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Executive Summary
For many years now, the global coverage of protected areas (PAs) has increased, yet
biodiversity is still declining, even within PAs. The area under protection has to continue to
rise and, at the same time, existing PAs have to become more effective to better the
situation. In recent years, numerous methodologies have been developed to measure
management effectiveness of PAs. These assessments are considered important indicators
for whether conservation efforts are successful or not1.
Up to this point, KfW and partners around the world use management effectiveness
assessments in different ways, resulting in varying levels of assessment quality and a lack of
overall coherence in what is being assessed. The aim of the User Guide at hand is to
streamline these assessments and to ensure high levels of assessment quality. To this end,
the document describes four methodologies to assessing management effectiveness and
outlines best practice in applying them and making use of assessment results.
The described methodologies are:


Advanced Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (Advanced METT)



Enhancing our Heritage (EoH)



IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas Programme (IUCN Green List)



Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM)

At a minimum, PAs supported by KfW are expected to carry out management
effectiveness assessments using the Advanced METT. It requires little effort and can
produce useful insights on PA strengths and weaknesses, show progress over time and help
set priorities for management. To achieve high levels of assessment quality, PAs and
partners are urged to follow the best practice advice outlined in the User Guide and in the
tool itself.
The Advanced METT is based on the world's most applied methodology for assessing
management effectiveness, called the METT, and complements it with four topics that address some of the tool's known weaknesses. By choosing the METT as a foundation, KfW
not only builds on the far-ranging prevalence of the tool, but also converges its
assessment and reporting requirements with those of the Global Environment Facility (GEF).
The GEF is a major source of financial and technical support for biodiversity conservation
and requests the application of a modified version of the METT from its PA partners. This
convergence was important to KfW since it means that the assessment and reporting effort
required from PAs supported by both organisations is kept relatively low.
However, KfW very much welcomes if PAs implement EoH instead of the Advanced METT,
or are seeking to join the IUCN Green List Programme, for which both EoH and Advanced
METT can be complementary. EoH provides for a more in-depth management effectiveness
1

Coad L et al. 2015 Measuring impact of protected area management interventions: current and future use of the Global Database of Protected Area Management Effectiveness. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 370: 20140281. See
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2014.0281
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assessment than the Advanced METT and is also useful for PAs that wish to analyse a
certain topic or issue in more detail. The Green List is the only system presented in this User
Guide that includes external verification of PA performance. It sets a globally accepted
quality benchmark for effectively managed and equitably governed PAs and offers
international public recognition of successful conservation work. KfW also recommends that
all PAs carry out a gap analysis against the Indicators of the IUCN Green List Standard to
understand how far they have come in being an effectively managed and equitably governed
PA and to have a long-term goal to work towards.
The Advanced METT, EoH and the IUCN Green List have all been designed to assess
individual sites. Where a system of PAs is to be assessed, KfW advises to use the Rapid
Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) methodology.
PAs using a wholly different methodology may continue applying it but shall make sure that it
covers all aspects included in the Advanced METT and that the assessments follow the best
practice guidance given in this User Guide. PAs that are not yet using a specific methodology
for assessing management effectiveness may consult the decision tables in the Annex to
help them choose one of the three methodologies
Going beyond the assessment of management effectiveness, the User Guide introduces two
further methodologies:


Social Assessment for Protected Areas (SAPA)



Integrated Management Effectiveness Tool (IMET)

PAs that have communities living in and around them are more likely to be successful if
these communities support them. On the other hand, PAs can provide benefits to
communities and thus help address KfW's overarching aim of reducing poverty. The SAPA is
suitable for PAs that wish to find out how they are affecting local communities and want to
work on increasing positive social impacts and reducing negative ones.
With the IMET, the User Guide introduces a comprehensive tool for PAs that not only want to
assess management effectiveness but need assistance with planning, monitoring and
reporting.
The following chapters provide more detail on all six methodologies. In the Annex, readers
also find a list of web links, pointing them to resources that offer further background
information and guidance on topics related to PAs and management effectiveness.
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Background
Germany has become one of the world’s largest donors for the preservation of biological
diversity. On behalf of the German government, KfW supports 94 biodiversity projects in 59
countries, adding up to a total volume of EUR 1.26 billion between 2012 and 2016. The
largest part of the financial resources is dedicated to projects involving PAs, which usually
focus on designating new PAs or on improving the management of existing ones. Currently,
around 500 protected areas are supported by KfW.
PAs are at the heart of biodiversity conservation and are also increasingly recognised for the
benefits they can bring to local communities and the broader society. However, conservation
and socio-economic benefits can only become a reality if PAs are adequately managed. This
has been recognised by the international community and is reflected, for example, in the
Convention on Biological Diversity, specifically in 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.'

