different global databases were presented; explained what GD-PAME is, how to use it, why it 

useful, and how to contribute to it 

 

What is the WDPA? 

 

 The World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA) is the most comprehensive global 

database on terrestrial and marine protected areas.  

 Protected areas are internationally recognised as major tools in conserving species and 

ecosystems. 

 Help track the progress towards protected area targets. Currently at 7.8% for Marine 

PAs and 14.9% for Terrestrial PAs. 

 

What is GD-PAME? 

 

The Global Database on Protected Area Management Effectiveness (GD-PAME) is the most 

comprehensive global database of management effectiveness assessments for protected areas 

(PAME). It indicates if a protected area documented in the World Database on Protected Areas 

(WDPA) has been assessed. The GD-PAME is a searchable database that includes assessments 

submitted by a wide range of governmental and non-governmental organizations to UNEP-

WCMC, and is updated on a monthly basis. 
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GD-PAME data structure 

 
Who provides data to the GD-PAME? 

 Governments 

 International secretariats 

 Regional entities 

 NGOs 

 Other entities or individuals 

 

Why is it useful? 

Benefits for countries of submitting PAME evaluations 

1. Bringing national data into one place 

2. Informing adaptive management practices 

3. Prioritizing resource allocation 

4. Reporting against conservation targets 

 

What is currently in the GD-PAME? 

1. Over 28,000 records 

2. From 169 countries in the world 

3. Using 69 different methodologies 

4. 9% of the protected areas in the WDPA have a PAME assessment (in GD-PAME) 

5. 5,234 protected areas in Southern and Eastern Africa in the WDPA 

6. 13% of the PAs in Eastern and Southern Africa have at least one reported PAME 

assessment 

 

How can you contribute to GD-PAME? 

Four requirements to meet the GD-PAME data standards: 

1. The protected area assessed must be included in the WDPA (and therefore be assigned 

a WDPA ID) 

2. The basic information of the assessment must be provided 

3. The original source of information must be provided 

4. The GD-PAME Data Contributor Agreement must be signed 

5. GD-PAME User Manual 
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Data providers are welcome to submit PAME assessments data to jessica:stewart@unep-

wcmc.org or protectedareas@unep-wcmc.org  

 

Reactions: 

Comments  

 For the newly created areas there are no tools 

 One of the constraints is that the data entered in the database is not by the park 

managers 

 There is a mistake in some of the entries 

 The recommended tool for Ramsar is METT 

 For the integration of data into GD – PAME, the Ministry submits the data to 

international databases. The data needs to be checked, validated and re submitted to 

the GD-PAME 

 

ACTION  
WCMC - MNP requested to withdraw the data and be able to validate it before it goes back 

online  

 

 

3.3. IMET and its application 
 

 

mailto:jessica:stewart@unep-wcmc.org
mailto:jessica:stewart@unep-wcmc.org
mailto:protectedareas@unep-wcmc.org
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Domoina Rakotobe, Project Coordinator, Wildlife Conservation Society Madagascar, 

presented the Integrated Management Effectiveness Tool (IMET).  Explained what IMET is, 

and its importance below are key points from her presentation.  

 

What is IMET? 

 The Integrated Management Effectiveness Tool (IMET) is a software that collects, 

organizes data and information on PA management. 

 With internal statistics analysis, and with visualization components, that helps measure 

management effectiveness. 

 IMET is a decision support system. 

 IMET is based on the IUCN framework for measuring effectiveness of management of 

PAs. 

 It is inspired from existing ME tools: METT, EoH, etc. 

 It gives score-based estimation of quality of management. 

 Promotes adaptive management through greater linkages between assessment, planning 

and monitoring. 

 Takes into account the context of intervention of the Protected Area. 

 Considers all aspects of management. 

 Evaluates degree and quality of management. 

 It fosters result-based approaches for site managers (PA staff), site administrators (PA 

agency), and for donors and partners. 

 

What do you get from an IMET assessment? 

 

In addition to PAME tools, IMET gives: 

 A deeper and in-context understanding of management 

 A list of objectives and actions built-in a participatory process 

 Work plan 

 Visualization aids 

 It also works with a coaching programme, to reduce biases, encourage critical thinking 

and analysis, and to complete the loop. 

 

Reactions:  

Q: What is the difference between IMET and the tool which MNP is using (IEG)? 

A: IMET is almost like METT, it is an upgraded version so is not really a new tool. For the 

integration aspects, it gets into details and makes linkages between PA and what is around it.  

There is an aspect of linkage with the stakeholders. 

  

 Everything about the ecosystem services for the population and for a larger zone are 

discussed in ecosystem services and community dependency tab.  Once you get into the 

management part of IMET, there are questions about governance and other 

stakeholders.  

 This tool contextualises the PA within a broader landscape.  

 The IMET gives you a synthesis of results immediately but with the METT you have 

to go back into the office to do the analysis 

 

Q: There was expectation of social assessment parts in the IMET, when will the new tool be 

more focused on governance and social aspects? 
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A: It is not only a tool about governance as there are other tools like GAPA and SAPA to assess 

governance.  There are some questions included about governance and there are new modules 

being developed that look at specific areas such as governance, human-wildlife conflict, etc.  

