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1. Summary

“Kufanya kosa siyo kosa. Kosa ni kuru dia kosa*
»10 make a mistake is not a mistake. The mistakédgepeat the mistake”

Bajuni Proverb, Kenya

The world’s biodiversity is under threat aheé marine environment particularly so. The
origins of these threats are manifold, effective gnick measures to counter them restricted.
One possible instrument to conserve biodiversitayoare protected areas — both terrestrial
and marine. So far these protected areas haveeoeived as much public and governmental
recognition as one might hope for. Even more ingrdrbecomes the necessity of these (ma-
rine) protected areas to function as efficientlypassible and to meet the right conservation

objectives.

As a result of this, the conservation comityumas started to bring its attention to man-
agement effectiveness in protected areas overdbeyears. The systems and models devel-
oped are designed to assess the degree to whiolaraé€) protected area achieves its goals
and targets — and ultimately its vision. The fotteas on adaptive management — this means
that shortcomings in the management of the (mapnatected area that are identified during
the effectiveness evaluation should be recogniretladtered. This often implies an adapta-

tion of the strategic plan.

So far little thought has been given to ¢fffectiveness of the planning of (marine) pro-
tected areas. While it has been recognized alrdatya strategic plan and appropriate goals
and targets are necessary to meet the vision amgeogtion objectives of a (marine) pro-
tected area, no formal assessment procedure hasibsigned to evaluate the planning effec-

tiveness.

The aim of this thesis is thus the developinoé a framework to evaluate planning effec-
tiveness. Based on management effectiveness assd@s$rmameworks, strategic planning
guidelines and other sources, the author of theidhieveloped a model to evaluate the plan-

ning effectiveness of marine protected areas. Thdeinshould be applied by the planning
1
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team at the end of the strategic planning proosiéstnatively it can also be used during the

process as some sort of guideline on the divesseessthat have to be considered.

The planning effectiveness scorecard masleleveloped during the course of the chap-
ters, and the tables are accompanied by explasatind examples to the individual issues.

The final scorecard model for assessing plannifecegfeness is then presented in Chapter 10

This thesis provides a starting point foradidation and extension of the model together
with various marine protected areas over the rextrhonths. The eventual goal is to provide

a practical and proven tool to help in the planrohgew marine protected areas. Stay tuned.
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2. Introduction

Protected areas have become a prime instrtutoecounter the global crisis of loss in
biodiversity. The 2003 UN List of Protected Ard@8CPA 2007) noted 102,102 protected
areas worldwide covering 18.8 million km? equalihih5% of the global land surface. Com-
pared to 1962 when only 1000 protected areas cdv&¥e of the Earth’s land surface this
represents a major increase. While the protectfoteroestrial ecosystems is advancing the
marine ecosystems are still underrepresented ime¢hgork of protected areas: less than 1%
of the ocean is covered by marine protected al&PA 2007). The official IUCN definition
of a Marine Protected Area is “Any area of inteatidr subtidal terrain, together with its over-
lying waters and associated flora, fauna, histbrca cultural features, which has been re-
served by law or other effective means to protect pr all of the enclosed environment” (in
Pomeroy, Parks and Watson 2004: 1). One reasothéolow number of marine protected
areas is the high seas juridical problem wherartherent lack of sovereignty in international
waters leads to a lack of responsibility for prtitat and sustainable management. Another
reason is the missing understanding of the valadsb&nefits of marine ecosystems and the
low amount of research spent on species and pregesboth in sovereign and international
waters. Marine ecosystems are far more interlirtkedh terrestrial ecosystems: many marine
species are highly migratory and the life-cycle etefency of species on certain habitats is
more common and distinct than in terrestrial eciesys. Marine protected areas are different
from terrestrial protected areas in the way thal treflect the relationship between marine
and terrestrial environments and human uses; re g.coastal marine protected areas manag-
ers will need to work with inland developers ankletanto consideration broader watershed

issues (Pomeroy, Parks and Watson 2004: 1).

Noting that “the current global systems aftpcted areas are not sufficiently large, suffi-
ciently well-planned, nor sufficiently well-managéal maximize their contribution to biodi-
versity conservation” (CBD 2007) the ConventionBinlogical Diversity found “an urgent
need to take action to improve the coverage, reptaveness and management of protected
areas nationally, regionally and globally” (CBD Z00As part of its goal to significantly re-
duce the rate of biodiversity loss by 2010 the @orion on Biological Diversity defined the
following goal in its “Programme of Work on ProtedtAreas” (CBD 2007): “...to support

the establishment and maintenance by 2010 forsteiaeand by 2012 for marine areas of

3
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comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologia@presentative national and regional
systems of protected areas that ...significantly cedine current rate of biodiversity loss at
the global, regional, national and sub-nationakls\and contribute to poverty reduction and

the pursuit of sustainable development”.

These strategic goals need to be met byuadecctions. Overall (international) goals
need to be brought down to a national level ofoactt i.e. the establishment of protected ar-
eas — and to a level of international cooperatioth @etwork designation. To ensure that the
individual national programs of protected areas #wednetworks interact efficiently and con-
tribute to meeting the goals defined by the CBD &M@PA proper strategic planning is
needed. These strategic plans also need to be thist is where the evaluation of planning
effectiveness and later on during the actual manage of the protected area the assessment

of management effectiveness comes in.

The aim of this thesis is to develop a pcattframework for a planning effectiveness
assessment. Based partly on management effectsvenaliation systems, a system for plan-
ning effectiveness will be developed that focusesiy on the special considerations of stra-
tegic planning. It gives an overview on the diffgraspects that should be taken into account
when conducting such an evaluation of the stratptaoning phase of a marine protected

area.

Though the management cycle for managenféttigeness defined by Hockings et al.
(2006) considers the context phase a separate froas¢he planning phase the author of this
thesis considers both the context as well as tenohg phase to be part of strategic planning.
Usually the strategic planning of protected aredisnet be a long-term process so an assess-
ment of the context and planning can be done ohtteedormal end of the strategic planning
process. Still, depending on the duration of tmping stage it may sometimes be necessary
to evaluate the context and planning steps alrdadyng the process of strategic planning — if
several years lie between the start and end ostila¢egic planning influencing factors may
have changed and in order to finish the plannimgess with up-to-date information the plan-
ning effectiveness assessment can be conductecelstfategic planning is finished and the

final assessment is undertaken.

The chapters of the thesis deal with theeggntopics that should be assessed when

checking planning effectiveness of a marine pretteirea. Each topic is then accompanied by
4
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several indicators. These indicators are preseantdte form of a scorecard or checklist — de-
pending on the subject assessed. If indicatoramamged in the way of a scorecard then the
amount of points for the different answers is giuebrackets next to the indicator. A summa-
rized table of the assessment matrix developetldarcourse of this thesis is presented in the

chapter “Results”.

Since there is little literature and expece available on management effectiveness in
marine protected areas - let alone on planning®feness, this thesis will also include plan-
ning phase aspects of terrestrial protected afeest.an overview on strategic planning will
be given to ensure proper understanding of theggsoof planning and the terminology. Then
the issue of effectiveness will be considered imevdetail and a checklist of different aspects

to assess for the planning phase will be developed.
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3. Management Effectiveness and Planning Effectiveness

Management effectiveness can be definedhes degree to which management actions
are achieving the stated goals and objectives miotected area” (Pomeroy 2007) or a net-
work of protected areas. Not only large, well knoamd well established marine protected
areas should undergo such an assessment — managsffeetiveness evaluation can also
help smaller and less prestigious marine proteateds to demonstrate their contribution to
maintaining biodiversity, protecting the integritf ecosystems or maintaining ecosystem
functions and increasing regional income and welf&urthermore appropriate governance,
appropriate use of funding and accountability tasatonors and governments can be demon-
strated by well structured management effectivemssessments. Management effectiveness
refers both to the design of marine protected a(eabvidual sites and systems of marine
protected areas) as well as to the adequacy ano@mieness of the management systems
and processes and the delivery of the protecteisaobjectives (Pomeroy 2007). It has now
been generally recognized that any protected dreald be run along business principles -
taking care of fundraising, financing and becomaiegountable of how these funds are used
and whether the objectives set by the missionrsite are actually met. An important tool in

this context is the management effectiveness assets

Several methodologies and frameworks hawn lieveloped to assess the management
effectiveness of protected areas. Most of themdamuthe evaluation of outcomes and only
little and scattered information is provided on laafions of the planning phase. Hockings,
Stolton and Dudley (2002: 2) suggest that a manageegffectiveness assessment should ide-
ally include all phases of the management cyclais Tefers only to the assessments under-
taken for the management stage — i.e. the plarstagg is re-evaluated after several years to
see whether the context framework and the planaiagtill meeting the external and internal
conditions and influencing factors. Monitoring aemhluation support planners and managers
by learning from experience and help governmentsjihg agencies, donors and civil society

to monitor the effectiveness of protected areaspratécted area networks.
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According to Hockings, Stolton and Dudlep@2: 2) the management cycle comprises
Six stages — starting with the context stage — wébh stage being characterized by a central

question:

Content:
status and threats

/" Where are we now? \

Dutcoines
\What did
we achieve?

Planning
Where do we
want to be ?

Dutputs
What were Inputs

b
the results? What do we need?

AN "

Processes
How do we go about it?

Figure 1: The Management Cycle (Hockings, Stolton and Dug@g2: 2)

These six stages are usually the managecyel® a marine protected area goes through
from the initial idea and vision to the first maeagent effectiveness evaluation after several
years. The six key components can be grouped lméz tmain stages of the management ef-
fectiveness assessments: Context and Planning goétofiMarine Protected Area Design”,
inputs and processes to “Management Systems ared3es” and Outputs and Outcomes are

part of the “Delivery of Marine Protected Area Qffjees” (Wells and Mangubhai 2004: 2).
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The focus of a management effectivenessassnt naturally depends on the individual

stage in which it is undertaken, and each stageckdain base criteria that have to be as-

sessed:
Elements of Explanation Criteria that are assessed Focus of evaluation
evaluation
Context Where are we now? - Significance Status
Assessment of importance, - Threats
threats and policy environment - Vulnerability
- Mational context
Planning Where do we want to he? - Protected area legislation and Appropriateness
Assessment of protected area policy )
design and planning - Protected area system design
- Reserve design
- Management planning
Inputs What do we need? - Resourcing of agency Resources
Assessment of resources needed - Resourcing of site
to carry out management - Partners
Processes How do we go about it? - Suitability of management Efficiency and
Assessment of the way in which processes apprapriateness
management is conducted
Outputs What were the results? - Results of management actions Effectiveness
Assessment of the implementation - Services and products
of management programmes and
actions; delivery of products and
services
Outcoines What did we achieve? - Impacts: effects of Effectiveness and
Assessment of the outcomes and management in relation to appropriateness
the extent to which they achieved objectives
objectives

Figure 2: WCPA Framework for assessing management effectbgeakprotected areas and protected area systemagi(tgs, Stolton and
Dudley 2002: 4)

Depending on the circumstances, resourceésiaads, management effectiveness assess-
ments can have different levels of monitoring anal@ation; so the first step in the process is
to decide on how much time and effort should benspa the assessment. Depending on the
time and resources invested in the assessmentjdodl stages of the management cycle can
be assessed (earlier or latter stages) or thesasseat can focus entirely on the outcome and
only if the outcome is not achieved are the eadtages then examined to find the problem
(Hockings, Stolton and Dudley 2002: 4).

Management effectiveness is not only a m®d¢hat stops with the evaluation of results
but rather feeds into the planning process agaifunflamental concept in management effec-

tiveness is “adaptive management”. Adaptive managenfocuses on learning, adaptation

8
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and the diagnosis of issues which have an influemcerhether goals and objectives are met
(Pomeroy 2007). The findings of evaluations canubed by managers to improve the on-
going management through adaptations, to influgraley to improve protected area sys-

tems, to provide accountability to civil societydato raise awareness (Hockings, Stolton and
Dudley, 2002: 6).

In the opinion of the author of this thesise above first stage of the three leveled man-
agement cycle (“Marine Protected Area Design”) sthdne evaluated both right after strategic
planning as well as re-evaluated during later yeathe course of management effectiveness
assessments. During such a planning assessmertritext and input stages — as defined by
Hockings, Stolton and Dudley (2002: 4) - shouldalssessed. This will assure that the man-
agement team operates within a sensible framewrki$ the basis for further management
undertaken in the following stages “Management &yst and Processes” and “Delivery of
Marine Protected Area Objectives” (as defined byllsvand Mangubhai 2004: 2). Adapting
the management cycle (as defined by Hockings, @t@nd Dudley (2002: 2)) for a planning

assessment, the sequences would look as follows:

Context and Threats Planning Inputs Processes Outputs: Outcome:
Where are we now? Where do we What do we need? How do we go What are the Establishment
want to be? about it? desired results?| Jof the MPA

Figure 3: Stages of the planning cycle

For sound understanding of the aim of thesis it is important to differentiate between
two main stages in the “life cycle” of a marine f@cied area: the first stage is the strategic
planning which defines the framework for the manimetected area and ends with the formal
establishment of the marine protected area — imojuthe management plan for the site. The
management plan is the framework of actions thitiead to an achievement of the goals and
eventually of the vision of the marine protecteglaaThe second stage is the operational stage
of the marine protected area: resources (inputspancesses to achieve the goals of the man-
agement plan are identified in detail and then iadpio the marine protected area. The out-
comes of the management activities are then latehe subject of a classical management
effectiveness assessment. Still, an assessmefdrofipg effectiveness at the end of the stra-

9
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tegic planning phase can help in shaping the kEtge more effectively since it assures that
all important parameters (internal and external)ehlaeen accounted for in the strategic plan.
An example can illustrate this more practicallyaifmarine protected area is created to protect
biodiversity but the planning team excludes from dlesignated site the most important nest-
ing beach of sea turtles in the region a fundanhgaddmning mistake has been made. If it is
not corrected after the planning phase — brouglattention for example by the planning ef-
fectiveness assessment - the strategic plan andn#magement plan will not lead to the
achievement of the vision of protecting biodiversitnce the sea turtle nesting populations
may decline (due to outside influences like humessgure). Planning effectiveness thus in-

cludes all of these important considerations dutimgfirst life stage of the protected area.