The important role of protected areas is also reflected in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development and its Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) that were adopted by the
members of the United Nations in 2015. Specifically, the SDGs 14 and 15 and their
underlying indicators pay tribute to protected areas, as the following extracts show:
SDG 14: Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine
resources for sustainable development.
14.2: By 2020, sustainably manage and protect marine and coastal
ecosystems to avoid significant adverse impacts, including by
strengthening their resilience, and take action for their restoration in order to
achieve healthy and productive oceans.
14.5: By 2020, conserve at least 10 per cent of coastal and marine areas,
consistent with national and international law and based on the best available
scientific information
SDG 15: Protect, restore and promote sustainable use of terrestrial
ecosystems, sustainably manage forests, combat desertification, and halt
and reverse land degradation and halt biodiversity loss.
15.1.2
Proportion of important sites for terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity that are
covered by protected areas, by ecosystem type
15.4.1
Coverage by protected areas of important sites for mountain biodiversity
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Since the mid-1990s, numerous methodologies have been developed to assess 'Protected
Area Management Effectiveness' Tools (PAME). Around 40 such methodologies are known2.
KfW commissioned a scoping study to analyse them and identified four methodologies that
seem particularly useful for its work3. The IMET was in draft form when the exercise was
conducted and the RAPPAM was not included in the scoping study since it is a system-level
assessment methodology. Both IMET and RAPPAM were therefore added to the
recommendations of this User Guide at a later stage. The methodologies are applicable to
terrestrial and marine PAs4. However, all methodologies serve different purposes and have
been chosen by KfW for the following reasons:

Advanced METT
Purpose: Identify
needs, constraints and
priority actions for
improving PA
effectiveness



The METT is the world’s most widely used PAME
methodology, i.e. its structure and format are well-known



It is a rapid assessment for individual sites that does not require
extra research and is easily understood



GEF, another important funder of PAs, also uses the METT as
the basis of their own assessment methodology



The Advanced METT covers additional important aspects that
are missing from the METT (for example climate change, see
details below)



Results from the Advanced METT can feed into the Green List



Puts more emphasis on conservation outputs and outcomes
and is used for individual sites



Its worksheets can be used individually and thus allow
focusing on certain topics only



Contains user-friendly and valuable guidance that helps raise
awareness for the value of PAME assessments



Integrates the (Advanced) METT



Results from EoH can feed into the Green List

EoH
Purpose: Develop and
implement a
management
effectiveness
monitoring and evaluation system

2

See https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-areas-management-effectiveness-pame/methodologies
Marnie Bammert (2016): Measuring Success of Investments in Protected Areas. See extracts in Annex of this document
4
Assessors may want to adapt some of the wording in the methodologies if they are to be used with marine PAs.
3
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RAPPAM
Purpose: Help
prioritise and allocate
resources to improve
management at
system-level



Designed for broad-level comparisons among many PAs



Most useful to policy makers



Can be used for all six IUCN categories of PAs, but is most
applicable to categories I to IV



Questionnaire-based methodology with comprehensive
guidance to explain key terms and concepts



Assessment is done in one (or more) workshop with managers,
policy makers and other stakeholders



Speaks to KfW’s overarching aim of poverty reduction



Where local communities exist, their support is key for PA
success. SAPA provides a way to shed light on this



It is a site-level tool that requires low effort, is easy to
understand and comes with comprehensive guidance



Results from the SAPA can feed into the Green List



Its upcoming version 2 will include assessment of some
governance aspects, which other methodologies fall short on



Has been developed to help achieve Aichi Target 11 of the
Convention on Biological Diversity



Sets an internationally agreed quality benchmark that motivates
PAs to achieve conservation objectives



Is used at site-level, but PAs can also apply as a collective to
be added to the Green List



Comprises an independent mechanism for verifying PA
performance (as opposed to a self-assessment)



(Advanced) METT, EoH, IMET and SAPA results may serve to
demonstrate compliance with the IUCN Green List Standard

SAPA
Purpose: Assess the
social positive and
negative impacts of
PAs

IUCN Green List
Purpose: Provide
independent,
international
recognition for
successful PAs
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IMET
Purpose: Conduct
comprehensive PA
planning, monitoring
and evaluation



Comprises modules for evaluating the state of the intervention
context at an individual site, assessing management
effectiveness and visualising information to support decisionmaking



Is part of the wider BIOPAMA project to develop PA capacity
and comes with a comprehensive toolkit for BIOPAMA coaches
that support PAs



Uses an online form for central collection of data



Draws from the METT and the EoH



Is compatible with the IUCN Green List Standard and
indicators

Apart from the RAPPAM, all proposed methodologies are applicable at the site-level and
should not be used to compare individual sites. This is because the individuals involved with
the assessments differ from site to site and there is no mechanism to ensure consistency of
assessment across sites. Where a system-level management effectiveness assessment is
needed, the RAPPAM should be used.

The following graph shows how the six recommended methodologies are linked:

The User Guide follows this logic. It firstly describes the (1) Advanced METT which forms
part of the more comprehensive EoH and can also feed into the Green List. Next, the User
Guide covers (2) EoH, (3) RAPPAM and (4) SAPA, which in turn can inform the (5) IUCN
Green List. The (6) IMET is a comprehensive methodology that not only caters for assessing
management effectiveness but also for PA planning and monitoring. Data derived from the
IMET can also feed into an IUCN Green List assessment.
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Protected Area Management Effectiveness (PAME)
Good management is rooted in a thorough understanding of the individual conditions of a
PA, is carefully planned and implemented and includes regular monitoring, leading to changes in management as required. The conceptual basis of most methodologies for assessing
management effectiveness is an IUCN framework that describes six elements of adaptive
management5. The following graph illustrates the framework:

The framework provides a basis for designing assessment systems, gives guidance about
what to assess and contains broad criteria for assessment, which are summarised in the
table below.6

5

See Coad L et al. 2015 Measuring impact of protected area management interventions: current and future use of the Global
Database of Protected Area Management Effectiveness. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 370: 20140281.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2014.0281, page 2
6

For more information, see ‘IUCN (2006): Evaluating Effectiveness A framework for assessing management effectiveness of
protected areas’ on https://portals.iucn.org/library/efiles/documents/pag-014.pdf
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Element