 

Comment - MNP colleagues think that the tool should be setup to reduce subjectivity 

 

Q: Are there open-ended questions or are they all close-ended?  

A: There are parts where you can add comments and write other different things. The lists 

presented are already developed but if there are other things not on the list they can be added 

and commented on. 

 

Q: How are you going to classify the information you get from the different result? 

A: The coach is not an auditor, but helps to use the information. There is a place that asks you 

to judge the reliability of the information. The tool is not to judge but to identify the issues. If 

there are areas that are not captured, you can add other areas that are of importance. At the end, 

there are indicators that you can put as objectives and add as many as you can if you want. It is 

a useful tool to use when updating the management plans. 

 

Q: How can you use it seeing that later there will be comparative studies of the protected areas? 

Some PAs are different? 

A: We are going to see in detail the efficiency of management tools implemented in 

Madagascar. There are different tools for different purposes. 

 

3.4. IUCN Green List of Protected Areas 
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Jenny Kelleher from IUCN and Liliane Parany from MNP presented on the IUCN Green List, 

explaining further what it is and its application. The presentation outlined the Green List 

standard (management effectiveness & conservation impact components), Green List 

management effectiveness methodologies (EoH / METT) and the Green List process. 

 

What the Green List is and what is not 

 

1. It is not a “pass or fail” process for PA/CAs. 

2. It is a voluntary process for PA/CAs. 

3. It is a peer-to-peer capacity-building tool. 

4. It can be combined with other governance and management effectiveness tools. 

5. It can be used as guidance for PA/CAs creation process. 

6. It is not a short term commitment for PA/CAs seeking GL nomination. 

7. Nomination (once acquired) is not permanent. 

8. It is not only suitable for PA/CAs. 

 

They presented the Green List portal of IUCN where the application process takes place. There 

was also a focus on the most popular tools used in Africa for assessing PAs and CAs with the 

most popular tools, the METT and the EoH and the IEG for Madagascar and how they 

complement the Green List standards. The presentation ended with a highlight of the process 

and requirements of the Green list. 

 

Reactions:  

 

MNP  

Q: What are the benefits of the Green list? 

A: Visibility for the country in terms of tourism, international recognition, support from 

donors for funding increased 

Q: Is there a French version of the manual? 

A: Yes, for the IUCN Green List but not for GAPA and SAPA 

Q: How do the national indicators work?  

A: There is a user manual that explains this 

 

Comment: There are key principles of the Green list that govern the global standard for 

protected areas  

Comment: There is a tool in Madagascar for management effectiveness called the 

Management Efficiency Index (IEG) tool used by MNP managed sites. And a standard 

METT has been developed for Madagascar's Protected Areas System under the lead of the 

Ministry. It is now being tested in several protected areas.  
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3.6 World Café breakaway groups  

 

Participants were divided into five groups to discuss experiences, opportunities and challenges 

in using the Green List, IMET, METT and other tools. Feedback from the discussions are 

summarized below: 

 

The Green list 

 

Achievements 

1. Globally consistent and locally relevant 

2. Use of tools for consistency  

3. Help to plan and implement action 

4. Help generate immediate data  

 

Challenges 

1. Attempt in Madagascar to standardise METT tool, including communities – technically 

difficult 

2. Many documents are very technical  

3. Tools may not address needs of the site – carrying external ideas 

 

Opportunities 

1. Translated into further work 

2. Use the Green List standards tools to design projects and capacity building 

3. The assesment can become a capacity building  

4. Design user friendly documents for people  

5. For benchmarking 

6. Opportunity to use the GL for new PA 

7. GL can be used to create new category of LMMAs 

8. GL used to group WIO islands together to address the common needs 

 

Tools like METT, EoH, etc. 

 
Achievements 

1. Many assessments have been conducted for management effectiveness 

2. Tools have been used for decision-making  

3. Enables the effective participation of stakeholders 

4. Tools for Madagascar are old and therefore can also measure success of a country in 

terms of progress achieved 

5. EoH help in meeting standards of Green List 

 

Challenges 

1. Time and financial resources 

2. Information is not available, incorrect, not authentic – there is no information on who 

are already using the tools at country level 

3. Many assessment methods implemented and tools change with time. One cannot make 

comparison and create synergy of tools 

4. War of promotion of tools, people at a loss of which tools to use 

5. Responsibility – how the tools can be owned by the state 
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6. Lack of capacity 

7. Stakeholder may be subjective in the use of the tools 

8. Deciding on how frequently to conduct assessments  

9. Green list – hard to maintain effort throughout the process to be accepted 

 

Opportunities 

1. Initiative of standardisation 

2. Building capacity and learning exchange 

3. Engagement of country to the Green List process 

4. Peer to peer review 

5. EoH – tool that helps the specifics including several sites 

 

IMET 

 
Opportunities 

1. Easy to use – user friendly 

2. Make relationship with donors easier 

3. See outcome immediately 

4. IMET can be used for adaptive management and centralisation of PA in particular 

5. Help standardise data 

 

Challenges 

1. Need to better know the tool 

2. Training of trainers and managers 

3. Extension depends on validation of tools by GL 

4. Operability with other tools such as excel  

5. Reliability of the data 

6. Ownership by local communities 
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3.7 BIOPAMA Action Component 
 

This section involved an overview of the BIOPAMA Action Component what it is, how to 

apply for grants, and its link to assessments, RRH, RIS, etc. 