For developing a suitable planning effeate®s framework the author of this thesis trans-
fers the idea of management effectiveness to théegic planning phase. Assessing planning
effectiveness is of high importance to the furthetivities and management of the protected
area: only then will the future activities of thenme protected area have a solid and accurate
base. Additionally it should be kept in mind thatrecting mistakes through adaptive man-
agement as early as possible in the process dilistiag a marine protected area will result
in less costs than corrections done at a lateestagntinuing the above example: if the plan-
ning team becomes aware of the absence of the ne#ting beach on the site and includes it
still during the strategic planning phase the assed costs will probably be low. Should the
management team only realize this mistake fivesyggier on the associated additional costs
of achieving the vision will be much higher sinbey will most probably include habitat res-
toration costs for the beach and additional sdientieasures to rescue the sea turtle popula-

tion.

The formal result of the strategic plannpiase will be a strategic plan. Since a strategic
plan is not a static instrument (Imboden 2006: d7)update of the strategic plan should be
done in case the planning effectiveness assessnginights some factors that have not been
appropriately considered in the plan. Later onjraduthe second life stage of the marine pro-
tected area — i.e. during the actual managemethieo$ite — a periodic update of the strategic
plan - based on the outcomes of the then undertadearagement effectiveness assessment —
should be done. These management effectivenesssassats will show the management

whether the goals and aims of the strategic planrat through the management plan and the
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activities in the area.

Application of a planning effectiveness asseent, and later on continuous application of
management effectiveness evaluations, should fael imto the planning and management
processes respectively. This will strongly imprabhe effectiveness and progress towards
achieving the protected area’s goals and objectivadure is as important as success and can
be valuable, as long as the planning team and tregement learn from the mistakes. Cor-
recting mistakes already during the early phasegratected area management, before they
are compounded over time, will help marine protgécieeas to improve their practice and

meet their goals.
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4. The Planning Phase — “Where do we want to be?”

Adequate and well structured strategic plagms the basis for a well functioning, effi-
cient marine protected area and a good resultenpthnning effectiveness assessment and
later on a good management effectiveness evaludtiookings, Stolton and Dudley (2002)
consider the question “Where do we want to be”d@dh® core point of the evaluation in the
planning phase. “Where do we want to be and howwsl get there?” are also the central
questions for a planning effectiveness assessniietfocus of these questions lie on the in-
tended outcomes for the protected area or proteea system which means the vision for
which the site or system is being planned. The @ppateness of design and planning of the
protected area is assessed along the followingrainational protected area legislation and
policy, plans for protected area systems, the desaj individual protected areas, manage-
ment planning (Hockings, Stolton and Dudley 200Z)3The planning effectiveness indica-
tors used differ for systems of marine protectesghsror for individual sites and will depend
on the purpose of the assessment. For individtes $he focus of assessment will be on the
size, shape, location and detailed managementtolgeand plans while for the assessment
of protected area systems issues like connectanty ecological representativeness will be

most important (Hockings, Stolton and Dudley 20B)2:

The basis for the strategic planning progegke vision development. The vision is de-
veloped during the phase “Context: status and tsiréa the management cycle — i.e. at the
very beginning of the planning process, and it $edo the later planning stage since the vi-
sion represents the ultimate goal of the proteated — e.g. the preservation of the site cov-
ered by the protected area. During the planning@hiine protected area management or the
planning team then develops the strategy to achyeats and targets — both internally and
externally which will lead to the achievement oé thision. Thus the planning should be vi-

sion oriented, of a long term nature and shouldlt@s a well structured plan.
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The following figure illustrates one modélte different levels of a strategic plan:

- What, in the long-term, we
Vision would like to create '
Particular goal we want to
contribute to (with other
players)
Ohjectives to fulfil the goal

reflecting strength and
expertise of the organisation

Objective

Spec _"l-_' targets as OUR
contribution to the Goa

/ ! ."I \
S T Activities reguired for
Activities | Activities | achieving a target

Figure 4: General format of a strategic plan (from Imbodef&QL0)

An example for a protected area vision cdaddhe preservation of a lagoon that consti-
tutes the main territory of a marine protected aed is a prime nesting site for an endan-
gered species of sea turtles and is currently safférom intense tourism pressure. While the
conservation of the sea turtles may also be a nefasdhe existence of the protected area the
preservation of the lagoon and the beaches willrenthe species’ survival, the maintenance

of the integrity of the ecosystem and thus theigahof other species as well.

“Goals” are the overall aspects that neecbéomet to achieve the vision and their
achievement is not entirely within the control loé fprotected area. A goal could be “to main-
tain the current level of sea turtles nesting andite”. Goals need to be identified clearly and
subdivided into external and internal goals. Exdégoals are usually not entirely under the
control of the management of the marine protected ée.g. raising the household income of
local stakeholders) while internal goals are mostithin the area of influence of the man-
agement — e it through enforcement (e.g. proteaifathe nesting beach from adverse human

influence).

An “objective” then defines what type ofigittes to pursue to meet a goal. An example
for an objective for the external goal of stakelolgarticipation is “community organizing
and participation strengthened and maintained” @om Parks and Watson 2004: 164). Fol-
lowing the above vision-example an external obyectiould be to “increase the awareness for

the protected area and its unique biodiversity ajriay target audiences” through “effective
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stakeholder participation and representation”. Aternal objective could be “to maintain ef-

fective management structures and strategies”.

Goals and objectives are statements aboeternthe protected area is headed — in terms of
staff, activities or stakeholders. “Targets” areréault to be achieved for which the organiza-
tion is largely responsible itself” (Imboden 20®&) — i.e. what to achieve. Targets break the
objective further down, and activities then brela& individual targets further down into ac-
tion units to be pursued. These activities showldo@ part of the strategic plan but rather of
an annual work plariThe main reason for this is that it is difficultcafutile to try to predict
and plan detailed activities over a period of savgears. External circumstances will always
change a little bit and will demand varying dayey approaches. An example would be the
implementation of a regular workshop routine thainds together the local villag-
ers/stakeholders and the protected area managehaegets are the “backbone” of a strategic
plan and constitute a measurable result to be eelacheir delivery is largely within the con-
trol of the protected area (Imboden 2006: 11). Al&stone” is an interim checkpoint towards
the attainment of a target (Imboden 2006: 56) — thg first kick-off workshop has taken
place and locals have attended it. Goals, targetsodjectives are often interlinked through
cause and effect chains. The goals and targetsegirbtected area should be “SMART”: Spe-
cific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic, Timelifhaboden 2006: 56).

The central question during the planningepss is “What is the desired result of the pro-
tected area and how will planning enable the aem®nt”? All decisions taken should have a
holistic approach. Form follows function which meathat first the strategic plan and the
management plan of the protected area have to ikenvand then the departments and or-
ganization can be set up to work efficiently tovgaetthieving the goals (Imboden 2006: 42).
The key to success and impact of the work of aggotetl area is not so much influenced by
how much is done but rather by how effectively @ropriorities are pursued (Imboden 2006:
4).

14



MSC ‘ of Protected Areas

\Management

Mag. Renate Visotschnig-Bruckschwaiger “Planning &ffeness of Marine Protected Arei _

5. Effectiveness in the Planning Phase

The effectiveness evaluation of the planmphgse aims to assess the appropriateness of
design and planning. This means that the organizand the strategic planning should be
evaluated to review whether the planned goals,ctibgs and structures will produce the de-
sired results for the protected area — i.e. ultalyaieet the vision for which the protected
area was created. Experiences to date should Isedeoed and accounted for during this stage
of the planning cycle already. Outcomes should fieed into the planning process again — if
the results suggest there is a need for changes thas improve planning. As mentioned ear-
lier this is called “adaptive planning. The centralestions are “where do we want to be?”
(Hockings, Stolton and Dudley 2002: 4) and “will et there with the set up, our strategic
plan and have all external influences been takiEndocount?”. The adequate design of a pro-
tected area is the first step towards meetinghjsatives. Thus the design process should be
divided into the context stage and the planningestahe planning stage builds on the context
stage which is why an inclusion of context aspsbisuld be considered when assessing the
planning stage. Both stages together can be refjasithe strategic planning phase. The con-
text of the protected area can also be criticaltlier interpretation of results of management
effectiveness assessments during later stage® oh#magement cycle. An assessment of the
context of the marine protected area is also ¢jJds#ted to the assessment of outcomes since
it concerns key protected area values, managenigettives and threats (Hockings et al.
2006: 18).

Meeting the targets of the protected areanlg possible by focusing on what should be
achieved rather than on what the management warde {(Imboden 2006: 4). This requires
an assessment of protected area design and plannimgduding the processes; the focus
should lie on the appropriateness (Pomeroy 200@¢. dontext gives the “surrounding ele-
ments” of the protected area and the planning esahk achievement of its goals and targets.
Only if these two stages are well designed andrparate all available information can the

needed resources be identified during the inpgiesidth the best possible efficiency.

15



MSC

‘ of Protected Areas

\Management

Mag. Renate Visotschnig-Bruckschwaiger “Planning &ffeness of Marine Protected Arei _

The following table contains a set of quassithat should be considered during the plan-

ning effectiveness assessment:

General Effectiveness of the Strategic Planning Yes/No| Comment:

Has the context set up been properly considerednghdve achieve

the vision within this context?

Will the combined effort of all have a positive iagt?

Are the goals the right ones to have an impactaaieve the vision

and why so?

Are the objectives the right ones to achieve thedggand why so?

Are the targets the right ones to achieve the tiband why so?

Will the performance of the planned activities loeguate to achieve

the targets?

Is the planned time frame realistic?

Is the planned time frame suitable for conserv&tion

L)

With the planned set up and planning will we mowedrds the goal

and vision?

Figure 5: Planning Effectiveness Table “General effectivertdgbe strategic planning”
Only once all these questions can be answered yé$i has the planning team of the pro-
tected area outlined an efficient strategy for eeing the vision of the site. The challenge

with these questions will be to answer them obyetyi
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6. The Planning Effectiveness Assessment

To evaluate the effectiveness of the plagmifiorts after or during the planning phase a
framework should be applied that considers seaspécts of the context and planning phase
and uses indicators to assess the status, efficimd comprehensiveness of planning. The
planning team or management team conducting tressisent should regularly reassess the
progress made since the previous assessment (lbyngpthe assessment matrix again) to

check the advancement towards the goals.

6.1 Format and Methodology of an Assessment

Management effectiveness assessments aaflyudane by the use of indicators. Indica-
tors are used to measure the achievement of tangets cannot be defined or phrased in a
way that they become measurable by themselves. riibans that they are benchmarks that
show how well the management — or the planning te&srdoing. Indicators can be used to
highlight changes needed in planning and to adaghiraprove the setting and planning of the
protected area (adapted from Pomeroy, Parks anddWw&004: 18). The indicators need to be
clear with respect to the target that has to beesel and to the time frame planned for
achievement. In the context of management effectise Pomeroy, Parks and Watson (2004:
18) define indicators as “a unit of information reeeed over time that will allow you to
document changes in specific attributes of your MRA the case of the planning effective-
ness assessment the indicators are “snapshot imiditaince they only assess the effective-
ness of the strategic planning so far; there armeasurable changes yet as it is the case with
management effectiveness assessments. Pomeroyg, &atkWatson (2004: 18) further note
that “because effectiveness is a multi-dimensiamadcept, a range of different indicators
should be used to determine how your MPA is doiaigd define three categories of indica-
tors: biophysical, socio-economic and governandeators. This classification of indicators
also makes sense for the planning assessmentthef@montent and aims of the management
plan. The management plan is the instrument toeaehihe strategic goals of the marine pro-
tected area and many goals and objectives wileeitie of biophysical, socio-economic and

governance nature or sub-goals or objectives caidaged according to these three classes.

Starting the effectiveness assessment weéhdentification of the protected area’s goals
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is crucial because without a proper definitionhd goals and targets (and in the very first step
the vision) a suggestive assessment is imposdibke following steps have to be assessed to

ensure the range of indicators actually helps sessing planning effectiveness (adapted from

Pomeroy, Parks and Watson, 2004: 15):

Selection of Appropriate Indicators

Yes/No

Comment:

MPA goals and objectives have been identified

Relevant indicators have been matched to these gadl objectives

Indicators have been reviewed and prioritized

Relation between individual indicators has beentified

Figure 6: Planning Effectiveness Table “Selection of appraterindicators”

Selecting targets and indicators that métehstrategic goals and are appropriate is very

important. In this context a good indicator hab¢o

measurable - i.e. has to be recordable and andynmalmuantitative and qualitative

terms

precise — i.e. defined the same way by all people

consistent — i.e. not changing over time so thalways measures the same thing

sensitive — i.e. changing proportionately in regeoto actual changes in the attribute

or item being measured and

simple (Margolius and Salafsky 1998 in Pomeroyk®and Watson 2004: 47).