Context

Planning

Inputs

Processes

Assessed criteria

Assessment focus



Significance



Threats



Vulnerability



National context



Partners



PA legislation and policy



PA system design



PA design



Management planning



Resourcing of agency



Resourcing of site



Suitability of management processes

Status

Appropriateness

Resources
Efficiency
Appropriateness

Outputs

Outcomes



Results of management actions



Services and products



Effects of management in relation to
objectives

Effectiveness
Effectiveness
Appropriateness

All six elements are to be assessed if effectiveness of PA management is to be fully
understood. Assessments are strengthened if they are backed up by information obtained
from robust, long-term monitoring activities. However, many PAs lack certain kinds of information, particularly those that would be useful for measuring outcomes and the status of
values that the PA was set up to protect.
The Advanced METT as well as the original METT, EoH, the Green List and the IMET are all
based on the IUCN framework. The SAPA is exclusively about the impact of PAs on human
well-being (social impacts). As such, it does not include all elements of the IUCN framework.
The following chapters describe the five methodologies recommended by KfW for use in
PAs.
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Advanced Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool
(Advanced METT)
The Advanced METT is an adaptation of the original METT7 that was launched in 2007 by
WWF and the World Bank. The METT's main component is a form with 30 questions. It is the
world’s most applied tool for measuring management effectiveness and has been used in
over 2,500 PAs of more than 120 countries. This means that its structure and format are
well-known to many people working on PA management. However, the METT was designed
to be a simple tool that gives a quick overview of management effectiveness. The METT
Handbook acknowledges that it is relatively weak when it comes to measuring conservation
outcomes and encourages adaptation of the tool8. Therefore, the consultant tasked with developing this User Guide studied other existing adaptations of the METT. From them, the
consultant copied two outcome-related questions (asking for changes in the status of key
indicator species and of habitats), one question on climate change adaptation and another
one on responses to PA threats. To reflect that the resulting adaptation is based on the
METT but assesses additional aspects, the consultant named the tool 'Advanced METT'.
The METT Handbook also points out that many users do not apply the METT as effectively
as possible. They focus on the scores attached to the questions rather than the discussions
with stakeholders, the documentation of why a certain score was given and how the PA
intends to improve or maintain it. To address this and to increase the robustness of the
assessments, the User Guide and the Advanced METT give Best Practice advice on how to
carry out the assessment. In addition, the Advanced METT contains a few sheets that provide detail on how to answer the outcome-related questions. If followed, the Advanced METT
can strike a good balance between limited PA resources and the need to set directions for
management. The information and narrative used for the Advanced METT can also feed into
the PA's self-assessment against the indicators of the IUCN Green List Standard.
The wide-spread use of the original METT is the main reason why KfW selected it as a basis
for management effectiveness assessments. Another reason was that it aligns with the
requirements of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), another important donor to PAs9,
who also uses a tool that incorporates the original METT. This alignment is particularly
important where PAs are supported by a number of funders as it helps keep assessment and
reporting effort on the part of the PAs relatively low.
As a minimum, all PAs in KfW's financing portfolio are required to carry out Advanced METT
assessments on a regular basis, unless they already use the more sophisticated EoH or
strive for addition to the Green List through participation in the IUCN Green List programme.
In case they are implementing some other assessment methodology that covers all the
aspects considered by the Advanced METT, they may stick to that methodology. If some
aspects of the Advanced METT are missing, they should complement their methodology to
match the Advanced METT. The table below summarises the Advanced METT.

7

See the original METT here: http://assets.panda.org/downloads/mett2_final_version_july_2007.pdf. And its Manual here:
https://www.protectedplanet.net/system/comfy/cms/files/files/000/000/045/original/WWF_METT_Handbook_2016_FINAL.pdf
8
See https://www.protectedplanet.net/system/comfy/cms/files/files/000/000/045/original/WWF_METT_Handbook_2016_
FINAL.pdf
9
See https://www.thegef.org/ for mor einformation on the GEF
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Excel-based tool comprising a sheet to collect general information
on the PA and containing 34 questions



Has been adapted from the original METT to better cover all 6
elements of the IUCN framework



Meant for individual PAs, not for systems or groups of PAs



Assessments should be conducted in a workshop setting with
stakeholders and on a regular basis, if possible annually

Link to methodology



https://intranet.kfw.kfwgruppe.net/wissen/Seiten/na/Naturressource
n.aspx#chapter8

Purpose



Identify trends, strengths and weaknesses of the PA



Identify improvements or set-backs (if conducted regularly)



Set priorities for management



Site staff



PA agency staff



Stakeholders

Required
assessment time



An Advanced METT assessment can be done within 3 days,
including 2 preparation days for collating data and 1 day for the
workshop.

Strengths



Can be understood and applied by non-experts



Easy to use and comparatively quick



Does not require additional research to be carried out but relies on
expert knowledge where quantitative data is not available10



Gives an overview of the effectiveness of PA management



Points to weaknesses and guides management actions

Advanced METT
Description

Assessment
participants

10

See page 25 iof https://www.protectedplanet.net/system/comfy/cms/files/files/000/000/045/original/WWF_METT_
Handbook_2016_FINAL.pdf
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Limitations



Assessments are relatively superficial and should not be the sole
basis for adaptive management



High scores in conservation outcomes are only indications of
values, habitats and species doing fine if they are not
substantiated by comprehensive research and monitoring
programmes but based on discussions only



Quality of the assessment is directly linked to how it is carried out.
If the methodology is not applied properly, the assessment can
easily be biased, be too superficial to be of value, or lead to assessment results that are not comparable from year to year

The assessment process for the Advanced METT is illustrated below.