 

Overall goal of the BIOPAMA Action Component 

 

To improve biodiversity conservation in priority areas through funding tangible on-ground 

actions that address management and governance priority actions identified by diagnostic tools. 

 

Specific objectives 

 Enhance the management and governance of Protected and Conserved Areas in 

Priority areas. 

 Strengthen the legal framework required to achieve effective biodiversity 

conservation. 

 Support local communities' initiatives aiming to enhance the livelihoods of local 

people while contributing to protected areas management. 

 

Total Funds 

 

The BIOPAMA Action Component has 21million Euros to be disbursed in grants, in priority 

areas in 79 ACP countries/6 regions. Both Eastern African and Southern Africa have 3 million 

each. 

 

BIOPAMA AC Types of grants 

Grant type Max. amount 
Max. 

duration 
Scale 

Swift and Technical 

Grants 
≤ €50,000  12 months Local level 

Small Grants > €50,000 and ≤ €100,000  
12-24 

months 
Local / 

national 

Medium Grants 
> €100,000 and ≤ 

€400,000 
36 months 

National / 

regional 

 

First Call for Proposals/ Medium Grants 

 

 Call launched on 24 June 2019  

 Deadline: 21 September 2019 

 76 proposals received for the Eastern and Southern Africa:  

 From 18 countries (except Comoros, Djibouti, Mauritius, Somalia, and Sudan). 

 Review is ongoing. 

 Next call for proposals before the end of the year. 



    

32 | P a g e  
 

Complementarity with other BIOPAMA activities 

 

From knowledge to action, the BIOPAMA AC draws information from diagnostic tools that 

identify priorities for actions, as a basis for allocating funding in priority areas to achieve 

effective outcomes and efficient use of resources.  

 

Information from funded projects will be shared with the Regional Observatories and RIS. 

 

 

For further details, please visit the website: https://action.biopama:org/  

 

3.8 Data 
 

3.8.1 BIOPAMA Reference Information System (RIS) 

 
Beryl Nyamgeroh, the Technical Officer of BIOPAMA, IUCN opened the information session 

on the BIOPAMA RIS (This presentation was prepared by Bastian Bertzky of the Joint 

Research Centre).  As an introduction, she recalled the three pillars in the BIOPAMA 

programme: 1. Regional observatories 2. The Reference Information Systems 3. The Action 

Component. She made the point that overall, BIOPAMA is about better information for better 

decision making and then went on to discuss the role of JRC, as the global team who are looking 

after the global ACP-wide RIS.  This will be in parallel with the work at the regional level in 

ESARO, where RCMRD will look after the four REC nodes and the SADC TFCA portal.   

 

She stressed that at the global level, the key priorities are:  

 To focus on protected areas (PAs);  

 To integrate information from data providers and link this to the global datasets; 

 To include all bottom up information for example, to include KBAs, and other 

information that comes from the regional and national country level; 

 To promote a user based system and support policy. 

 

The system is set up as a group of tools and modules.  There will be modules on PAME and 

PAGE in addition to tracking tools and analytical tools. The PAME module is already up and 

running whereas the PAGE module is due in 2020 and will link to the key governance tools 

such as GAPA, SAPA and SAGE. There is also a module on the Marxan web tool which 

specialises in conservation observation data:  It will also include Story maps which 

communicate information around stories and maps, tracking tools covering global to local, 

making the point that field surveys can link to global targets.  There are various web resources 

Reactions: 

Q: Do we need a local partner to submit the application?  

A: If an NGO is registered locally, then no. If international or regional NGOs or actors are 

applying, then they need a local partner, such as a local NGO or government agency, in order 

to be eligible.  

 

Q: Are the applications submitted in French?  

A: Yes, you can submit in French, however the operational guidelines are in English. The 

ESARO Action Component programme officer Jean Paul speaks French, so you can also 

email him with queries 

https://action.biopama:org/
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for users to access including the BIOPAMA YouTube channel and the professional social 

network at www.yammer.com/biopama.  www.rris.biopama:org  

 

3.8.2. Regional Resource Hub 

 

This session was presented by Beryl from IUCN ESARO on various aspects of the Regional 

Resource Hub (RRH), where the work will cover 24 countries and four regional economic 

commissions in ESARO, half of the African landmass.   

 

The vision is to support effective decision-making at all levels.  It is not an institution but rather 

a function within the RCMRD, and works primarily as a platform to exchange data for decision 

makers and managers of PAs, provide customized products and services to meet specific needs 

at the national level but also at the regional level.  It will provide a baseline for the state of 

protected and conserved areas in the region.   