The usual formal appearance of a managesfétiveness assessment is a scorecard

model (e.g. the Parks in Peril Scorecard Mode} ohecklist model (e.g. IUCN “How is your

MPA doing?”). In the scorecard models indicators grouped together according to topics
(e.g. on-site protection activities, financing fite management) and a certain number of
points is given for each indicator fulfilled busaldepending on the accuracy or depth of the

fulfillment. For each category these point are thdded and give an indication on the appro-
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priateness — i.e. the effectiveness - of the manage of the protected area. The checklist
model groups the indicators according to diffetaaas of interest in the management (Pome-
roy, Parks and Watson 2004 group the indicators mbphysical, socio-economic and gov-
ernance indicators) and these are presented aschlishto the management of the protected
area. In both models — the scorecard and the deeokbdel - the indicators should ideally be
accompanied by in-depth descriptions of what thdicator is, why it should be measured,
how to collect the data, how to analyze and intdrgive results and explain the strengths and
limitations of the indicators (Pomeroy, Parks andt¥dn 2004). Ideally a good management
effectiveness assessment format will enable theagement of the protected area to select the
indicators that match their area best out of a watlgye of indicators— best in terms of needs
and resources (Pomeroy, Parks and Watson 200%h8&)additional benefit of the models is a
comprehensive “list” of topics that need to be adeied in managing a protected area. Often
topics are mentioned that have been neglected etomked so far. Both the scorecard mod-
els as well as the checklist models can be implésdelny park management, in the form of a
self assessment, or by external experts. Extexpares usually have the advantage of a more
objective view of the outsider and can add valuébgging in experience from other pro-
jects. Their disadvantage is, that they cost meneycritical resource in most marine pro-
tected areas. Self assessments — undertaken loyath@gement of the protected area itself —
save the costs of external experts but other pnablarise: Since the management evaluates
its own actions the question is how impatrtial tkialeation will be done. Self assessments are
often subjective and can thus be of questionablieevalso, which manager of a protected
area is ready to give herself/himself a bad sctres?important to realize that mistakes hap-
pen and that the more important question is howetlotan be solved and further mistakes can

be avoided.

Depending on the organizational structurdawithe protected area and the communities
adjacent to and within the area, questionnairesiloigsed by the management can be used to
get the result for a specific indicator — e.g. pleeception of values brought to the community
through the preservation of a lagoon (it may béngwortant objective to increase the percep-
tion of the natural resource values). However,dmes cultures and communities the use of
guestionnaires may not be possible because oficegstrictions (illiteracy, communication

processes, women are not allowed to have extegfalans). If questionnaires are used these
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can be distributed to the staff and to the locahicnities and will be combined with litera-
ture review, site visits, interviews and analysi®ckings, Stolton and Dudley 2002: 8). Legal
bodies need to be consulted to understand the leslopments in protected area and con-
servation legislation. In the absence of a cooperatttitude of the government national and
international NGOs can be asked for their opiniarttee matter. A crucial point in consulting
local communities (as will be elaborated at a lataEnt) is the appropriateness in terms of the
media that is used (questionnaire, personal talkeeple may be illiterates) as well as in
terms of social structures — i.e. who to ask anghich manner. In developing countries local
and indigenous people are often excellent resodoresonservation information having cen-
turies of experience with nature and the sustagmabE of resources at hand — but the chal-

lenge may be to get this information out of them.

A methodology for the planning assessmemtuksh thus fulfill the following criteria
(adapted from Hockings, Stolton and Dudley, 2002: 7

Methodology of the Assessment Yes/No| Comment:

A structure for the inclusion of stakeholdershe process has been

found

A timeline for the assessment process has beemedkfi

The range of indicators to be assessed has be@edief

A reporting structure for the results of the assesy has been foung

Processes for results to be fed back into the giedearea planning ¢

-

management system and stakeholders have beendlefine

Figure 7: Planning Effectiveness Table “Methodology of theessment”

Note: an example for including stakeholder in thecpss is using rapid rural appraisal — this

will be explained later on.
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6.2 Stakeholder Involvement

The planning phase of marine protected astamild be evaluated for the question
whether the protected area has the formal set mpetet its stated goals and objectives. This
refers not only to the legal aspect; it also inelfficient, comprehensive and continuous
stakeholder involvement. Stakeholders can be defase“people, groups, communities and
organizations who use and depend on the marineqgieat area, whose activities affect it or
who have an interest in these activities, includjogernment agencies, NGOs, local users,

universities and researchers” (Wells and ManguBf@é#: 13).

The different levels of relationships andy@gyement of the different stakeholders in the
marine protected area has to be clarified; th@¥ahg questions should be answered (adapted
from Wells and Mangubhai 2004: 13):

Relation of Stakeholders to the Site Yes/No| Comment:

Are individual groups of stakeholders economicdiypendent on th

D

marine protected area?

Are the stakeholders dependent on a managemerttiobjgoal for
their economic well-being? If so on which goal drmiv strong is the

dependency?

Do the individual stakeholders have a positive iohpan the site?

What is the nature and extent?

Do the individual stakeholders have a negative ohpa the site?

What is the nature and extent?

Are the stakeholders willing to accept a marinetguted area and

participate in its management?

Do the individual stakeholders have political awodial influence in

the management of the site? What kind of influence?

Are the stakeholders organized in relation to tterk management

body of the marine protected area? How and to dbgtee?

Figure 8: Planning Effectiveness Table “Relation of stakebmddo the site”
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During the planning process the questioradédéquate involvement and communication
structures for the society has to be tackled. Dmprefy countries will differ in societal rules
from developed countries. The question is not dwdw to approach society (especially as a
“Westerner” in a developing country) but also whrokdium to use for communication. Also
the perceived value of natural resources will diffgongly according to the societal and eco-
nomic framework in a country or region. While sta&keler involvement is crucial to the proc-
ess, it is important to keep an eye on the unautye influence certain stakeholders may have
on the protected area and (e.g. individual persatis strong political connections that could
result in a negative influence on the goals ofrtfeine protected area), if necessary, define
and execute counter-measures. Otherwise the roormdoeuver will be restricted and the
management may not be able to do what needs tortd meet the conservation targets. A
solution to such a strong influence could be tduide the stakeholders so much in the plan-
ning of the protected area that they do not wanhflaence it negatively anymore since this

might result in a loss in credibility for them.

A common method for the inclusion of stakdbes is the “participatory rural appraisal”
(PRA) technique: a participatory approach or mettiat emphasizes local knowledge and
enables local people to make their own appraisellyais, and plans. “PRA uses group ani-
mation and exercises to facilitate information sigranalysis, and action among stake-
holders. Data collection and analysis are undentdiyelocal people, with outsiders facilitat-
ing rather than controlling. PRA is an approachdioared learning between local people and
outsiders” (The World Bank Group 2007).

Optimal stakeholder involvement is importdnting several phases of the management
cycle. Depending on their relation to the (futysedtected area they should be consulted dur-
ing the vision finding process, the planning preces.e. the identification of goals and objec-
tives and the writing of the management plan. bfien a strategic decision who to involve
when: for example the chief of the local fishingjage will need to participate in the vision
finding process while government representativaghirbe presented the idea and vision at a
later point. As a general rule it can be said thase directly affected by the protected area in
their daily lives should be included in the proctssn the beginning on. This is also impor-
tant because values other than conservation nebd tocluded into the vision and goals —

e.g. spiritual values.
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Apart from including the stakeholders irte planning workshop (mentioned above) it is
important to find a lasting structure for the irgthn of stakeholders. A combination of bot-
tom up and top down approach is most effectivégatdm up only” approach will raise many
problems that cannot be addressed, prioritizedsahad without some guidance from above.
Usually not everything raised from the grassrooils lve carried through to the top and the
planning team needs to make sure that the locadlpemderstand and accept this. One of the
initial major tasks of the planning team is to atfuget the people to talk during the planning

process, to voice their opinion and to enter n@gjotis and find solutions.

For the assessment of the value assignedrtservation by the stakeholders Staub and
Hatziolos (2004: 17) identified the following indior:

Value assigned to Conservation by the Stakeholders Score

Over 75% of the stakeholder are aware or conceabedit the marine resourc&

conditions and threats

Approximately 50% - 75% of the stakeholders arerawa concerned about the

marine resource conditions and threats

Approximately 25% - 50% of the stakeholders arerawa concerned about théd

marine resource conditions and threats

Less than 25% are aware or concerned about thenenegsource conditions and

threats and possible management measures

Figure 9: Planning Effectiveness Table “Value assigned teeoration by the stakeholders”

In the opinion of the author of this thegie most important effectiveness indicators to

use for planning workshops are:

Effectiveness of Planning Workshops Score

1) Participation of stakeholders in the planning wokshop

All major local stakeholders (or a mggentative) identified by the planning teamlf 3

participated in the planning workshop
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Some of the identified stakeholders (or a repredmaf) have participated in the plj

ning workshop

an-2

None of the stakeholders have participated in thening workshop

Participatory Rural Appraisal technique has begilieg (additional score)

Score reached

2) Stakeholders understand the purpose of the maraprotected area

The local stakeholders understand the purposeeqgfribtected area

Some of the local stakeholders understand the parpbthe protected area

N

The local stakeholders partly understand the parpbdshe protected area

The local stakeholders do not understand the parpbthe protected area

The local stakeholders offer to actively particgat conservation measures (e.g.

veillance, patrols) (additional score)

Score reached

3) Knowledge and skills of the stakeholders are udesffectively for the MPA

Traditional and indigenous knowledge has been densd in the planning process

3

Traditional and indigenous knowledge has been yaxhsidered in the planni

process

Traditional and indigenous knowledge has not beasidered in the planning proc

psq)

Appropriate techniques for stakeholder participati@ve been appliedfer exampls

participatory appraisal techniques and rapid apptaechniques (additional score)

+1

Score reached

4) Stakeholders share their experience with the phaing team

The locals have shared all their experience wighplanning team and there have b

no reservations
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The locals have shared part of their experiench thié planning team but there h{ 2

been reservations

The locals have not shared their experience wihpthnning team 0

Score reached

5) Common understanding between the planning teamna the stakeholders

The planning team and the stakeholders have ensucessnmon understanding § 3

definition of terms

N

Most but not all of the terms and definitions aeac and commonly understood

The understanding and definition of terms is stiltertain 0

Score reached

Figure 10:Planning Effectiveness Table “Effectiveness of plag workshop”

In the above table an additional score lenlgiven should the planning team have ap-
plied participatory appraisal techniques. Theséargpies ensure that the traditional knowl-
edge and also the opinions of the stakeholdersnbe@xcessible to the planning team. This
also demonstrates interest in the stakeholdersiapifrom the side of the planning team. An
example would be to give the local people a mapaskdthem to tell the story what is going
on by using the map - e.g. in fishing or the enwine@nt in general. These instruments provide

information on “resources, changes and the fut(lfe@meroy 2007).

6.3  Status of the Context

The review of the context looks at the bgobal, social, cultural and economic values of
the marine protected area; its current status largts, vulnerability and other important ex-
ternal factors like the legislative framework araigy environment that govern management
(Wells and Mangubhai 2004: 9). Thus the first stefhe planning effectiveness assessment is
to check whether parameters (external and intefaatr the development and formal desig-
nation of a marine protected area. Both contextthedplanning are important for the formal
set-up of the protected area. If the context is properly considered the planning may be

done on the wrong basis — often by the use of uile@rassumptions which can result in the
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protected area not meeting its goals and visiorefigure accurate information about the con-
text of the marine protected area an assessmeamipoftance, threats and the policy environ-
ment (social, economical and political factorsueficing planning and later on management —
including the question of who is involved) shoulel done (Hockings et al. 2006: 12 -13). For
networks of marine protected areas the assessnidght @ontext is particularly important

because it helps to prioritize actions and fundorga particular protected area. These priori-

ties may also change over time (Hockings, StoltwhRudley 2002: 2).

6.3.1 Values and Significance

Marine protected areas are usually desigv#d a vision to protect specific values and
management planning will design objectives to poiotieese values. The values for which the
site is being planned should be reviewed and utatedsg what these values actually are is
central to the planning process (Hockings et ab6203). Core values for the designation of a
marine protected area could be a large populatioresting sea turtles or rich coral reefs that
are known fish nursery areas. The conservatiohedd key features of the site is then the
main management goal and may even be of natioriatemnational importance. The key val-

ues can be divided into

Biodiversity values (e.g. unique or threatened E®eor ecosystems; biological diver-

sity)
Other natural values such as geological or reptasea ecological processes
Socio-economic and cultural values (Wells and Méigii 2004: 10).