The answers are connected to scores ranging from 0 to 3, with 0 indicating a weakness and
3 indicating a strength. The scores are automatically summed up and the assessment results
are visualised in a spider web diagram.
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The image below shows what the Advanced METT looks like.

Enhancing our Heritage (EoH)
EoH is recommended for PAs that wish to carry out a comprehensive assessment or analyse
a certain management aspect in more detail. The methodology focuses on identifying the
main values that the PA is supposed to protect, ensuring that appropriate objectives have
been set and then assessing the effectiveness of management in achieving these objectives.
Since it is impossible to manage every species, hectare or social interaction in a PA and to
monitor and assess everything that happens, EoH addresses the main values rather than
trying to capture everything. If the EoH assessment is conducted thoroughly, the information
and narrative used for EoH can feed into the PA's self-assessment against the indicators of
the IUCN Green List Standard. The table below summarises the EoH methodology.
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Developed for World Heritage sites but can be applied by any
type of PA



Applied by at least 27 PAs so far



Meant for individual PAs, not for systems or groups of PAs



Consists of 12 tools with guidance and worksheets



Some tools should be applied annually, others every 3-5
years



Tools can be applied collectively or individually to focus on
specific topics



Assessment should be conducted in a workshop setting with
stakeholders



The Advanced METT is almost fully included in one of the
worksheets, saving time for PAs that want to switch from the
Advanced METT or the original METT to EoH

Link to methodology



http://whc.unesco.org/en/series/23/

Purpose



Identify gaps in management and how problems might be
addressed



Focus management on most important values and
objectives of PA



Address key threats to values and objectives

Assessment
participants



Site managers and staff with management responsibilities



Stakeholders such as partners and local community
representatives

Required assessment
time



First assessment takes 3-4 days, subsequent
assessments 2-3 days



This does not include the time needed to compile
necessary information for the assessment



User-friendly guidance explaining how to fill in the
worksheets and why PAME assessments are a valuable
exercise for PAs



Puts greater focus on measuring outcomes



Is flexible in that PAs can choose to use only a selection of
the EoH worksheets rather than all of them



Supports the development of monitoring priorities and
procedures

EoH Description

Strengths
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Limitations



Helps report on monitoring activities



Methodology is relatively comprehensive and therefore
correspondingly time consuming



If done to its full extent, it will require more than one
workshop to complete the assessment



In most cases, data gaps will have to be filled, for which
some financial resources will be needed

The process of an EoH assessment is illustrated below.

An example of one the EoH worksheets is shown below.
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Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Area
Management (RAPPAM)
The RAPPAM methodology was developed by WWF between 1999 and 2002 and provides
policy makers and PA authorities with a relatively quick and easy method to identify major
trends and issues that need to be addressed for improving management effectiveness in any
given system or group of PAs.



Developed for publically managed forest PAs but can be
modified for other types



Allows broad-level comparisons among many PAs and helps
policy makers analyse major threats and get a broad
overview of the most pressing management issues



Has been implemented in some 40 countries and over
1000 PAs globally



Uses a questionnaire that comes with comprehensive
guidance to explain key terms and concepts



Assessment should be conducted in a workshop setting with
stakeholders. At least, the manager of each PA should be
present at the workshop, as well as top-level participation
from the appropriate government ministry



The RAPPAM process consists of five steps:



Determine the scope of the assessment



Assess existing information for each protected area



Administer the RAPPAM questionnaire



Analyse the findings



Identify next steps and recommendations

Link to methodology



https://www.protectedplanet.net/system/comfy/cms/files/files/
000/000/056/original/RAPPAM.pdf

Purpose



Help policy makers to prioritise PAs and allocate resources
across the system to improve management at the systemlevel

RAPPAM Description
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PA managers



Policy makers



Other stakeholders

Required assessment
time



RAPPAM workshops usually take three days, excluding time
needed to collate relevant information and data

Strengths



Helps define strategic interventions to improve the entire
system, not just a single PA



Points to gaps or obstacles posed by legislation and policies



Identifies urgency for taking actions



The guidance is easy to understand and provides important
background information



Is most useful for a large number of PAs. A small number of
PAs reduces the meaningfulness of the comparative
analyses



Assessed PAs should have similar objectives. If objectives
vary considerably, the assessment should be divided into a
number of assessments to cover groups of PAs with similar
objectives



Where a series of workshops is needed to conduct the full
assessment rather than one single workshop, it might be
challenging to motivate stakeholder for participation

Assessment
participants

Limitations

An example of how the RAPPAM questionnaire addresses relevant topics is shown below.
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Social Assessment for Protected Areas (SAPA)
Most management effectiveness methodologies look at social and governance issues of PAs
at a rather superficial level. The SAPA is a relatively simple and low cost approach to look at
all the positive and negative impacts on human wellbeing (social impacts) that are
considered by local people to be related to the PA in some way. This will typically include, for
example, impacts from wildlife, benefits from habitat and ecosystem services, and benefits of
conservation and development activities. The SAPA has been developed from 2008 in a
collaborative effort of conservation and development agencies led by IIED.
The aim of SAPA is to help increase and more equitably share positive social impacts and to
reduce negative social impacts. This speaks to KfW's overarching aim of alleviating poverty
and is the main reason why SAPA is recommended in this User Guide. In addition, where
local communities exist, their support is key for PA success. Consequently, the methodology
is relevant for PAs that have communities living in and around them. The SAPA methodology
is summarised in the table below.