 

The key principles are that it hosts open and free data (whilst also protecting privacy, sensitive 

data), it will operate at the regional level, it will be long term and sustainable (beyond the 

lifespan of BIOPAMA), it will be accountable and transparent, action oriented, but operate also 

across sectors and levels including local communities, fostering collaboration and sharing 

knowledge. The team and their roles and responsibilities are available on the website but are 

comprised of staff from IUCN, JRC and RCMRD.  

 

The goals are:  

 To include stakeholders and wide civic participation – bottom up approach, understand 

the needs at the local and national level   

 To foster informed decision-making and to better understand the changing landscapes 

in Africa. 

 

The work so far has concentrated on four pilot countries (Madagascar, Tanzania (2019) and 

Ethiopia, eSwatini (2020)) – to identify needs, demonstrate the RIS, identify information, 

understand how it links to other national portals, and collect information for the State of 

Protected and Conserved Area (SoPACA) report and the RRH network.  

 

The first two have been visited (Madagascar, Tanzania) where the teams have visited 22 

institutions between the two countries. The three key areas identified link to existing portals, 

hosting databases where infrastructure is unavailable, and building more capacity. The latter 

two countries will be visited early in 2020. The SoPACA – will give a full status update on 

PAs and conserved areas, the progress on Aichi target, any successes and challenges, and all 

facts and figures that are available. The teams are hoping to receive information on the relevant 

regional instruments from the RECs for the SoPACA report before the end of the year 

 

The forthcoming milestones are:  

 Develop and launch RRH 

 Develop RRIS 

 Develop and launch SoPACA at the WCC, June 2020  

 

The data and indicators inform decision-making, however without good quality data, this is not 

possible. So indicators are needed to provide feedback, and to improve implementation and 

http://www.yammer.com/biopama
http://www.rris.biopama:org
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accountability overall.  It is however challenging to choose good indicators as they need to be 

relevant and scientifically sound.  Reporting alone is also not enough, transforming data means 

making it useful and meaningful, so this will be a key activity.  The users accessing the data 

will need to try to understand how the data and analysis, that is presented, is relevant for them, 

and then create a strategy for that.  

 

3.8.3 RCMRD and the RRH 

 

This part of the session was to give some more information about the RRH and how it will be 

used (The presentation was prepared by Ngugi Kimani of RCMRD) She gave some basic 

information about the location of where it will be hosted, in Nairobi at the Regional Centre for 

Mapping of Resources for Development (RCMRD) – which is a non-profit, intergovernmental 

organisation, with contracting members across the region. This means that it is fully managed 

and owned by the governments. The RRH is a central pillar of BIOPAMA, a one-stop shop for 

supporting data collection, monitoring, reporting, and also to develop capacities of staff to 

better manage the information and provide policy guidance for better decision-making on 

biodiversity conservation.  

 

Beryl described the layout of the landing page and how it can be used by all countries, then 

specifically at the regional level. The RRH links to the four RECs – Indian Ocean Commission 

(IOC), Southern African Development Community (SADC), Intergovernmental Authority on 

Development (IGAD) and the East African Community (EAC).  If the region has a thematic 

focus that they want to highlight, this can be focused on by the RRH.  The RRH will link the 

country level to existing portals at the global, regional and country level, such as the WDPA, 

national geoportals, and SADC TFCA portal.  

 

The key focus areas are: 

1. Regional priority needs (that were identified by the regions) 

2. Decision making tools  

3. Action component funding opportunities to address PCAs  

4. Capacity building including MOOCs that are available online 

 

There will also be sections on news, webinars, upcoming events and a link to the SoPACA 

reports. Other resources are the story maps, which will be an interactive web mapping 

application that explain and show the impacts of work. There will also be Infographics which 

will provide graphic visual representations of information, data or knowledge.  

 

The second main area of focus is the country specific content, which can feature key 

information that a country wishes to have: including a country fact sheet, how PAs are 

managed, policies and laws, link to specific country resources.  It will also show information 

on the Action Component grants in that country, and other information such as IUCN Red List 

data, IUCN Green List, etc.  

 

RRIS tracking tool module was displayed on the screen and explained the various aspects of 

the landing page and the way to access the different targets at the regional and national levels, 

for example of the NBSAP.  

 

The workflow between all of the various platforms at the global and regional levels was 

explained. UNEP-WCMC have a mandate from CBD to collect this data, the only potential 
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change is that overtime it will go through the Regional Resource Hub, it will however get to 

the global platforms on WDPA.  

 

 
 

The RRH is there to reach out to the countries, data will be updated and countries can inform 

how existing data can be made more current.  The national data providers and RECs will link 

to the Regional Resource Hub, which will then link to the UNEP-WCMC and the Protected 

Planet, WDPA and GD-PAME. JRC take the data and feed into the Digital Observatory of PAs 

(DOPA), which feeds back into the Regional Reference Information System (RRIS) 

 

The reason for DOPA is to complement the existing platforms, WDPA and GD-PAME have 

lots of information but can be combined with other kinds of information, on for example, 

species and habitat, threats and pressures, IUCN Red List, bird data sets, population changes, 

agricultural pressures, over 400 different metrics can be intersected via DOPA.  DOPA is a 

global set that feeds back into the RIS.  The architecture is complex but the information systems 

all talk to each other, so each one will be enriched by the other.  
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Reactions:  

MNP 

Q: Our WDPA IDs are not updated online and some don’t exist, could BIOPAMA help with 

this and is it planned that BIOPAMA would help with updating this? Does this have 

implications for applying for the grants? Would it mean that you cannot actually apply for 

the grant (That the WDPA ID is not current?).  