In the planning process the first step stidnd to identify the key values of the site and it
should be ensured that all relevant values have sognized. If a marine protected area is
planned to manage the site only for megafaunadikgongs or sea turtles other aspects like
spiritual values of the local communities may based (Hockings et al. 2006: 13) or have to
be optimized under the primary value. This is naiy@f importance in developing countries
but also in countries with distinct ethnic grouplsene spiritual coastal sites are often consid-
ered to be sacred. Values can be identified thdrdudernational) scientific reports, expert
opinions or interviews with stakeholders, site #jpediological inventories and rapid eco-

logical surveys (Wells and Mangubhai 2004: 10).
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The table below gives some examples forealilhat should be considered in a marine

protected area:

Biodiversity values

Endemic threatened or non-

nationally threatened
species;

Habitals and ecosystems
unigue fo the country;
Habitats and ecosystems for
which the counfry holds o
significant portion of the
world total.

Critical areas (e.g. feeding,
nesting or breeding grounds)

habitats & ecosystems

Other natural values

Significant geological features

" specific reef formations;

L] parabolic dune systems;

" fransition zones for
parficular habitats;

" coastal barrier lakes;

» jsland ecosystems;

" offshore banks.

Socio-economic &
culiural values
Cultural values may

threatened species; may include: include:

L] Globally threatened species = raised atoll; = traditional fishing
on the IUCN Red List; " seamount; grounds;

. Regionally (e.g. listed on the " unique landscapes and u sacred sites or
Nairebi Convention) or features; species;

" archaeological sites
. historical area or
event

Significant ecological
processes may include:
= convergence zones for

Socig-economic values may
include:
» jmproved livelihoods

for the life-cycle of major oceanic currents; = sustainable fisheries
threatened species; . upwelling areas; = education

. Species—rich habitats & - source areas for L] research
ecosystems; recruitment. u fourism and

. Nationally representatfive recreation

u aesthetics.

Figure 11:Examples of values of MPAs (Wells and MangubhaQ£2d.1)

Marine protected areas often conserve aitonét of values and the management then has
to prioritize which values are of the highest intpace. The other values then have to be ac-
commodated as far as possible without compromisimegtop value. Planners and stake-
holders together should select those values tlataist important to conserve. The Nature
Conservancy suggests “the selection of a limitete saf species, communities and ecological
systems ... such that their conservation collectivélyensure the conservation of all native
species within a functional” seascape (Hockingsl.e2006: 14). Marine protected areas often
do or potentially can provide social, economic amvironmental benefits to the human
community. Through maintaining natural or semi-natumarine ecosystems the protected
area can help to maintain livelihoods (Hockingslet2006: 14) — especially in developing
countries. Such basic socio-economic goals neée identified and properly reflected in the

management plan.

There are different scales of significance grotected areas: global, national and local
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(Hockings et al. 2006: 14). Apart from regional amational designation, marine protected
areas can also be assigned international protestatns e.g. World Heritage Site (UNESCO),
Biosphere Reserve (UNESCO Man and the Biosphergr&rone), Ramsar site (Ramsar
Convention on wetlands) or Natura 2000 site (EWllevihe significance of a protected area
can be either of biological, socio-cultural or egoric character; often more than one of these

will apply at the same time. These are centralgo@d vision.

The author of this thesis defined the foilogvindicators to assess the values of the ma-

rine protected area:

Values Score

19
w

Biodiversity values, other natural values, socioremnic values and cultural valu

have been identified

[
2o}

Biodiversity values, other natural values, socioremnic values and cultural valu

have been partly identified

No values have been identified 0

Local stakeholders have participated in the idmatifon of values (additional+2

score)

The values have been ranked according to theiritapce (additional score) +1

Significance of the site has been identified (glpbational and local; biological,+1

socio-cultural, economic) (additional score)

Score reached

Figure 12:Planning Effectiveness Table “Values”

6.3.2 Threats and opportunities

Marine protected areas are subject to skkerds of threats; these can be of global char-
acter (climate change), regional origin (habitagmentation) or have a local source (poach-
ing, inappropriate resource use and extractionaddition threats can be of external and in-
ternal character. External threats can be fishirtgide the boundaries of the marine protected

area, poor catchment management, pollution fromppsing, urban run-off, sewage discharge
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etc. (Wells and Mangubhai 2004: 11). Threats thigearom outside the protected area are
usually beyond the control of the planning team kEtelr management (like climate change)
still they have to be included in the assessmeoause they influence the achievement of
goals and the vision. Some of these threats canb@naddressed on political level (Hockings
et al. 2006: 15), others like invasive speciesalan be tackled on regional or site level. Both
existing as well as potential threats have to besicered since the management of the marine
protected area should proactively strive to coupteential degradation. Also the timeline and

interrelation of threats should be considered: spraesures may recede others may arise.

Hockings et al. (2006: 15) consider the usi@ading of sources (root causes) and im-
pacts central to a complete understanding of timtesd of the protected area. For example:
the impact perceived by the management is a derlitgrtle populations over the past five
years. The underlying threat may be unsustainalnérg in the protected area which has its
root cause in the poverty in the nearby commuritys is also an issue of symptoms versus
causes. A more global example could be measurabé losleaching on the reef. The threat to
the corals comes from an increase in sea watereanpe by two degrees which in turn has
its source in global (or regional) climate chan@ely if these cause and effect relationships
are properly understood can the management of drenenprotected area tackle the threats

adequately.

The below table gives an overview on the theosnmon threats protected areas (terres-

trial and marine) face:
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Figure 13:Threats and barriers to effective management dépted areas (from Hockings et al. 2006: 16)

Threats to the marine protected area musdéetified correctly so that resources to

counter them are appropriately used. For exampstralctive fishing may not be the real
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threat to a marine protected area but rather tHatpots coming in from the nearby estuaries.
Threats to the marine protected area should alsedndarly assessed — both from the bio-
physical as well as from the socio-economic sid&al marine use patterns need to be fully
understood. It might be that though the consesmateasures are working well the income in
the region declines (e.g. after a natural disasied)that locals may resort to measures that can
have an adverse effect on marine life and the stesy Up-to-date information on the actual
threats to the site is crucial to countering theedls and achieving the goals of the marine
protected area. Wells and Mangubhai (2004: 11)tified two sides to a threat: the stresses to
the planning target and the sources of each stBtsesses are the types of destruction or deg-
radation affecting the site or species (such asreadation, loss of coral, alteration of age
structure in a species) while sources are the alatwents or human activities that cause the
stress. This is again an issue of symptoms ancesau®r even of proximate versus ultimate
factors (like the killing of sea turtles and hatwes of their eggs that alter the age structure of
the species’ population on the site). Stressesatdmn countered by management actions as
long as the underlying causes to the stressesmatersiood. Using a worksheet to separate
and analyze the stresses, their impacts and thaiceas will facilitate managing the site effec-
tively. Wells and Mangubhai (2004: 12) present mangple work sheet for the identification

of stresses and sources:

Management | Siresses Severity of stress Source Relative Regular or
target confribution occasional
of source to threat
stress
Coral reef Decline in Low in Park and Owerfishing Main cause of | Regular
fish fish Reserve but fish decline {daily, but
abundance| potential for increqses in
increase in Reserve NE monsoon)
Corals Bleaching | High in lacalised Global warming Main source | Cccasional
areas (1982, 1998}
Broken Medium in localised | Anchoring of Small Regular (3-4
corals areqs boats contribution tfimes/week]
Ecotourism Low visitor | Varies seasonally National travel High Occasional
numibers and with socio- bans for contribution {but not
political situation fargigners in 2003 predictable)
Competition Low level all Ongoing
with better the fime
known, more
accessible MPAs

Figure 14:Sample completed threats worksheet (from WellsMadgubhai, 2004: 12))

The planning team should approach the traealysis systematically: threats to the site’s

conservation and their origin have to be identifeedl strategies for overcoming the threats
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have to be developed (TNC, 2002: 10). This willthe core of the later management plan.

The following indicator helps in the process okthiranalysis:

Threat Analysis Score

Threats have been identified, ranked, and will Bdressed through management

actions and specific strategies

Threats have been identified, ranked, and will Bdr@ssed through manageme@t

actions and specific strategies — some right ndwerstlater on

Threats have been identified but not all of them ba addressed in the managé-

ment plan instantly

Threat analysis is under way 1

No threat analysis has been done so far 0

Stakeholders (including NGOs and scientific bodiasyl locals are being cop+ 2
sulted/ have been consulted for input on threlatsr brigin and possible counter-

measures (additional score)

Score reached

The current status of the MPA site has been as$esse 3
The current status of the MPA site has been piraakessed 2
The current status of the MPA site has not beeesassl 0

Figure 15:Planning Effectiveness Table “Threat analysis”

6.3.3 External Influences — Vulnerability

Any factors external to the protected ane@d ils management can influence the planning
and later on the management effectiveness of tbeeqied area. External factors can have
their sources at local, regional, national or inéional level and the more distant the sources
the less control does the management have ovénftnencing factors (Hockings et al. 2006:
17). The following figure shows the degree of cohthe management has over several influ-
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encing factors:

Figure 16:The protected area management environment shottre idegree of control model (in Hockings et al. Q07)

Some factors should be referred to the ipalitevel (e.g. conflicts or pollution outside
the park, policy environment, political stabilitgther factors like natural disasters need to be
recognized and kept in mind when interpreting #sults of a planning effectiveness survey.
Local issues like neighbor and stakeholder relatgrs can effectively be tackled by the pro-
tected area planning team itself and awarenesBeotauses and effects these relations can
have on the protected area goals is essentialn®@tine context assessment the threats to the
species and habitats and also to the (potentiafeptied area should be evaluated (e.g. is

poaching a threat? Is it always being done atdhgesplaces?).

The author of the thesis defined the follogvindicators to account for the external influ-

ences and the vulnerability:
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External Influences and Vulnerability Score

External influences and their sources been idedtifianked, and will be addressesl

through management actions and specific strategies

External influences and their sources been idetifianked, and will be addressez

D
—_

through management actions and specific strateggsme right now others lat

on

External influences and their sources been idextifind ranked but not all of them

can be addressed in the management plan instantly

Analysis of external influences is under way 1

No analysis of external influences has been dorfarso 0

Score reached

The legislative framework has been considered +1

The policy environment has been considered, itergatl influence has been ac+1l

counted for

Score reached

Figure 17:Planning Effectiveness Table “External Influenced &ulnerability”

Protected area systems are subject to nxbeenal threats than one single protected area
Is because of the possible accumulation of diffecentext threats; international systems even
more so since the external factors of several cmstincluding the priority given to conser-
vation and the legislative and policy environmerded to be taken into account. This means
that when planning a system of marine protectedsdi@ e.g. the conservation of a species of
endangered whales, the conservation efforts mdyirikered by country A that allows whal-
ing and the threat to the species becomes evenegréaountry B also allows it. If the
planned system of marine protected areas is affdntahe legislation of these twomuntries
(and since whales are highly migratory chancestavél be so) the threat to the system may
be bigger than it would be to a single marine tete area. Both external influences to the

system of protected areas — namely the absenaene€nvation efforts in both country A and
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country B have to be thoroughly considered whetingetip the marine protected area system.
The threats to the system of marine protected amdhthus be a question of external influ-
ences that can come from the national legal enmeont, the local environment and the local
surrounding communities (e.g. land use, speciedusagllagers or the connectivity to other

natural areas) (adapted from Hockings et al. 2Q@%:

6.3.4 Stakeholder Engagement and Local Communities

Good relations with and integration of conmities living adjacent to or within the area
are often crucial for the protected area to fulfgl conservation goals. Especially in develop-
ing countries stakeholders often depend on thenaamiotected area’s resources for their live-
lihood and naturally this can cause conflicts the¢d to be dealt with appropriately. Stake-
holders can be individuals, groups or organizatigtsckings et al. 2006: 18). The first step
concerning the stakeholders in the context phastheomanagement of the protected area is
thus to analyze the socio-economic situation and éut who is involved with the protected
area and who could be affected by the managemdhedite and in which way. The second
step is to identify the relationship between ttekeholders and the site and their influence on
the site — this is sometimes obvious (like fishing)other cases more hidden relations may
influence the goals (like hidden beliefs). Thedhitep is a consideration of the level of par-
ticipation of the stakeholders in the site (Hockirgg al. 2006: 18). The management then
needs to find out what the stakeholders think ablmeifprotected area and during this process
it is important to assure that also the weaker nembf the community are given adequate
consideration (Hockings et al. 2006: 18). Thesedlsteps are the basis for a good planning
process during which all stakeholders are conswdtatl common agreements and goals are
defined. Additionally local values and beliefs abmarine resources have to be investigated
as well as the stakeholders’ perception of nonvadges of the site. The stakeholders should
also participate in the vision finding process sirtice ultimate vision of the protected area

should also become their vision.

6.3.5 National Context

“Factors relating to the external environimean be critical to the success or failure of

particular interventions and will have major infhees on management of protected areas”
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(Hockings et al. 2006: 18). Formally, feedback framanagement effectiveness assessments
of other phases of the management cycle may atBcaite a need for a change in the context
of the protected area. This includes governmentyaind economic incentives. Since these
matters are usually beyond the control of proteareé managers an evaluation of the context
stage may help bring these matters to the atteofiather influential people (Hockings et al.
2006: 18). Government policy (at all levels) infhaes a marine protected area strongly. The
framework set by these policies is often subjectetcurring shifts (e.g. changing govern-
ments) depending on the political stability in aicty. This relates both to the laws govern-
ing a marine protected area as well as the finhhaming. The management of a marine pro-
tected area should not only consider the legal ésaonk as a given context frame for its ac-
tivities but rather actively try to influence lelgison (or the legal bodies) to improve the coun-
try’s legal basis for conservation. This lobbyirgncbe done individually or in cooperation

with other institutions (MPAs, Universities, NGO#®)increase pressure.