Developed for PAs with communities living in and around
them



Applied by 10 PAs in six African countries so far



Meant for individual PAs, not for systems or groups of PAs



It is a self-assessment using a combination of community
workshops, a household survey and stakeholder
workshops, led by a facilitation team



It is designed as a one-time assessment but may be
repeated if the PA wishes to do so



The assessment is most useful if the PA has been in
existence and with operational management and
governance systems for at least two years



http://pubs.iied.org/14659IIED/ and



http://pubs.iied.org/G04072/ (Guide to using an Open Data
Kit for SAPA household surveys)

Purpose



Help PA managers increase and more equitably / fairly share
the positive social impacts of conservation and
reduce the negative social impacts

Assessment
participants



PA managers



Communities living in and around the PA



Other local level stakeholders

SAPA Description

Link to methodology
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Supporting organizations at national level

Required assessment
time



Takes a few months to implement part-time since it
comprises a series of workshops and a survey, but the SAPA
is designed as a one-off process, meaning the effort is only
required once

Strengths



The SAPA Manual is easy to understand



It contains templates for a PA profile, stakeholder analysis,
assessment and household survey questionnaire, as well as
a workshop agenda and thus provides lots of practical
support to PAs



Recommends free tools that help collect, manage and
analyse the data



For some PAs, the SAPA stakeholder meetings will be the
first time that stakeholders jointly discuss social issues. This
will help build trust, credibility and ownership



Conducting the SAPA may not be viable where there is deep
distrust or conflict between PA management and local
communities



PAs will usually require support from an organisation with
social research expertise to carry out the household survey,
for example an NGO, university or consultancy



The SAPA requires PA managers and stakeholders to meet
altogether at least once during the process. This may not be
practical for very large PAs where travel within and around
the PA is difficult and costly



The staged approach of the SAPA means that the assessment will span over a few months. It is thus not a quick
exercise and requires dedication from the PA

Limitations
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The SAPA assessment is composed of the following phases:

As with the Advanced METT and the EoH, the information derived from the SAPA can feed
into the PA's self-assessment against the indicators of the Green List Standard. The updated
version of the SAPA Manual, scheduled for launch in Spring 2018, includes a stronger focus
on PA governance aspects using elements of a methodology for site-level, participatory PA
governance assessment that has been developed by IIED in partnership with 'Deutsche
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit' (GIZ) and IUCN.
The SAPA methodology is based on using community-level meetings/workshops to identify
the social impacts that men and women consider more important (scoping), and then a
household survey to assess in a more systematic way how important these impacts are to
different communities and types of people within these communities. Below is an illustrative
extract from the SAPA household survey template.
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IUCN Green List of Protected and Conserved Areas
(IUCN Green List)
The IUCN Green List is a global voluntary programme to recognise and improve the
contribution of protected and conserved areas to the long-term conservation of nature and its
associated ecosystem services and cultural values. It has been developed to help achieve
Aichi Target 11 of the CBD in a process led by the IUCN 'World Commission on Protected
Areas' (WCPA) and IUCN’s 'Global Protected Areas Programme'. Through an extensive
consultation process that started in 2012, version 1.0 of the Green List Standard was
published in 2016. It was updated to reflect stakeholder feedback and published as
version 1.1 in November 2017. The Standard comprises four components:

Any well-managed PA should be able to meet the Indicators under Components 1 to 3. If this
is not the case, the PA is unlikely to achieve its goals and objectives, which is evaluated
under Component 4.
The German government’s International Climate Initiative, GEF, the United Nations
Development Programme, KfW and the European Commission are all contributing to the
development and global roll-out of the Green List programme.11 In addition, a wide-ranging
ten-year partnership between IUCN and WWF was announced in December 2015. Among
other objectives, its aim is to increase the number of PAs reaching the Green List Standard
to at least 1,000.12 KfW welcomes decisions by PAs to apply for the Green List and
recommends that all PAs carry out a gap analysis against the Indicators of the Green List

11

See https://www.iucn.org/news/protected-areas/201711/iucn-prepares-new-wave-%E2%80%98green-list%E2%80%99conservation-success
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Standard to understand how far they have to go to be an effectively managed and equitably
governed PA. The table below shows a summary of the Green List Programme.



Global Programme consisting of a Standard with 50
Indicators, process rules (laid out in a User Manual),
access-only online platform, capacity building and
communications activities to recognise PAs that achieve their
conservation targets



25 PAs from 8 countries were provisionally added to the
Green List following a pilot phase in 2014. Currently, another
around 100 PAs from 12 additional countries are lined up for
assessment in 2018



Meant for individual PAs, but also applicable to groups or
systems of PAs



Uses a combination of PA self-assessment, independent
expert evaluation and review as well as stakeholder
consultation



Green List status lasts for 5 years and requires a mid-term
review. A full assessment has to be redone if the PA wants to
remain on the Green List after 5 years



Complaints can be submitted at any time and are
investigated by experts



The Green List Standard and User Manual (containing the
process rules) can be accessed here:
https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/our-work/iucngreen-list



The Excel file for conducting a gap analysis against the
Green List Standard Indicators can be found here:
https://intranet.kfw.kfwgruppe.net/wissen/Seiten/na/Naturress
ourcen.aspx#chapter8

Purpose



Encourage, achieve and promote effectively managed and
equitably governed PAs that deliver conservation outcomes