A: We have received some new data from the Madagascar Ministry, so we are actually 

working right now to update the latest data.  For the grants, initially yes, they needed to be 

linked to the WDPA, but this has changed, because some conserved areas and other 

community areas do not have this WDPA ID, and should be able to apply. 

 

Q: Is the data from sites going to be available online? Aren’t there going to be issues around 

confidentiality?  

A: The issue is that the BIOPAMA programme is about using data in order to best inform 

actions on the ground.  When you fill out the forms, you can tick a box which asks whether 

or not the data should be kept confidential, and this will mean that it will not be eligible. This 

is because it is hoped that the data that is related to the project, can be used for monitoring 

and tracking, there is a box on the form, that allows the users to choose privacy. BIOPAMA 

is a knowledge to action programme.  But if you have this issue, contact us directly, and we 

can support.   

 

Q: How do you actually intend to directly help the managers and the decision makers? Could 

you produce periodical reports that give uniform information to all at the same time? 

A: We will produce reports, but not in a written format.  We produce infographics, statistics 

and pie charts and so you can use this kind of information for your own reporting purposes, 

but you will have to analyse these products in your own reports. With the knowledge 

products, however, we are open to ideas, for example, if there is a need for a standard format, 

we can look at examining ways to put out uniform, standard data year to year. The goal is to 

give the most up to date data that is most relevant to users, so we encourage your feedback 

on this going forward.  

 

Q: There are organisations in the region that already have data on PAs and MPAs – is there 

a plan to have collaboration with these kinds of organisations? 

A: Yes, we are working across the region and linking to any organisations that works on 

PCAs. If you have suggestions on organisations that we do not know about, please send them 

to us. The RRH is about linking not replicating, we hope to become a one-stop shop, so users 

can access and link to the relevant information, a resource hub where everything is 

accessible.  

 

Q: The launch of the RRH is due in August 2020, until when can we give recommendations 

or suggestions?  

A: From right now, the workshops are a way for us to hear about what countries want on 

their profiles.  However, we will continue up to the launch and beyond, we will hope to link 

in an ongoing and long term way.  
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3.8.4 Madagascar PA information system 

 
Domoina Rakotobe presented the new information system in Madagascar developed by WCS 

with partnership from the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 

GmbH or GIZ in short (English: German Corporation for International Cooperation GmbH). 

The information system for Madagascar is called Système d’Information et d’Appui à la 

Gestion des Aires Protégées (SIAGAP) ) www.siagap.mg.  It is where you can find information 

on Protected Areas from Madagascar. The vision of the online portal on Malagasy Protected 

Areas is to allow a clear and realistic reading of the situation, and giving reflections and other 

information to assist the manager (s) and their partners in management decision-making. 

 

Reactions:  

There is need to promote this platform with other partners when funding comes to an end. 

Consideration: have you considered working with local private sector actors, such as 

hospitality, for advertising?  Basically, could you think about promoting value added 

services such as eco-tourism? 

 

Comment: Why did we stop at the adaptation experience for climate change? There is 

already a lot of PAs that are in the REDD+ for which the data has been made public.   

 

Comment: it is a very good platform, which can give a platform for UNESCO and the Green 

List, they can see a lot of national information around trends, values, so suggestion to develop 

a methodology for sites to provide their data themselves, using a checklist to capture the 

accuracy of the data. 

 

Q: Regarding climate change, does the data just focus on the site level or does it provide 

something more for the region?  

A: The data is limited; we would like to collaborate with further partners.  

 

Comment: We should value existing systems and make sure that there is complementarity 

between systems.  

A: Agreed, but the link directs the user to lots of data around ecological data, so we can use 

the page to link to specific data sets.  

 

 

3.9 Individual exercise and report back 
The participants gave ideas for country and regional pages of the RRH website. The summary 

of these have been captured below 

 

Which content would you like to see for your country?  

 Information about the IUCN Red List species with a map of where they are found 

 The list of actors or stakeholders  

 Map of PAs and migratory species, also endangered species 

 The number of PAs with their surface areas, detailed maps and potential threats 

 List of protected areas with tourism, numbers of visitors also on a map and overtime 

and cultural values  

 Media: Videos, photos, graphs, maps 

 Progress of management effectiveness tools 

http://www.siagap.mg/
http://www.siagap.mg/
http://www.siagap.mg/
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 List of LMMAs – governance types and management categories  

 Biodiversity and endemic species “five star” to give visitors a sign that there is high 

biodiversity. Mapping of biodiversity.  

 Make sure that the pages are not too crowded, one main map with PAs, their 

management categories and governance types – colour coded 

 Assessment of the situation of financial resources available for PAs 

 

Which content would you like to see for the region?  