(Contiguous) marine areas of conservatiogr@st often fall under the jurisdiction of more
than one government or under no jurisdiction at(laljh seas). This makes the context in
which the marine protected area management opearaies fragile. This results in a need for
the management of the marine protected area taamhysmonitor the context of the pro-
tected area. International treaties on the othad {ake the UNESCO certificates or IUCN
categories) can provide a certain stability of¢batext of a marine protected area — especially
if it is of interest to tourism or prestigious fthre country. Unfortunately such certificates are
usually only applied for or granted to large andyv&pecial sites and not so much to small

sites.

6.3.6 Vision

During the planning effectiveness assesstmentnderlying vision for the protected area
should be critically considered for its appropngss. As mentioned earlier the goals and ob-
jectives of the protected area build on the visaod will be developed during the planning
phase. If the vision is not relevant the plannimgcpss becomes obsolete. Later on in the
management phase the question is assessed whHethasriservation aims and values of the
protected area as derived from the vision have gdgthiover time and whether the vision can

actually still be achieved.
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The author of the thesis defined the follogvindicator to assess the appropriateness of

the vision:

Vision Score

The vision addresses the values, threats, aimsxrdhal influences of the MPA 3

The vision partly addresses the values, threatss and external influences of th2
MPA

The vision does not address the values, threais and external influences of th@
MPA

Score reached

The vision has been identified together with thealstakeholders +1

Figure 18:Planning Effectiveness Table “Vision”

6.4  Legislation and Formal Set Up

Legislation is the basis for the planningaafonservation site. It comes right at the begin-
ning and is also part of the context framework. Bgement effectiveness assessments during
later stages of the management cycle may cometbatle initial design of the protected area
and recommend adaptations in terms of legislapoficies and also planning if conservation

goals are not met or changes in legislation anatypbbve occurred over time.

6.4.1 National Legislation and Enforcement

In most marine protected areas nationaklatgon and policy is the basis for the protec-
tion of a site. The legislation needs to suppogtdbsignation, management and enforcement
of the conservation targets and other issues lkepensation payments - for example public
aid for fishermen living next to or within the nake zone so they can pay for the fuel to go
farther away with their boats. Aspects of park ngamaent may be or may become ineffective
because the underlying national legislation is aupgte. For example “efforts to allow In-
digenous people right of access to a protected ar&a be hampered by outdated laws”

(Hockings et al.2006: 18). Operational policiesdn&w be available to clearly support the pro-
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tected area management (Hockings et al. 2006:1f1l8ynservation goals and related targets
cannot be enforced by the staff of the protected ar if the police do not cooperate, the ulti-
mate goal and the vision of the protected areanwmillbe met. Adequate police support is also
crucial to conservation management. Often marirdepted areas lack the funding for en-
forcement measures; thus a proper legal basic#maserve as a tool for government funding
would be desirable. The eventual aim of any plagtéam should be to have a formally legis-

lated marine protected area.

An indicator to assess the legal statuhefrharine protected area is (adapted from Stol-
ton et al. 2003: 6 and Staub and Hatziolos, 200%: 1

Legal Status of the Marine Protected Area Score

1) Not completely privatized reserves/Public reseres

The marine protected area has been legally gazetted 3

The marine protected area is in the process ofgbgazetted but the process is| 2

incomplete

The government has agreed that the marineepted area should be gazetted bu] 1

process has not yet begun

The marine protected area is not gazetted 0

Score reached

2) Private Reserve

The protected area is owned by a trust or similar 3

The protected area will be owned by a trust or lsinbut there are still legal issy 2

that need solving

Score reached

3) Additional Score

The marine protected area will receive national@nithternational recognition for{ +1

importance (additional score)
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Score reached ‘ ‘

Figure 19:Planning Effectiveness Table “Legal Status of therikke Protected Area”

In case a marine protected area has a pomdsg official decree for the site’s protec-
tion already, the question remains how old the ekeés and how accurate it still is today.
Older decrees are often imprecise and boundariéseomarine protected area often unclear
and a matter of interpretation. A strong, accueatd legally binding decree needs to be ob-
tained (TNC, 2002: 11). This question will alsodubject to a later managemeifitectiveness

assessment since the legal framework should besessed during the management phase.

An indicator that can be used in this respe€TNC, 2002: 11):

Declaration of the MPA Score

Official declaration of marine protected area afedi at appropriate level with re3

D

serve boundaries correctly demarcated

Proposal for official declaration of marine proettarea at appropriate level wit
reserve boundaries correctly demarcated submitiedd declaration has followed

yet

Proposal is under way and authorities are informed 1

Marine protected area decree exists but the boigsdare incorrectly demarcated 1

No marine protected area decree exists 0

Figure 20:Planning Effectiveness Table “Declaration of theimaprotected area”

The permissible land use activities withie site of the marine protected area should be
defined together with the stakeholders (i.e. tlrallcommunities especially if they depend on
the sites resources for their livelihoods). Harndinld illegal activities should likewise be
identified jointly with the stakeholders. Once thaégpes of activities have been identified and
agreed upon the planning team needs to think atneghanisms how to control these unde-

sired types of resource use.

An indicator to assess the appropriatenésiseomarine protected area regulations — i.e.
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unsustainable human activities on the site (e.gcpiog) is (adapted from Staub and Hatzio-

los, 2004: 14).

Mechanisms for Controlling Unsustainable Human Actvities Score

Mechanisms for controlling inappropriate and unsnstble human activities in the8

marine protected area can be implemented and thiewavk effectively

Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable humarvas in the marine protected?

area will exist but there may be some problemdfacttvely implementing them

Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable humarvas in the marine protectedL
area will be established but there will be majariyems implementing them effec-

tively

There are no possible mechanisms for controllirgustainable human activities |if®

the marine protected area

Figure 21:Planning Effectiveness Table “Mechanisms for cdhitigp unsustainable human activities 1 ”

Furthermore the author of this thesis includesaiewing aspects into this indicator:

Additional Scores Score

Local stakeholders are trained/will be trainedustainable use +1

Local stakeholders will participate in and implemtre training in sustainable use  + 1

Local stakeholders understand the rule and regulaioverning the site +1

Figure 22:Planning Effectiveness Table “Mechanisms for cdhitig unsustainable human activities II”

Planning for the implementation of reachgdeaments and the enforcement of underly-
ing legal frameworks which includes the requirethficial and manpower capacities is part of
the second stage of the management cycle: “Managef®ystems and Processes” (Wells and
Mangubhai 2004: 2) and not part of strategic plagras defined in stage one (see page 11).

Yet some consideration should be given to the matteady during the strategic planning
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phase. Marine protected areas like most other sed a certain amount of stable financing
to ensure their operation and enforcement measarebe carried out. In addition to that the
lack of research on the marine environment alsoesdkdesirable that funding is provided
for research measures. Ideally, funding agreenteus to be reliable long-term commitments
of donors and the government. If planning is uradesh with the assumption that funding will
ensure operational measures necessary to meeb#he @f the protected area and the pay-
ments do not materialize or current payments aseoditinued this can result in sudden pa-
ralysis for the marine protected area. This caa alean that all efforts so far become redun-
dant. For example the government may declare decdigon to support the protected area in
the long term; however such statements can cahigla degree of political instability. The
question is how “reliable” this dedication is — iig it only a present political statement lack-
ing real commitment or is it a long term obligaffo@n the other hand a government may only
verbally agree to support conservation without emending to do so. So judgment from the
side of the planning team is needed in how fargyaed financially feasible under the circum-
stances in the individual countries. The same appiio contracts with private donors. In
many countries, signing a formal contract with go&ernment agency can solve the problem
of uncertain funding; if the government decidesubthe funding it can still be forced to hold
on to the contract. An example — heard from a reaequaintance of the author - is the con-
struction of a visitor center in a protected ar@awhich the regional government promised
funding — a then verbal agreement. The construatias undertaken but eventually the fund-
ing promised by the regional government was nowidemd to the protected area on the
grounds that “such a commitment has never been’maHe legal operating company of the
visitor center went bankrupt and the educational @b the protected area could not be pur-
sued anymore. Even though this event has not lseahtd the protected area as a whole one
of the main goals could not be pursued anymore. d¥ew in many countries with the most
interesting marine ecosystems and species the fiegaéwork does not ensure that the gov-
ernment can be forced to adhere even to a writtetractual agreement so the planning team
needs to carefully assess the importance and @ngfeasibility of the goals from the financ-

ing point of view. Again, the same applies do cacis with private donors.

The consideration of a rough financial fraroek during the planning phase is also im-

portant for identifying the possibilities to enferthe regulations of the protected area. On the
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one hand the staff can hold the responsibilitydtsgd and enforce the regulations; on the oth-
er hand this responsibility can be delegated tontiteonal or local police staff. The decision
will depend on the structures in the country — iangncountries the police and military will

not receive formal governmental orders to enformgservation laws.

In the opinion of the author of this thetie basic indicators for enforcing the marine

protected area legislation from the side of theegoment are:

Enforcement of MPA Legislation Score

1) Commitment of the government

The marine protected area is legally gazetted hecktis a reliable comiment from] 3
the government to conserve the conservation valti¢ise site. The police force h

been given instructions

The marine protected area is legally gazetted hecktis a reliable commitment fr¢ 2

the government but the government has not yet ddoemstruct the police force

The government declares the enforcement to beattkedf the local police but no fur- 1

ther action and formal instruction follows

The government does not consider enforcement fkeofathe national executive bod-0

ies

Score reached

2) Past experiences

Out of past experiences at other sites the enfagneivy public authorities will wol 3

(e.g. the harbor patrol)

Even though there is a formal commitment past e&pee shows that the enforge-2

ment by public authorities only partly works

Even though there is a formal commitment past e&pee shows that the enforge-1

ment by public authorities will not work

Score reached
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3) Structure of the national executive bodies

The national executive bodies are reliable and stalictured to take up the task

3

not been according to the enforcement of natiooaservation law

The national executive bodies are reliable butlpéatk the structures to take up| 2
enforcement efficiently

The resources of the enforcement body are tigtitus the protected area is noj] 1
prime concern

The national executive bodies are randomly orgahemed cannot be trusted to en0
force protected area legislation and regulations

Score reached

4) Additional scores

The local police station/ representation of natiea@cutive body enters into negotia+2
tions with the protected area and shows commitment

Hitherto proclamations of sentences of the naticoalts in conservation affairs hg +1
been according to the enforcement of national aeaten law

Hitherto proclamations of sentencddlte national courts in conservation affairs i} 0

Figure 23:Planning Effectiveness Table “Enforcement of MPgistation”
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Should the enforcement of the regulationd kegislation not be done by the legal en-
forcement bodies the following indicators help ssess whether the planned framework will
allow the staff or the protected area to enforee flotected area rules well itself (adapted
from Staub and Hatziolos, 2004: 15):

Enforcement of the MPA | Score

The staff will have excellent resources and capecto enforce marine protecte@

area legislation and regulations

There will be acceptable resources for enforcernéntarine protected area legis2

lation and regulations by staff but deficienciel v@main

There may be major deficiencies in staff capaaity eesources to enforce the md-
rine protected area legislation and regulationg. (@ck of skills, lack of funding

no budget for a patrol boat)

The staff will have no effective capacity/resourtegnforce marine protected are@

legislation and regulations

There will be additional sources of control (e.glunteers, national services, logatl

communities) (additional score)

Figure 24:Planning Effectiveness Table “Enforcement of MPA I”

If the legislation and regulations are eoéar by protected area staff the question remains
what will happen if people are arrested. The audidhis thesis defined the following addi-

tional indicator for the enforcement framework:

Enforcement of the MPA I Score

The staff will be well trained to deal with thewstion (including the ability to deal3

with violent behavior)

Measures have been defined as to what to do wigsted people (hotline to locaR

police, holding facilities)

Thought has been given to as to what to do witeséed people (hotline to local 1
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police, holding facilities) but no measures haverbéefined

The staff is lacking training and abilities to death arrested people 0
The police will not cooperate 0
Infractions will be regularly prosecuted and fiteged (additional score) +1