Assessment
participants



PA staff



Stakeholders



Independent experts



Independent reviewers



Depends on how close the PA is to meeting the Green List
Standard and whether it has to define and implement action
plans to achieve compliance

Green List
Description

Link to methodology

Required assessment
time
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Strengths

Limitations



Also depends on the time and resources a PA can dedicate
to the process part-time



Generally estimated to be between a few months and one
year



It is rooted in an internationally agreed quality benchmark for
successful PAs (the Green List Standard)



Includes a uniquely comprehensive verification procedure
(contained in the User Manual), lending independence and
credibility to the assessment process and its result



Can build on the support and input of many PA experts
around the world via the IUCN 'WCPA Green List Specialist
Group'



Despite its young age, has already secured commitment of
the governments of about 30 countries to seek Green List
status for some of their PAs



All data and information is collected in a central online
platform, enabling better reporting to the CBD, sharing of
information and learning from one another



Protected areas in a system can apply to be added to the
Green List collectively rather than separately



The process for getting onto the Green List is comparatively
complex



Where PAs do not yet meet the benchmark of the Green List
Standard they have to implement action plans to address issues, which are likely to require financial resources



Establishing the Green List programme in a country or region
requires commitment, effort and time



With the Green List Standard being ambitious in defining best
practice, it will not be achievable for all PAs

The process for setting up the Green List Programme and getting PAs onto the Green List is
summarised below.
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Some of the evidence and explanations produced through an Advanced METT, EoH or
SAPA assessment may be used to verify compliance with the indicators of the Green List
Standard. The table below illustrates this. In the used example, the processes outlined in the
PA management plan and the judgement by assessment participants serve as evidence for
the EoH and Advanced METT questions and also satisfy the requirements of the Green List
indicator. The responses gathered from local communities during the SAPA household
survey may also verify that the Green List indicator is met.
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The below is an illustration of the Green List Standard.
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Integrated Management Effectiveness Tool (IMET)
The IMET is part of the wider BIOPAMA programme that started in 2011 and will run until
2023 with funding from the European Union. BIOPAMA stands for 'Biodiversity and Protected
Area Management'. The project aims to address threats to biodiversity in African, Caribbean
and Pacific countries while reducing poverty in communities in and around PAs. It is
implemented by IUCN, the ABS Capacity Development Initiative and the EU's Joint Research
Centre13
The IMET goes way beyond assessing management effectiveness and is a comprehensive
tool to support PA planning, monitoring and evaluation. The table below summarises the
IMET.

IMET Description



Composed of three modules that can be completed online or
offline:

1. Evaluation of the state of the intervention context
2. Assessment of PA management effectiveness
3. Visualisation of the produced elements and analyses to
support decision-making


Second IMET module has been created by looking to other
methodologies, such as the original METT and EoH



Tool allows to establish functional links between different
levels of management - from the site to landscape and
ecosystem, regional or national network



Through BIOPAMA, the IMET process is supported by
coaches who train PA managers and assist in completing the
form



The form should be completed in a workshop setting with
stakeholders

Link to methodology



The IMET modules are not publically available. Further
information and access may be requested via the BIOPAMA
website: http://www.biopama.org/contacts

Purpose



Contribute to improving protected area management and
meet conservation targets

13

See http://www.biopama.org/
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Assessment
participants



PA staff with the support of coaches



Stakeholders

Required
assessment time



The time for completion of the IMET form takes between 2
and 4 days. Additional time is required for training (see graph
below)

Strengths



The tool goes beyond management effectiveness and supports PA planning and monitoring



Automatic visualisation of the incorporated data provides for
a quick overview of results and of strengths and
weaknesses



The online form allows for central collection of data and thus
contributes to improved reporting on PAs



The tool requires considerable time investment for getting PA
management staff trained



Since the tool is relatively complex, it cannot be applied by
PAs alone - a coach is always needed



The costs for an IMET assessment including training
activities are relatively high



The IMET is still in its development phase and a new
iteration of the tool is planned