 Information on the marine PAs and the endangered species according to the IUCN Red 

list 

 Sharing of best practices especially in KBAs 

 Compare the management effectiveness tools, use, exchange and best practices 

 Regional map with a comparison of the output for each country 

 Regional analyses of PA evaluations and assessments 

 Map of Madagascar and the continent of Africa – showing biodiversity levels 

 Actions of the WIO actors on climate change 

 Trends which show progress on the indicators on the assessments being done  

 Any information completed by species specialists, promotion of different experts in one 

place. 

 

 4.0 Ecotourism discussion 
Chantal Razanajovy of MNP presented this session. She gave the importance of ecotourism in 

Madagascar and how tourism needs to be respectful of the natural environment, culture and 

local communities. 

 

She gave statistics of the number of visitors received in the 43 protected areas managed by 

MNP: 

• 5 parks receive 75% of visitors   

• 10 receive 22%   

• 13 receive 1%   

• 15 do not receive one.  

 

She highlighted the products from ecotourism in MNP.  She talked about the unique and 

endemic discoveries in the parks, the social and economic benefits and the challenges 

experienced. The new policy of ecotourism for MNP is now to develop partnesrhip with private 

sector through tourism investment in the buffer zone of the parks (ecolodge, infrastructures,…)  

in order to improve sustainable revenue for the local community. 

 

Reactions:  

The costs for the parks are too low considering the endemic species that exist in the parks. 

The costs could be higher to generate more revenues for MNP to manage the areas. 

The idea of a Lemur Loyalty Card (as a bookmark to take home) was suggested as a way to 

encourage tourists to visit more than one site and collect stamps or something similar.   
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 5.0 Clinic Sessions 
Clinic sessions were organised for more in-depth discussions related to each of the following 

elements: the IMET, Green List, Governance, METT and other tools, with the objective of 

sharing experiences and lessons learned, including demonstrations of tools (where relevant). 

 

 

6.0 Closing remarks  
The workshop ended with closing remarks by Dr Sue Snyman, of the IUCN ESARO, Ms 

Seheno Ramanantsoa of the Ministry of Environment and Sustainable Development, Ms 

Domoina Rakotobe from WCS and Mr Hajamihamina Rarivohelison from MNP.   A workshop 

report to be drafted and countries to follow up with the relevant people in terms of the Green 

List, different assessment tools, pilot sites for assessments, IMET trainings, governance, etc.   
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ANNEX 1: WORKSHOP AGENDA  
 

Saturday 9th and Sunday 10th November 2019  

Time  Session  Presenters/Notes  

All day  

Travel days to Ranomafana and Isalo National Parks  

Night in Ranomafana on the 9th – Site visit of Ranomafana National Park on Sunday 10th  Group 

photo in Ranomafana National Park  

Monday 11th November 2019  

DAY ONE: INTRODUCTION, GOVERNANCE AND SOCIAL ASSESSMENTS  

SESSION 1 – INTRODUCTIONS AND OVERVIEW  

08h00-

08h30  
Registration   

Boarding passes and relevant receipts 

from all participants  

08h30-

09h00  
1A: Introductions  

 Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

09h00-

09h40  
1B: Official opening and welcome  

• Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

• Domoina Rakotobe, WCS  

• Mamy Rakotoarijaona, CEO MNP   

• Seheno Ramanantsoa, Ministry   

09h40-

10h00  

1C: Overview of agenda and workshop objectives   Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

10h00-

10h30  
1D: Presentation on Isalo NP  

 Jean Jacques Rakotoarivelo, Director of 

Isalo NP  

10h30-

11h00  

Coffee/tea  

11h00-

12h00  

1E: Presentation on overall context and frameworks 
for Protected Area Management  
Effectiveness (PAME) and Protected Area  

Governance and Equity (PAGE)   

• Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

• Jenny Kelleher, IUCN Global Protected  

Area Programme (GPAP), Programme  

Officer  

SESSION 2 – PROTECTED AND CONSERVED AREA GOVERNANCE AND EQUITY  

12h00-

12h15  

2A: Presentation overview on the IUCN Green  

List of Protected Areas to achieve PAGE (and PAME)  

 Jenny Kelleher, IUCN Global Protected 

Area Programme (GPAP), Programme  

Officer  

12h15-

13h30  

2B: Introduction to Governance: Concepts, scales, 
tools and examples   

* Interactive introductory session   

* Governance in the Green List (specifics)  

* Tools: Governance Assessment for Protected 

Areas (GAPA) and SAGE including case studies and Q 

& A  

 Jenny Kelleher, Global Protected Area 

Programme (GPAP), Programme 

Officer  

13h30-

14h30  

Lunch and Group Photo  

14h30-

15h00  

2C: Other Effective Area-Based Conservation  

Measures (OECMS)  
 Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

 

15h00-15h30  2D: Locally Managed Marine Areas (LMMAs)   Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  
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15h30-16h00  2E: Social Assessments (SAPA) and examples  

 Jenny Kelleher, IUCN Global 

Protected  

Area Programme (GPAP), Programme  

Officer  

16h00-17h00  2F: Breakaway groups – World Café   

Focus on interpreting governance and 

equity in the Indian Ocean islands – 

inputs from participants  

16h00-17h00  Coffee/tea break integrated into the session  

Participants can collect tea/coffee 

and snacks during the breakaway 

group   

17h00-17h30  2H: Feedback from breakaway groups – how to best achieve PAGE?   