Figure 25:Planning Effectiveness Table “Enforcement of theAMP

6.4.2 International (transboundary) Protected Areas

Plans for transboundary protected area sgstequire more detailed national and interna-
tional coordination and legal measures. If oneare@ir country does not support the vision or
enforce the necessary measures, the success @iftihe system may be in danger. For exam-
ple: if one country does not enforce the necesgaoyection measures for fish nursery
grounds the life cycle will be disturbed and eveondjconservation measures in areas the fish
use during other stages of their life will not emsthe survival of the species. Sea turtles in
Costa Rica are well protected but as soon as they ¢he territorial waters of neighboring
states they are killed for their meat. Thus theseovation efforts in Costa Rica are not as effi-
cient as they could be considering the good priotedtatus of the sea turtles in Costa Rica.
The same aspects apply to the financing of internat sites: if one government suspends the
financial support the entire system may fail. limgortant to be aware of such connections

when planning an international marine protected.are

6.4.3 Land Tenure

The legal status and tenure of the sitetbvde clear for it to become a marine protected
area. The land may be owned by the government gribgite owners. Especially in develop-
ing countries, but also in developed countriess gometimes unclear who owns the land. The
reason may be an absence of a central land registack of propriety laws in a country. If
land is owned by the government setting up thewiliebe easier and faster — as long as the
government is in favor of the marine protected doeé this may also carry an aspect of insta-
bility (as mentioned earlier). If the land is ownagindividual private land owners, the plan-

ning process may become lengthier since all negesseners need to agree. The land can
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then be sold to the marine protected area or psechéy the government, a conservation
NGO or rented to the protected area. However, timeapt of international NGOs buying and
owning land is highly problematic. If this meastigs to be used it can be regarded as a kind
of failure — namely the failure to convince stakieleos (owners) of the importance of conser-
vation. Thus, if it is not possible to convincek&taolders in time to ensure conservation aims,
the question of the priority of the conservationaohabitat/species/population arises. If the
pressure on the population of a species is extgehigh and chances are that the population
will go extinct soon, the purchase of the land byN&O may be the last resort for timely con-
servation. For example, WWF International providedding to a local trust that bought the
land of Sekania Beach on the Greek Island of ZddostThis beach is one of the most impor-
tant nesting sites for the Mediterranean populatio@aretta Caretta Sea Turtles. Since all the
other nesting beaches on the island are sufferorg intense tourism pressure, Sekania beach
has become crucial to the survival of the localydajon of sea turtles on Zakynthos. At the
moment the beach is managed jointly by WWF Greeckthe Greek NGO Archelon “The
Sea Turtle Protection Society of Greece”. The amh@fimests at the beach of Sekania has
constantly increased over the past years whileatmeunt of nests on the other nesting
beaches has dropped sharply (source: interview aittemployee of Archelon Zakynthos
2003-2005 — Michaela Janczy). Another possibildy fledicating a site to conservation is
contractual protection where the free will of lamth@rs makes the designation of a conserva-
tion site possible. This means that land ownereeayy manage the site themselves or accord-
ing to conservation targets or have it managedbystaff of the protected area. Negotiations
on land tenure and management are often lengthglandctarry a certain amount of instability
and unpredictability. The enforcement possibilifi@scontracts in a country will be an impor-

tant aspect to consider when entering negotiatatisprivate land owners.

Good land/sea tenure information is criticaleffective marine protected area manage-
ment and the planning team should determine whnatréeinformation is necessary to their
planning efforts. The sources for this informat&irould be the most recent official sources
and divide the land tenure at least into publitcygie, communal and give the names of the

owners including large, private holdings (TNC 200p:
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The author of this thesis applies the follaypindicator:

Land Tenure Score

Land tenure information is accurate, recent, comgmeive (names etc.) and from &

reliable source

Land tenure information is accurate but small am@sincomplete; the source|i8

reliable
Land tenure information is available but only pafrit is reliable and accurate 1
No land tenure information is available or the 8riginformation is unreliable 0

Figure 26:Planning Effectiveness Table “Land Tenure”

Gaps in the land tenure information couldrifermally closed through the knowledge of
local people — they may be well informed who cutlseowns the land even though there is no

central registry.

6.4.4 Formal Set Up of the Marine Protected Area Managg¢me

Not only legislation and land tenure araugssthat need thorough consideration when
setting up a marine protected area, the organizatget up of the future management body is
a sensitive issue as well. On the one hand the geament body must be flexible enough to
tackle everyday issues and manage the site acgaiaithe goals; on the other hand it must be
stable enough to establish a long-term cooperatitmthe local stakeholders. Ideally, where
possible, the stakeholders who are directly aftebtethe marine protected area become a part
of the management team: either as employees an &daisory board” or as external mem-
bers of the managing board. “The presence of sudmanittee indicates openness on the part
of site managers to incorporate and address theecos of these stakeholders” (TNC, 2002:
18). The authority of such committees varies: samepurely advisory whereas others have
also decision making authority on many issues affgdche management of the marine pro-
tected area. The involvement of such committegeermanagement process is a gradual and
at times also conflicting process thus the exale given to the committee has to be deter-
mined (TNC, 2002: 18).
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The author of this thesis considers theofwihg indicators to apply for evaluating the

formal organizational set up of the managementaith

Formal Set Up of the Management Authority Score

The planned organizational structure is clear aadsparent and involves locaB

stakeholders and other organizations

The organizational structure has not been planonddrsbut will certainly involve 2

local stakeholders

The organizational structure is clear but will motolve local stakeholders or ofl

ganizations for reasons inherent to the situation

There will not be an organizational structure 0

Additional Scores:

Management decision making will be made transparent +1

Local communities will actively participate in dsicns of the management board +2

Reserve-area stakeholders are organized in a “rear&g committee” +2

The exact role of this committee has been/will eednined +1

There will be an effective communication betwedrealels of protected area staff-1

and administration

Local stakeholders understand the rules and regotaiof the marine protectedr1

area

Figure 27:Planning Effectiveness Table “Formal set up ofrttenagement authority”
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6.5 Identification of Goals and Objectives of the Marire Protected Area

The goals of the protected area must be eled directed towards the underlying vision
the determined in the context phase. If the go@gselated to the vision, they give a rationale
why the protected area is working towards achievirgse specific goals and not on some-
thing different. Well defined goals are the basisd good formal set up of the protected area

and eventually the basis for a good management plan

6.5.1 Establishing Goals and Targets

Wells and Mangubhai (2004: 10) suggest tllewing procedure for defining goals and

targets:
Assess Information Sources: Dgvelop V{lidate Refine
values proposed final list of management goals/targets
MPA proposal and | values as the basis for measuring
Other Reports on the MPAs importance select | and management effectiveness
Interviews goals/targets goals/targets

Figure 28:Procedure for defining goals and targets in the M@¥ells and Mangubhai 2004:10)

Practically, establishing goals and targateuld roughly follow these steps: The per-
son(s) ultimately responsible for the protectedal@anning — maybe assisted by a facilitator —
prepare(s) an explanation of the mission and itelatlae time horizon for the planning of the
protected area to the initial planning team (wheelm include for example conservation ex-
perts, NGOs, the government but also some key lstddkers — especially local stakeholders).
They then identify all the relevant stakeholderswhould be included in the planning proc-
ess and how to involve them. The next step, whidh facilitate efficient planning, is a
SWOT analysis in which the strengths, weaknesggsortunities and threats to the site are
identified. This gives a good overview on which Igoare needed to achieve the vision. The
identified stakeholders should be encouraged tocgzate in the SWOT workshop and give
input. As explained earlier, the input of local pkocan often be helpful and even essential to
pursue the conservation aims. During the workshppoalem analysis and an objective tree
can complete the SWOT analysis. This gives theesialklers the possibility to present their
(everyday) problems; this will be especially impmrt in developing countries. Solutions and
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compromises can then be discussed between théhetd&es and the protected area planning
team. The workshop participants will then identjyals, objectives and targets or the pro-
tected area. If an agreement can be reached,rdtestiep to achieving the vision is already
taken (Imboden 2006: 31).

Before entering into the process of desigrilme site and writing the management plan
the author of this thesis believes that the follayindicator should be applied to reconsider

the goals and targets:

Goals and Targets Score

The marine protected area has agreed goals/olgedivd will be managed to mee&

these objectives

The marine protected area has agreed goals/ algedbiut their implementation2

will be probably only be partially feasible

The marine protected area has agreed goals/ olgsdiut there are no ideas yet|dh

what management to pursue to meet these goals

No firm goals/ objectives have been agreed upowdsst the planning team an@

the stakeholders

Figure 29:Planning Effectiveness Table “Goals and Targets”

6.5.2 Community Involvement in Compatible Resource Use

In those marine protected areas where coriim@si@re either located within the site, im-
mediately adjacent to the site or have a strorigente on biodiversity conservation (e.g. by
fishing, sea turtle harvesting) the achievemergaztls will depend on the communities using
the site’s resources in a manner that is compaiiile the conservation goals (adapted from
TNC, 2002: 19). Since these communities often deémenthe site’s resources for their liveli-
hoods - especially in developing countries — it Wwélp the planning team of the marine pro-
tected area to conduct pilot projects as a basithéocompatible use strategy that will be part
of the site’s management plan. Local marine useepet have to be investigated and obvious;
the local values and beliefs about marine resoumoésthe local’'s perception of the non-use

values the site has to them have to be taken atioumt.
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The following indicator can be used to erdimat such pilot projects have the best possi-
ble outcome (adapted from TNC 2002: 19):

Pilot Projects Score

Well documented pilot projects for compatible resewse are/ will be undertake

5%
()]

in cooperation with the local communities

Well documented pilot projects for compatible raseuse will be planned in co2
operation with local communities and be the basigtie management plan of the

site

Pilot projects for compatible resource use arer@drbut will not involve the locall

communities

No pilot projects for compatible resource use aiadpplanned 0

Figure 30:Planning Effectiveness Table “Pilot projects”

6.5.3 Risk Assessment

During the planning process, it is importamassess the potential risks that may prevent
management from achieving the vision or individgaéls. Imboden (2006: 35) identified as

main risks to a protected area
The non-delivery of partner contribution required the achievement of a target
Lack of political will to follow the recommendatisrof government or NGO experts
Natural disaster and climatic aberrations
Civil unrest and war.

As a guideline for the importance of a risk to gretected area planning, the following rule

can be given:
if the probability of the risk is less than 5% 240 ignore it

if the probability is 10-80% list it as risk andsdeibe possible response scenarios —

this will ensure that protected area staff is edpared to counter the risk
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if the probability of the risk materializing is al®80% it is a “killer assumption” and
the goal affected by the risk should be abandoimelgden 2006: 35).

6.5.4 Final Reality Check

Goals and targets need to have a time framdgrgo a risk assessment, follow a system-
atic approach, have to be appropriate and reabstichave to be doable. A reality check will
ensure the ideas of the planning team are acttesdlible. As a first step in the process of a
reality check the planning team should try to takstep back and view the planning from a
different perspective. Since this is often difficekternal advice can be sought that will illus-
trate another perspective. The goals, the SWOTeer{§hs-Weaknesses-Opportunities-
Threats) and the risks of protected area systerdhsaturally differ from those in individual
protected area sites as will those of internatigyatems (e.g. one country invests reliably in
conservation, another does not and so the goddeokmtire system is under threat). In those
cases goals should be drawn up in a way that tstersystill works even if one liken (e.g.

country) fails.

6.6  Design of the Marine Protected Area

Any protected area or system of marine pteteareas should be designed in a way that

the site can function efficiently and meet the emmation goals.

6.6.1 Site Design

The design features of a marine protected ari.e. size, location and boundaries - can
strongly influence the effectiveness of its manageinfHockings et al. 2006: 19) - for exam-
ple a coral reef marine protected area can beenfled by the estuary of a river carrying
waste water into the lagoon. Apart from includinfuencing factors into the site so the land
is managed according to biodiversity conservatiomsaactivities such as pest control which
extend beyond the protected area boundaries (Hgeldahal. 2006: 19) can improve the effec-
tiveness of the protected area. When designingu@nm protected area an integrated man-
agement approach that combines terrestrial lamdintfertidal zone and the sea itself (within
the economic exclusive zone and outside it) is $&a® to protect marine habitats. The corre-

lating influences between these areas are oftenobwibus at the first sight, so planners
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should be aware of links and cause and effect shaétween land, tidal zone and sea. For
example: mangroves are often nurseries for fisthedish stock cannot be maintained by a

marine protected area that consists only of theadgaent to the beaches if the mangroves are
subject to felling because of construction actgtiThe entire system has to be protected by

an integrative approach.

The size of a reserve will depend on the agament objectives (Hockings et al. 2006:
19) — the general purpose (or vision) for which pinetected area is created. The size deter-
mines the likelihood of long term survival (Hocksgt al. 2006: 19) of migratory species and
large sea animals. For example Dugongs (Dugong Dugee large marine mammals that
feed stationary in sea grass lagoons but then swithe coastal waters around the lagoons
most of the year (in addition to their sessile $ifgle dugongs also migrate seasonally). So in
order to protect Dugongs efficiently a marine pctdd area has to be large enough to accom-
modate also their migratory patterns. A large neaprotected area also has a greater ability to
withstand gradual changes like climate change oragjpc events - like tsunamis or a sudden
decline in the population of a key stone speci@sthout the need for human interference to
reestablish the ecological equilibrium (Hockingsakt2006: 19). “Large multiple-use marine
reserves have been shown to be particularly efleatompared to small single-use marine
areas in many circumstances” (Kenchington 1990ackihgs et al. 2006: 19). Small marine
protected areas often also deliver objectives ieffity — for example micro reserves (Hock-
ings et al. 2006: 19) like small coral reefs that dedicated to preserving a fish species breed-
ing there or bays for nesting sea birds. The slof@eprotected area is also of importance —
especially the boundary to area ratio; the lesbé#iter (Hockings et al. 2006: 19). The site is
less exposed to edge effects and violations tlgeiahe protected area (or zone) is in com-
parison to the length of the boundary. Connectigftyeserves is a major issue in marine con-
servation: if one protected area is connected terasites within a network, to buffer zones,
corridors or “stepping stones” for migratory spscieonservation efforts will be more fruitful
than in isolated reserves. Additional acquisitidiamd to provide corridors and thus a link
between reserves can be considered for maximizongervation effectiveness on site level.
Drawing boundaries so that they exclude privatel lsnalso a possibility. The integrity of a
reserve to the “outside world” or its insulatioorr adverse outside influences depends also

on the nature of the boundaries (Hockings et @62Q29). This is a difficult matter with ma-
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rine protected areas (more difficult than in tetniak protected areas) since physical barriers
like fences cannot be used. Other means need appieed — e.g. buffer zones could be used
to dilute pollutants before they reach the coreseovation zone or wetlands can be used as a
biological sewage treatment for river water befibreeaches the sea. Since marine systems
often encompass specific life cycles of speciesckims et al. 2006: 19) research will be the

basis for adequate reserve design and planning.