Limitations

Since its creation, the IMET has been used for various PAs in over a dozen countries. The
graph below outlines the process for applying the IMET.
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The image below illustrates a data input sheet of the IMET, here on 'Value and
Importance - Governance/Partnership'.
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The below graphs show examples of how IMET assessment results are visualised by the
tool.
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Best practice in conducting PAME assessments
Management effectiveness assessments using the Advanced METT, EoH and IMET are essentially self-assessments with input from stakeholders. The best practice guidance given in
this chapter on how to plan, carry out and follow-up assessments might seem obvious but is,
in practice, often not followed. Assessments will only be of real value to PAs if the methodologies are applied using sound processes as described below. The guidance does not refer to
the IUCN Green List since it comprises an evaluation and
verification process that is conducted by independent experts and that PAs contribute to, but
cannot influence.
Collaborating
The assessment should be carried out as a workshop involving PA staff and important rights
holders and stakeholders. Stakeholders are individuals with an interest in the PA, such as
representatives of local communities, tourism operators, government agencies, conservation
organisations, etc. Engaging them will ensure that the assessment is
objective. Often, rights holders and stakeholders hold information and knowledge that will be
valuable to the PA. If they are supportive of the PA, it will help achieve the PA’s
objectives. Getting them engaged in the assessment can contribute to creating support.
Assessment organisers should consider carefully which rights holders and stakeholders to
invite to the assessment. Not every individual stakeholder can be invited and so
organisers should choose individuals that are well placed to speak on behalf of their stakeholder group. The organisers should not shy away from inviting critical voices since the assessment is an opportunity to find consensus and create understanding for other positions.
Planning
Having relevant information and data available at the time the assessment is carried out will
save precious time, so organisers should study the methodology some time before doing the
assessment to know what information and data to gather.
All methodologies can be adapted to the regional and local context. Do they contain questions and worksheets that are not relevant to your PA? If so, leave them out. Do they not
cover aspects that are important in your PA? If so, add them. Document why you have removed or added aspects so that assessors in following years understand what has been
done.
To ensure that all relevant people can participate in the assessment, organisers should think
about when best to carry out the assessment and avoid festive seasons and other times
when people are typically busy.
It might help using a moderator to guide the discussions, ensure that consensus is reached
and to help identify ways for addressing any issues. Using a moderator, either from the PA or
someone external, needs to be considered early on.
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Assessing
It might be the first time that some PA staff, rights holders and stakeholders are involved in
assessing the effectiveness of PA management. At the start of the assessment all
participants should be briefed on why such an assessment is important. It should also be
explained that the aim of the exercise is to support management and operations of the PA.
Assessments can create fears about potential repercussions and especially staff need to be
assured that there will be no detrimental consequences for them or the PA, no matter what
the result will be.
The questions and worksheets to be completed might be interpreted differently by
different people. The guidance in the methodologies explain their intent, but it might be useful
to discuss their meaning with all assessment participants beforehand to ensure all have the
same understanding.
The assessments will only be of value to the PA and others, if comprehensive notes are taken, explaining the reached conclusions, what information was taken into account and how
potential issues will be addressed. The notes will also help assessors in succeeding years
understand what has been done and will make sure that their assessments
consider the same aspects and types of information. That way, assessment results can be
compared over time, trends can be identified and it will be easier to see whether the
taken actions are effective. Wherever available, quantitative data should be used to
support conclusions.
Following up
The aim of the assessment is to contribute to good conservation planning and effective management. However, this can only be achieved if identified issues and actions to be taken are
followed through. Some of the defined actions might have to be translated into action plans
to get clarity about timelines, responsibilities, budget, etc.
The Advanced METT, EoH and IMET assessments are also designed to track progress over
time and so should be carried out regularly to see if the PA is making progress.
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Annex: Choosing an assessment methodology
PAs that are not yet using a specific methodology for assessing management
effectiveness may use the decision tables below to guide their choice. Here is how to use the
tables:
1. Read the questions and note down your answers
2. If you don’t know the answers, consider the ‘Help’ column to get the information you need
3. When you have answered all the questions, consult the ‘Recommendations table’ to see
which methodology would be most appropriate

Question

Help

Your answer
(Yes / No)

1. Does the PA
contain more than 2%
of a remaining
ecoregion?

Use this website to calculate how much of
an ecoregion your PA comprises:
http://dopaexplorer.jrc.ec.europa.eu/dopa_explorer
If you don’t know if your PA contains an
ecoregion, go here to identify terrestrial
ecoregions:
https://www.worldwildlife.org/biomecategories/terrestrial-ecoregions
Go here to identify marine ecoregions:
https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/ma
rine-ecoregions-of-the-world-abioregionalization-of-coastal-and-shelf-areas
(Pages 578 and 579)
Note:
An ‘ecoregion’ is a large unit of land or water
containing a geographically distinct assemblage of species, natural communities, and
environmental conditions
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2. Does the PA
contain more than 5
species listed as VU,
EN or CR on the IUCN
Red List?

Check http://www.iucnredlist.org/ for Red
Listed species. Relevant here are species
from the categories Vulnerable (VU),
Endangered (EN), and Critically
endangered (CR)

3. Does the PA
contain more than 50%
of a ‘Key
Biodiversity Area’
(KBA)?

Check
http://www.keybiodiversityareas.org/site/sear
ch for KBAs.

Note:
All known KBAs are listed on this website.
There is a focus on bird areas currently and
other types of KBAs will be added over time.

‘Key Biodiversity Areas’ (KBA) are sites that
contribute to the global persistence of biodiversity, including vital habitat for threatened
plant and animal species in terrestrial,
freshwater and marine ecosystems.
4. Are the threats to the
PA’s main values of
medium magnitude or
less?

Use The Nature Conservancy’s ‘Conservation Action Planning' rating system to answer this question:

5. Does the PA have
ecological
management capacity
for carrying out an assessment?

‘Adequate staff capacity’ could be a biologist
or any other staff with ecological management skills.

See Step 4 from page 43 on
http://www.conservationgateway.org/Files/P
ages/action-planning-cap-handb.aspx
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Recommendations table
Compare your given answers with those below to see which assessment tool is most appropriate for your PA.

Question

Given answers

1. Does the PA contain more than
2% of a remaining ecoregion?
2. Does the PA contain more than 5
species on the IUCN Red List?