17h30-17h45  Wrap up and overview of day 2   Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

19h00  Dinner  

Tuesday 12th November 2019  

DAY TWO: MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS AND ACTION COMPONENT  

08h00-08h30   Registration    

08h30-08h45  Reflections from Day 1   Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

SESSION 3 – PROTECTED AND CONSERVED AREA MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESSS  

08h45-09h00  
3A: Overview of PAME and its application, 

including results from PAGE/PAME consultancy  
 Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

09h00-09h30  

3B: WDPA/GD-PAME  

What is GD-PAME, how to use it? Why is it useful? 

How to contribute?  

 Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

09h30-10h30  

3C: IMET and its application  

What is IMET?  What do you get out of an IMET 

assessment?    

 Domoina Rakotobe, WCS 

Madagascar, Coordinator of Forum 

of Professionals of Terrestrial PA 

Management (LAFA)  

10h30-11h30  
3D: IUCN Green List of Protected Areas  

      METT / EoH / GL  

• Jenny Kelleher, GPAP, Programme 

Officer  

• Liliane Parany, MNP   

11h30-12h00  Coffee/tea  

12h00-13h30  

3E: World Café breakaway groups – Green List; 

IMET; GD-PAME, METT and other tools – 

experiences, opportunities and challenges  

Experiences, opportunities and 

challenges related to each  

13h30-14h30  Lunch  

14h30-15h15  
3F: Feedback on group work and discussion if 

required  

Discussion re pros and cons of each 

tool/criteria, etc.  How can they work 

together?  

SESSION 4  - BIOPAMA ACTION COMPONENT  

15h15-15h45  
BIOPAMA Action Component (AC) and linkages to 

assessments  
 Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

SESSION 5 – DATA  

15h45-16h15  5A: BIOPAMA Reference Information System  
 Beryl Nyamgeroh, BIOPAMA 

Technical Officer  

16h15-16h45  Coffee/tea  
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16h45-17h20  
5B: BIOPAMA Regional Resource Hub and data 

discussion  

 Beryl Nyamgeroh, BIOPAMA 

Technical  

Officer   

17h20-17h45  
5C: A brief presentation of Madagascar PA 

information system   
 Domoina/Haritiana (WCS)  

17h45-18h00  Wrap up for the day    

19h00  Dinner   

Wednesday 13th November 2019  

DAY THREE: Park Visit, Ecotourism and Clinic Sessions  

SESSION 7 – Site visit  

07h30 –  

11h30  
Isalo National Park site visit  

 Jean Jacques Rakotoarivelo, Director 

of Isalo NP  

Coffee break will be taken during visit  

12h00-13h00  7D: Ecotourism discussion and presentation   
 Chantal Nirina Razanajovy, MNP and 

Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

13h00-14h00  Lunch    

SESSION 8 – CLINIC SESSIONS  

14h00-16h00  
Clinic sessions – IMET, Green List, LMMAs, 

Governance, METT, Ecotourism and other tools  

More in-depth discussions related to 

each element; sharing experiences 

and lessons learned  

16h00-16h30  Coffee/tea  

SESSION 9 – CLOSING OF REGIONAL WORKSHOP  

16h30-16h45  9A: Way forward    Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

16h45-17h00  9B: Official closing  

• Sue Snyman, BIOPAMA Coordinator  

• Domoina Rakotobe, WCS  

• Mamy Rakotoarijaona, MNP Director  

• Seheno Ramanantsoa, Ministry  

19h00  Closing dinner  

Thursday 14th November 2019  

Travel day for regional participants back to Antananarivo  

Thursday 14th November 2019  

DAY FOUR: GREEN LIST – MADAGASCAR SITE SPECIFIC EXAMPLE OF THE PROCESS  

Workshop in French  

SESSION 10 – INTRODUCTIONS AND OVERVIEW  

08h00-08h30  Registration     

08h30-08h35  
10A: Introductions: Outcome of the 2 last 

sessions about GL Process   
 Liliane Parany  

08h35-08h50  10B: Green List Process in Madagascar    Liliane Parany   

08h50-9h50  

10C: Breakaway Groups: diagnostic exercises on 
4 pilot sites Green List (timing, expected results, 
filling process and discussions)  

Component 1: Good Governance  

 Liliane/Seheno/Domoina  

09h50-10h50  Plenary discussion on Component 1   Participants  

10H50-11h15  Coffee/tea  
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11h15-12h15  

10D: Breakaway Groups: diagnostic exercises on 
4 pilot sites Green List (timing, expected results,  
filling process and discussions)  