Detail should be given to the zoning of tharine protected area that allows for different
types and intensities of use: off-limit core zones;take zones, multiple-use buffer zones and
so on should be designed and the basis for the geament plan. A consolidated marine pro-
tected area will have clearly defined zones thaelemerged from a process of participation
that includes local stakeholders. By this partitopaapproach stakeholders are encouraged to

respect reserve zoning (TNC, 2002: 12).

The following indicator assesses the geneffaictiveness of site design of the marine
protected area (adapted from Staub and Hatziol04:2lb and TNC 2002:12):

Effectiveness of Site Design Score
1) Size vs. Objectives
The planned MPA site is large enough to meet ijsatives 3
The size of the planned MPA is only large enougimé®t part of the objectives 1
The size of the planned MPA is not (yet) large @oto meet the objectives 0

Score reached

2) Design adequacy

The site does not need any additional corridosubier zones for effective conserya-3

tion management

The design has inadequacies but these can be iegprov 2

The design has inadequacieattput constraints on the achievement of majors 1

objectives
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The design has inadequacies that make achievingitbs major goals/objectiv

impossible

The design of the reserve aids in achieving thésgmigiectives (additional score)

Score reached

3) Maintenance of management zones

The different management zones of the marine predearea will be well maintaine

Adequate maintenance of the different managemeraszwill be difficult

Adequate maintenance of the different managemergszwill not be possible

Score reached

4) Boundary demarcation and awareness

The boundary of the protected area is known byntheagement authority, local rg

dents and other stakeholders and is appropriagghadcated

si-3

The boundary of # marine protected area is known by the managemghbority] 2
local residents and other stakeholders but isaygtropriately) demarcated

The boundary of the marine protected area is nowknby the local residents or ot|] 1
stakeholders but is known to the managing authority

The boundary of the marine protected area is nowknby the management authoy 0

local residents or other stakeholders

Score reached

Figure 31:Planning Effectiveness Table “Effectiveness of ditsign”
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The following indicator can be used for resezoning (adapted from TNC, 2002:12):

Reserve Zoning Score

Reserve zones defined; land- and sea-use pattlmmsed according to the usage
standards of the zones — local stakeholders weheded/ are included in the proc-

€SS

Participatory process under way to plan the lamdl sea-use patterns conform|®

usage standards of the zones

Research/ Studies under way to determine the apatepse; stakeholders will bel

included

No division of use zones within the reserve 0

Reserve zoning defined but without the participatd stakeholders -1

Figure 32:Planning Effectiveness Table “Reserve Zoning”

6.6.2 Adequacy of a Marine Protected Area System

The effectiveness of a system of marineqated areas needs to consider the number and
extent of sites within the system and whether @reylocated in the best places to adequately
represent the region’s biodiversity and other resesl (natural and cultural) that the system
aims to conserve (Hockings et al. 2006: 19). A glaglysis that compares data on biodiversity
distribution with the planned location of the pdtsl area sites will identify species and eco-
systems that have inadequate coverage. Key feattireterest should be included in the sys-
tem (Hockings et al. 2006: 19) — e.g. a targetatda to include 80% of coast line vegetation
communities in the marine protected area systerothfan goal could be that 10% of the coral
reefs of the coastal zones have to be includeddrsystem. Progress for such goals then can
be easily assessed (Hockings et al. 2006: 19)heuibasis for such goals has to be a thorough
biodiversity assessment. Considering the migragieauliarities that are inherent to marine
life, systems of marine protected areas could ladsdesigned according to life stage cycles of
endangered species or according to habitat typssatie interlinked in a way (e.g. because

several species depend on them during their liféegyA good example here is marine turtles.
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All seven species of sea turtles are highly miggatehich means that they depend on differ-
ent marine ecosystems during different stageseif tives: the nesting turtles and the hatch-
lings depend on undisturbed sandy beaches, thalimgie then circulate the ocean’s currents
for several years and eventually come back to aeefis for feeding and reproduction (Vi-

sotschnig-Bruckschwaiger R. 2006: 4-7). Thus ohlglliecosystems the species use during
their life cycle are adequately protected can gex®s survive. As it is, with sea turtles unfor-
tunately the existing conservation system is inadég and species numbers are declining.
Apart from insufficient protection of these spec@sthe high seas the main problem is the
varying protection/ enforcement status in differeotintries: turtles that are strongly protected

in Costa Rica are killed for their meat in neighbgrcountries.

The following indicators assess the effemiess of a marine protected area system
(adapted from Staub and Hatziolos 2004: 16):

Coastal Management Plan Score

The Marine Protected Area will be part of a largeastal management plan 3

The Marine Protected Area will eventually be intggd into a larger coastal marm2

agement plan but the process will remain incomglateome time

There are some discussions about the integratitimeaharine protected area into &

coastal management plan but the process will nginbe the near future

There are no discussions and plans about the attegrof the marine protected

area in a larger coastal management plan

The marine protected area will be part of a netwofkmarine protected areas-1

which will collectively sustain larger marine ecegm functions (additional score

N—r

The marine protected area will be part of a netwofkmarine protected areas-1
which will collectively represent the range of lgeegraphic variation in a marine

eco-region (additional score)

Figure 33:Planning Effectiveness Table “Coastal Managemes'PI
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6.7 Management Planning

In addition to a good site design a maringtgrted area needs sound, planned manage-
ment. The core document for the management of @eng@rotected area is a management
plan that is tailored to the needs of the site cheaarine protected area has to have an indi-
vidual management plan. The conception of such magement plan is part of the strategic
planning phase. The management plan addressesdtegges and operations needed to attain
the goals and objectives of the site. It is thenfalroutcome of the strategic planning phase
and the document on which the following stagesbhaseed (including the input and processes
stages). Even though a management plan is a longegecument (i.e. the goals are not only
short term but also long term goals like an incegasthe nesting population of sea turtles by
25% over the next 10 years) it should be modifiedstantly through adaptive management
once the MPA has gone into operation. Especiallgrahanagement effectiveness assess-
ments changes to the management plan may becoressaegto pursue the given goals of the

marine protected area more effectively.

6.7.1 Strategy Document

Before a management plan is actually pytaeer it is useful to develop a strategy docu-
ment (or “preliminary plan) that “interprets thelip@ges that need to be implemented, states
the program goals and lays out a basic strateggdbreving” the program and vision (Salm
and Clark, 2000: 38). The strategy document is dasethe preliminary investigation, data
collection, issues analysis, dialogue and negotiatiand is the foundation for the later man-
agement plan. Once the strategy document is apgroyeolicy makers, administrators and

stakeholders the actual management plan can beedrgalm and Clark, 2000: 38).

6.7.2 The Management Plan

Up-to-date objectives and plans have to\melable to managers and all the protected
area values have to be addressed in the formalgearent plan (Hockings et al. 2006: 20).
The plan has to be clear, practical with regardst@ims, of relevance to on ground manage-
ment and of appropriate scope. The plan needs tegadarly updated with the results of man-
agement effectiveness evaluations and new resehehmanagement plan should be regu-

larly used and translated into annual work plargsiars also the basis for management effec-
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tiveness assessments of all stages of the manageyodn because it establishes benchmarks
and expectations which are used in later stageskihigs et al. 2006: 20). The management
plan is the basis for the establishment of indisator the management effectiveness assess-
ments (this means that the goals in the strategic pecome measurable though indicators
which are related to the measures in the managepi@n}. The planning effectiveness as-
sessment also evaluates whether the managementaiéains suitable indicators that will
enable the management team to evaluate the prageass towards achieving the goals of the
marine protected area. Management effectivenesheofmarine protected area cannot be
evaluated without the use of indicators. Thus teeetbpment of indicators in the manage-

ment plan is central to efficient strategic plamnin

A management plan of a marine protected asao meet some minimum requirements.
The planning team can assess their progress in gaaremnt planning with the following
checklist (adapted from Wells and Mangubhai, 20®):— all questions should be answered

with “yes” to ensure the plan meets general minintaquirements:

Management Plan Requirements Yes/No| Comment:

Have outstanding biological and other featureshef @area been de-

scribed?

Has detailed zoning been included?

Has a regulation of activities been included?

Have programs, actions and goals been described?

Has the management plan been discussed with pristakgholders

(especially locals)?

Has the management plan been/or will it be formafiproved by thé

\1*4

legal authorities?

Will the management plan be published?

Will the management plan document be distributedltorelevant

stakeholders
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Does the management plan document coordinate cataper(also

inter-institutional)?

Is the management plan in accordance with regideaklopment

plans?

Figure 34:Planning Effectiveness Table “Management Plan Remeénts”

The following checklist-indicators assess #lequacy of the general format of the man-

agement plan (adapted from Wells and Mangubhai4 208 and extended by the author):

General Format of the Management Plan Yes/No| Comment:

1) The plan will provide a good decision-making framewrk:

a clear vision for the future of the marine prodecarea

a set of strategies and actions but also flexybdd that these can be

adapted

a clear guidance for managers for dealing withasghat will arise

a sound basis for monitoring the plan’s implemeotaaind the prot

gress

2) The plan is appropriate given the context of the m@ne pro-

tected area:

The management of the marine protected area isglacthe relevant

environmental, social and economic contexts

3) The content of the plan is adequate:

It is based on relevant information

It addresses the real needs and interests of rélestakeholders in

relation to the future of the marine protected area

4) The plan is designed for effective implementation:
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It has a programmed and prioritized set of actions

5) Management Plan Indicators

Adequate and measurable indicators are part ahtieagement plan

All goals and objectives are measureable eithaniwithemselves or

by appropriate indicators

Figure 35:Planning Effectiveness Table “General format ofrii@nagement plan”

An aspect that needs to be taken into adcoben writing the management plan is the
ability and education of the staff working in theofected area: if the staff does not have the
gualification and possibilities to work towards thgeals it will be hard to meet them. Thus
educational measures may be necessary. The buidisigff capacity might be an important
objective of the first phase of a management pléwe. same aspect applies to the expertise of
the management of the protected area: if the exesutind the staff have certain required
(special) abilities and education, the achievenaégoals becomes possible and even higher
and more complex goals could be pursued. Regutasaments of staff training needs have to
be done. Earlier on the incorporation of local stalders as part of the marine protected area
staff has been mentioned: this is a topic to carsichile setting up the management plan. It
should be assessed which tasks could be takenbguéie local stakeholders (as formal em-
ployees of the MPA as well as on voluntary basig) what kind of education and training

will be needed for this.
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6.7.3 Indicators for the Completeness of the Managemiamt P

All important issues the marine protecteebas or will be facing have to be reflected in
the management plan. The following indicators as$lkes completeness of the management
plan of the marine protected area (partly adaptech fStolton et al. 2003: 8 and Staub and
Hatziolos 2004: 17-28 and including indicators dedl by the author of the thesis) so that the

goals can be met:

Effectiveness of the Management Plan Score

1) Preparation and implementation

The management plan will be written, approved amglemented 3

A management plan will be written and approved Wilit be only partially imple} 2

mented because of funding constraints or othertaings or problems

A management plan will be prepared but implemeoatnay/will be difficult 2
A management plan will be prepared but not impletlecisoon 1
There will be no management plan 0

Key stakeholders were/are allowed adequate opportiminfluence the managemq +1

plan (additional score)

Stakeholder patrticipation includes representatimmfthe various ethic, religioug +1

and user groups as well as representation fromdmiders (additional score)

The management plan accounts for traditional lknalvledge (additional score) +1

Score reached

2) Stakeholder satisfaction

Over 75% of the stakeholders are satisfied withailiieome of the management plan3

ning

50% -75% of the stakeholders are satisfied withoilmeome of the management plan2

ning
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25% -50% of the stakeholders are satisfied with thecauae of the managem¢ 1
planning

Less than 2% of the stakeholders are satisfied with the outainthe managemg 0
planning

Stakeholders feel that they are able to effectiyalsticipate in the planning proc{ +1
and eventual outputs of the marine protected additfonal score)

Stakeholderdeel that they are adequately represented in tapagement plannif +1
process (additional score)

The socioeconomic impacts of decisions have been/ will besmtered (addition{ +1
score)

Score reached

3) Standard of livelihoods in communities

The management according to plan will most proba@hjyrove the standard of liveli- 3
hood of the local communities

The standard of livelihood of the local communitieay partly improve by the mgn- 1
agement according to plan

Household income distribution ksource and the occupational structure of the | +1
stakeholders has been taken into account

Score reached

4) Local Culture

Local culture (including traditional practices, sdsystems, cultural features, histq +1
sites and monuments, spiritual aspects) are caesida the planning process (addi-
tional score)