2 or 3 out of these 3
answered with 'Yes'

0 or 1 out of these 3
answered with 'Yes'

4. Are the threats to the PA’s main
values of medium magnitude or
less?

Any answer

Yes

5. Does the PA have ecological
management capacity for carrying
out an assessment?

Any answer

No

Recommended tool for the PA

EoH

Advanced METT +
Green List gap analysis

3. Does the PA contain more than
50% of a ‘Key Biodiversity Area’?

Please note
If the PA is a World Heritage Site it should apply the EoH toolkit since it was specifically
designed for World Heritage sites or the PA should consider applying for the IUCN Green
List.
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Annex: Further reading


Protected Planet report (2016): https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-planet-report2016



Protected Planet portal (most up to date and complete source of information on PAs):
https://www.protectedplanet.net/



Aichi Targets: https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/default.shtml



Sustainable Development Goals:
https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/



Protected areas helping to meet the Sustainable Development Goals:
https://www.iucn.org/sites/dev/files/natural_solutions_-_sdgs_final_2.pdf



Management Effectiveness study (2010): https://www.iucn.org/content/managementeffectiveness-evaluation-protected-areas-global-study-second-edition-2010



Framework for Evaluating Effectiveness: https://www.iucn.org/content/evaluatingeffectiveness-framework-assessing-management-protected-areas-2nd-edition



PAME Methodologies: https://www.protectedplanet.net/c/protected-areas-managementeffectiveness-pame/methodologies



Protected Area Governance and Management (2015):
https://www.iucn.org/content/protected-area-governance-and-management



Understanding and assessing equity in protected area conservation: a matter of governance, rights, social impacts and human wellbeing (2018): http://pubs.iied.org/14671IIED/



CBD e-learning modules (e.g. on PA design, integration, transboundary issues, management planning, threats): http://www.cbd.int/protected/e-learning/



MOOCs (Massive Open Online Courses, e.g. on PA management and ecological monitoring): https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-areas/our-work/capacitydevelopment/mooc



Conservation Action Planning (CAP) Handbook (helps practitioners achieve conservation
results): http://www.conservationgateway.org/Files/Pages/action-planning-caphandb.aspx



Conservation Training (open and free learning community that offers conservation-based
training materials from The Nature Conservancy and partners):
https://www.conservationtraining.org/



Adapting to climate change (2016): https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/46685
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Sustainable Financing of Protected Areas. A global review of challenges and options
(2006): https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PAG-013.pdf



DOPA Explorer (web based information system on the world's PAs): http://dopaexplorer.jrc.ec.europa.eu/dopa_explorer/



IUCN Parks Journal (published twice a year): https://www.iucn.org/theme/protectedareas/publications/parks-journal



Panorama (showcasing PA solutions to challenges): http://www.panorama.solutions/
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Annex: Summary of scoping study
The following summary is based on the scoping study report 'Measuring Success of
Investments in Protected Areas' (2016), which provided the basis for the recommendations
made in this User Guide.
PA projects supported by KfW have a life span of three to over 20 years, including follow-on
from initial KfW grants. The projects are very varied in terms of geographic scope, conducted
activities and context. Whereas one project might be about combatting poaching in a certain
PA, another project might look to improve the collaboration of a number of PAs working
across country borders. KfW interventions for projects range between ca. EUR 3 million and
EUR 30 million.
Investments of such magnitude are only worthwhile if tangible outcomes for biodiversity
protection are achieved. To this end, Logical Frameworks are developed for many projects
that KfW supports, guiding project planning and activities and outlining the intended goals of
the interventions. Most of the projects measure to what extend the goals are being reached
and use the METT for this purpose. However, assessments differ in terms of approach and
quality and while the METT provides a quick overview of management effectiveness development in individual PAs, it is too limited to allow a detailed assessment of conservation
outcomes14.
KfW seeks to effect a more streamlined and fit-for-purpose way of measuring success of
investments in its increasing portfolio of terrestrial and marine PAs and commissioned a
scoping study to analyse existing assessment methodologies15. In the context of this study,
‘success’ is usually not meant to be expressed in terms of changes to conservation value
conditions (such as changes to key species population sizes), but via proxies (such as
reduction of threats to key species). The reason for this is that the life span of KfW projects is
too short in most cases to result in these kinds of changes, which normally take longer to
materialise and are often very costly to measure.
The scoping study was divided into three steps:
1. Define principles for measuring success of KfW investments in PAs: This was done via
interviews with relevant KfW staff.
2. Based on the principles, shortlist a number of existing methodologies for measuring
conservation achievements that could be adopted by KfW: A group of ten experts from
the network of IUCN (International Union for the Conservation of Nature) worked with the
consultant to select potentially suitable tools from the universe of about 40 known ones.
3. Analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the shortlisted eight methodologies and
recommend those to adopt by KfW: The consultant studied the eight methodologies in
detail and discussed their findings with the experts in one-on-one conversations to seek
consensus on which methodologies to recommend to KfW and its PA partners. (Note:
14

WWF / The World Bank (2007). Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool. Reporting Progress at Protected Area Sites: Second Edition.
15
In the context of this project report, the term “tool” refers to systems, approaches, methods and methodologies.
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Four methodologies remained - all described in this User Guide, plus the IMET which
was launched at a later stage)
4. Gather feedback from global KfW biodiversity staff on the suggested methodologies and
their implementation and identify potential PAs to test the viability of the suggested
methodologies. (Note: In 2017, the consultant witnessed three PA management
effectiveness assessments in Ukraine and carried out a combination of training and
assessment in Namibia, commissioned by the Namibian Environment Ministry)

Based on interviews with KfW staff and discussions with the experts, the following principles
were defined for potential methodologies to adopt by KfW:


The methodologies need to strike a good balance between effort to put in / capacity of
the PA on the one hand and meaningfulness of the assessment on the other hand



The methodologies have to be flexible to cater for the varying scopes of projects that are
financed by KfW



The methodologies have to be easy to use, so that PAs and / or implementing partners
can conduct the assessments and do not need the support of consultants
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