Component 2: Sound Design and Planning  

 Liliane/Seheno/Domoina  

12h315-13h15  Plenary discussion on Component 2   Participants  

13h15-14h15  Lunch   

14h30-15h30  

10E: Breakaway Groups: diagnostic exercises on 4 
pilot sites Green List (timing, expected results,  
filling process and discussions)  

Component 3 : Effective management  

 Liliane/Seheno/Domoina  

15h30-16h20  Plenary on Component 3   Participants  

16h20-16h40  Coffee/tea  

16h40 – 17h30  

10G: Breakaway Groups: diagnostic exercises on 
4 pilot sites Green List (timing, expected results,  
filling process and discussions)  

Component 4 : Successful Conservation 

Outcomes  

 Liliane/Seheno/Domoina  

17h30 – 18h00  Wrap up and overview of the day 4    Participants  

19h00  Dinner  

Friday 15th November 2019  

DAY FIVE : ADAPTING THE GENERIC INDICATORS  

08h00-08h10  10F: Introduction of the day and announcements   Domoina  

08h10-09h00  Plenary discussion on Component 4   Participants  

SESSION 11 – GENERIC INDICATORS ADAPTED TO THE NATIONAL CONTEXT  

9h00-9h15  

11A: Presentation of the outcome of the 

breakaway groups and links with adapting the 

generic indicators  

 Liliane  

9h15-9h30  
11B: Presentation of the Generic indicators 

adapted   
 EAGL Madagascar  

09h30-10h00  

11C: Discussion on the adapted indicators-  

Recommendations-Madagascar  Action 

 Plan- 

Timeline for achieving IUCN Green List Status   

 Participants  

  

10h00-10h30  

11D: Using SIAGAP to demonstrate good 

management and governance, and conservation 

outcomes  

 Domoina  

10h30-11h00  
Evaluation of the workshop 

Wrap up and Conclusion  

• Domoina  

• Ministry  

11h00-12h00  Lunch  

12h00  Depart to Fianarantsoa    
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ANNEX 2: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS  
 

 Country Name Institution 

1 Comoros Rahamata Ahamada 
Direction Generale de l'Environment 
et des Forêts 

2 Comoros Said Ahamada Indian Ocean Commission  

3 Kenya Beryl Nyamgeroh IUCN 

4 Madagascar RANAIVOSON Nicolas ASITY 

5 Madagascar SANTISY WCS 

6 Madagascar TIANARISOA Tantely WCS 

7 Madagascar ANDRIAMARO Luciano CI 

8 Madagascar RASOLOFOSON David GERP 

9 Madagascar RALAIJAONA Benjamina  MBG 

10 Madagascar RAVELOMANANA Christiane   

11 Madagascar RABARIJAONA Rollande   

12 Madagascar RAKOTOBE Domoina WCS 

13 Madagascar RAKOTOARINIVO Haritiana WCS 

14 Madagascar RAKOTOARIJAONA Mamy MNP 

15 Madagascar PARANY Liliane MNP 

16 Madagascar RAZANAJOVY Chantal Nirina MNP 

17 Madagascar RARIVOHELISON Hajamihamina MNP 

18 Madagascar RAMANANTSOA Seheno MEDD 

19 Madagascar JONAH-FANDRO Faratiana Ange Linda DREDD 

20 Madagascar JACQUES MNP/Ankarana 

21 Madagascar RAFALIMANANJARA Serge MNP/Marojejy 

22 Madagascar RAJAOMARIA Tsivolany Clerc Jouanneau  MNP/Andohahela 

23 Madagascar TOHINDRAVO Marina MNP 

24 Madagascar RAKOTONIRINA Josiane MNP/Ranomafana 

25 Madagascar BAKARIZAFY Gérard MNP/Lokobe 

26 Madagascar RATSINJOVINDRAIBE Tahiry Germain MNP/Ankarafantsika 

27 Madagascar RANDIMBISON Landisoa MNP/Nosy Tanikely 

28 Madagascar CHRISTOPH Robert MNP/Kirindy Mite 

29 Madagascar RAVELONARIVO Jeannelle Stella MNP/Bemaraha 

30 Madagascar RARIVOARIVONJY Serge Marie Xavier  MNP/Tsimanampetsotse 

31 Madagascar Baorondro BETREFINA MNP/Andringitra 

32 Madagascar Haja SALAVA MNP/Mantadia & Analamazaotra 

33 Madagascar Jean Jacques RAKOTOARIVELO MNP/Isalo 

34 Madagascar Tsitohaina RANAIVOJAONA MNP/Isalo 

35 Madagascar Yves RALAMBOMANANA MNP/Isalo 

36 Madagascar Vololoniaina RAHARINOMENJANAHARY  EAGL 

37 Madagascar Voahirana RANDRIAMAMONJY MV 

38 Mauritius Bhujan Sachin Dev Council for Nature Conservation 

39 Seychelles Samuel James Wavel Ramkalawan Nature Seychelles Ltd 

40 Seychelles Daksh Beeharry Panray EPCO 

41 South Africa Susan Snyman IUCN 

42 Switzerland Jenny KELLEHER IUCN 

43 Madagascar Nadya RAHERINIRINA MNP 

 