The structure of the management is compatible thighlocal culture (including tradi- +1

tional practices, relationships, social system#iucal features, historic sites, spirit

sites, monuments) liked to the marine protected éadditional score)
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The plan includes a strategy for education of stalders (e.g. schools, professiq +2
training, retraining) (additional score)

The plan includes a strategy for retraining enhagfanproving health of local stake-+1
holders (if applicable) (additional score)

The management plan foresees a mechanism to reeswmerce conflicts (addbnall +1
score)

The equal distribution of benefits of the marinetpcted area is assured (dabghial] +1
score)

Non-monetary benefits of the marine protected areatiety will be maintained ¢ +1
enhanced (additional score)

During the initial management planning processledule and periodic review g +1
updating of the management plan is considereddtr@alditional score)

A strategy for timely monitoring and data analysipart of the management plan (ad+2
ditional score)

A process for adaptive management (i.e. the incatfmm of monitoring, researq +1
evaluation results and experiences) has been dek{gdditional score)

In addition to the management plan there is/wilbkieve-year master plan (addnall] +1
score)

The management plan is tied to the developmenteafmcement of regulations (ad-+1
ditional score)

The management plahas considered the availability of staff resosimeimplemen +1
the plan (additional score)

There will be additional support from volunteer gmams, the local communities § +1

for the implementation of the management plan (aaithl score)

Score reached

Figure 36:Planning Effectiveness Table “Effectiveness ofrtr@nagement plan”
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The implementation of the management pldhveied well trained staff or at least the
financial and personal resources to train inexpeed staff. The author of the thesis defined

the following indicator:

Training Level of Staff Score
The training level of future staff is suitable torpue the goals of the managemeat
plan
Future staff will need training but there will besources for training 2
No adequately trained staff will be available 0
Well trained volunteers will work at the marine f@cted area (additional score) +1
Adequate equipment and facilities are being plariadditional score) +2
Locals will work at the MPA as employees (additios@ore) +2
Locals will work as volunteers at the MPA (additbscore) +2

Figure 37:Planning Effectiveness Table “Training level off8ta

Continuous communication between the plaptéam, the local people and the general
stakeholders is necessary to ensure a managena@nthglt incorporates all necessary aspects
and will be accepted widely. Indicators to be useel (adapted from Staub and Hatziolos
2004: 20):

Communication Score

9%}
(¢8)

A communication structure between the planning teard the relevant stak

holders has been introduced

D
\V]

A communication structure between the planning teard the relevant stak

holders is being set up

There is some sort of communication but it is nfurenal process 1

(1)
1
o

No communication structure between the planningnt@ad the relevant stak
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holders has been or will be introduced

Mechanisms for future stakeholder participatiordetision making and manage+2
ment activities (e.g. advisory council) are alrepthnned or discussed (additional

score)

Support for the conservation goals is built up {&oldal score) +1

There is some communication with other managersaine protected areas (e(g:1

exchange of good results, best practice) (additisc@e)

Figure 38:Planning Effectiveness Table “Communication”

Some thought has to be given to the maftéinancing the management plan: though
detailed budgeting is formally done in the “inpitage” the planning team has to determine
roughly whether all the activities and measuresma will be financially feasible. The fol-

lowing indicator as defined by the author of thesils applies here:

Financing Score

The projected financing possibilities will meet theeds of the management plan 3

The projected financing possibilities will partlyeet the needs of the managemeat

plan

No definite financing possibilities have been irtigeged but there are fundingdl

programs available that can be applied for

So far no financing possibilities have been idésdif 0
The projected financing is long term (multi-yeasisa (additional score) +1
The financial sources are secure in the long teddifional score) +2

There will be a diversity in funding sources (egggvernment, international NGOs#2

private donors) (additional score)

Figure 39:Planning Effectiveness Table “Financing”
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Formally, the management plan has to bedmwaown into (annual) work plans to make
its implementation easier. This also allows fooptization should funding be insufficient to
undertake all activities at once. This resultshia following indicator (adapted from Stolton et

al. 2003: 8):

Work Plan Score

A regular work plan exists, actions are monitorgdiast the management plan’s

targets and the activities will most probably benpteted

A regular work plan has been written but activiteee not monitored against th@

management plan’s targets but many activities neypa completed

A regular work plan has been written but activiteee not monitored against thé

management plan’s targets

There will be no regular work plans 0

Figure 40:Planning Effectiveness Table “Work Plan”

Before a management plan can be writterptiening team should ask itself whether it
has enough information to manage the area progedgearch and knowledge of the site and
species to be protected is necessary. Furtherrttuzelocal social structures and economic
aspects have to be known to the planning teamesoninagement plan will become a com-
prehensive instrument to achieve the goals andchatély the vision of the marine protected

area.

The following indicator considers these aspépartly adapted from Staub and Hatziolos

2004: 16 and extended by the author of the thesis):

Information available for the Management Plan Score

Information available on the biophysical, sociotatdl and economic conditions3
(including the critical habitats, species and aqaltwalues) associated with the ma-
rine protected area is sufficient for key areaplahning (and further decision mak-

ing) and there is a plan to maintain the necesaamney work
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Information available on the biophysical, sociotatdl and economic conditior]

(including the critical habitats, species and aaltwalues) associated with the n

rine protected area is sufficient for key areaplahning (and further decision mak-

ing) but the necessary survey work will not be rtared in the future

L

a-

There is information available on the biophysicsbcio-cultural and econom
conditions (including the critical habitats, specend cultural values) associat
with the marine protected area but it is insuffitiéo support adequate mana

ment planning and decision making

cl
ed

Little or no information is available on the biogigal, socio-cultural and ec
nomic conditions (including the critical habitaspecies and cultural values) as

ciated with the marine protected area

The information available is detailed and comesnfrieliable sources (e.g. r

search, indigenous knowledge) (additional score)

A plan for detailed surveys and research work isdbdeveloped +1
Carrying capacities have been assessed to detesumstainable use levels +1
Figure 41:Planning Effectiveness Table “Information availafdemanagement plan”
6.7.4 Checklist of Goals for the Management Plan
Though every marine protected area has ve laa individual management plan, some

general goals and objectives that should be irpltye can be synthesized from plans of other
marine protected areas and relevant literature.fol@ving section provides a checklist for
goals, objectives and indicators to be considesedhe management plan (biophysical, socio-

economic and governance goals and objectives as&bmeroy, Parks and Watson, 2004

53-204). Not all the topics will be relevant to siles yet some thought should be

whether or not to include them into a comprehensiamagement plan. A prime function of

this checklist is also to provide the planning teaith an overview on what data needs to be

gathered for their site so no important topic Wwél forgotten.
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Checklist for Biophysical Goals:

5

iz

[}

-

nt

-

nt

Goal Objectives for Biophysical Goals of the Managaent Plan
1 1. Maintain or restore populations of target species €xtractive or non:
Marine extractive use) to desired reference points
resources 2. Prevent losses to biodiversity and ecosystem fanstand structure
sustained 3. Protect populations of target species for extvactind non-extractive us
or  pro- from harvest at sites and/or life history stagesnstihey become vulnerabl
tected 4. Minimize, prevent or prohibit over-exploitation 6¥ing and/or non-living
marine resources
5. Improve or sustain catch yields in fishing arega@eht to the MPA
6. Increase or sustain replenishment rate of fishgks within the MPA
2 1. Ensure adequate protection and representationesiflent ecosystem
Biological communities, habitats, species and gene pools
diversity 2. Ensure maintenance of ecosystem functions
protected 3. Ensure protection of rare, localized of endemicigse
4. Ensure protection of areas that are essentiaiféohilstory phases of specie
5. Eliminate or minimize unnatural threats and humapacts inside and/q
outside the MPA
6. Spread risk from unmanageable disturbances addygaatess MPA
7. Remove alien and invasive species and genotyppsegent them from be
coming established
3 1. Maintain or increase abundance of focal species
Individual 2. Restore or maintain ecosystem functions requiredbftal species’ survival
SPECIES 3. Eliminate or minimize unnatural threats and humapacts inside and/q
protected outside the MPA
4. Remove alien and invasive species and genotypes tihe area or prevel
them from becoming established
4 1. Restore or maintain habitat quality and/or qugntit
Habitats 2. Protect ecological processes essential to habitsteace
protected 3. Eliminate or minimize unnatural threats and humapacts inside and/q
outside the MPA
4. Remove alien and invasive species and genotypes tihe area or prevel
them from becoming established
5 1. Restore populations of native species to desiredaece points
Degraded 2. Restore ecosystem functions
arefls q 3. Restore or rehabilitate habitat quality and/or diixan
restore 4. Eliminate or minimize unnatural threats and hum@pacts inside and/q
outside the MPA
5. Remove alien and invasive species and genotypes tine area or prevel
them from becoming established

nt

Figure 42:Planning Effectiveness Table “Checklist Manageniah - Biophysical Goals”
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Checklist for Socio-Economic Goals:

Goal

Objectives for Socio-Economic Goals of the Magement Plan

1

Food security
enhanced or
maintained

1.

Meet and improve the nutritional needs of coagsildents

2.

Improve availability of locally caught seafood fpublic con-
sumption

2

Livelihoods en-
hanced or main-
tained

. Improve economic status and relative wealth of @dassidents

and resource users

N

. Stabilize and diversify household occupational&trce through

reducing dependency on marine resources

between man-
agement and lo-
cal culture maxi-
mized

3. Improve local access to markets

4. Improve health of coastal residents and resoureesus
3 1. Enhance (or maintain) aesthetic value of the site
Non-monetary. 2. Enhance (or maintain) existence value of the site
léteyneflts to soci- 3. Enhance (or maintain) wilderness value of the site
enhanced or 4. Enhance (or maintain) recreation opportunities
maintained 5. Enhance (or maintain) cultural value

6. Enhance (or maintain) ecological services value
4 1. Equal distribution of monetary benefits to and tlyle coasta
Benefits from the communities
MPA equitably 2. Equal distribution of non-monetary benefits to atimfough
distributed coastal communities

3. Improve and assure fairness of equity within sostalictures

and between social groups

5 1. Avoid (or minimize) adverse effects on traditiopahctices anc
Compatibility relationships or social systems

)

. Ensure protection of cultural features or histdrisges and

monuments linked to coastal resources

6
Environmental
awareness and
knowledge en-
hanced

=

Enhance respect for and understanding of local letye

Improve the public’s understanding of environmeradl so-|
cial sustainability

Increase level of scientific knowledge held by pabl

Expand scientific understanding through researdah raoni-

toring

Figure 43:Planning Effectiveness Table “Checklist Manageniah — Socio-Economic Goals”
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Checklist for Governance Goals:

Goal Objectives for Governance Goals of the Managesnt Plan
1 1. Plan management plan implementation and effectivegss
Effective 2. Plan clearly defined and socially acceptable rdtesresource use
management and access
structures and |3 " jmlement effective decision-making and managerbedtes
strategies 4. Ensure that financial and human resources areciiffj secure anfl
used effectively
5. Recognize and incorporate local and/or informalegnance systems
strategically into management planning
6. Periodic monitoring, evaluation and adaptation @nagement plan
intended
2 1. Ensure adequate legislation set up
Effective legal | 2. Maximize compatibility between legal (formal) aratél (informal)
structures and arrangements
strategies for 3. National and/or local legislation incorporates tggland obligations
management of international legal instruments
maintained 4. Ensure and maximize compatibility between inteoval, national
state, local rights and obligations
5. Ensure enforceability of arrangements
3 1. Ensure representativeness, equity and efficacylidlmorative man-
Effective agement systems
stakeholder 2. Effective building of resource user capacity totiggrate in co-
participation management
and representa- 3. Strengthening of community organizing and partitigpa
tion ensured
4 1. Improve surveillance and monitoring of coastal area
Management 2. Increase willingness and acceptance of people haugin ways tg
plan compliance allow for sustainable management
by resource 3. Build local ability and capacity to use resourcestainably
users enhanced 4. Increase user participation in surveillance, maiig enforcement
5. Maintain/ improve application of law and regulason
6. Ensure that management plan will be transparengsstle, simple
and complied with
5 1. Include mechanisms for the management and reduofiaiser con-
Resource use flicts: within and between user groups, betweerr gseups and the
conflicts man- local community, between the community and peoplside it
aged and re-
duced

Figure 44:Planning Effectiveness Table “Checklist Manageniah — Governance Goals”

Since most marine protected areas will mowilderness areas (according to IUCN cate-
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gory 1) but also be managed for visitor use ande@ton, necessary on-site infrastructure and

visitor management has to be considered in the genant plan. The responsibility of pro-

tected areas to educate people about environmestas, about nature and nature conserva-

tion should not be forgotten when a marine proteeteea is planned. Also, the site may be

subject to touristic activities that may have priedhalready before the marine protected area

has been planned. Effects of visitor managemerthaile to be part of the management plan

for several reasons: from the biophysical aspesitors to the area and their activities will

have an impact on species and habitats. From ttie-eoonomic point of view visitors may

have an influence on the local people (e.g. thaelues and beliefs) but also contribute to in-

come from tourism activities. While putting togatliee management plan the impact visitors

can have on the area and required on-site infictstielwill have to be considered.

The following checklist provides an overview aspects to consider for visitor manage-

ment while planning the management of the marirepted area (partly adapted from

Anderson, Lime and Wang, 1998: 2-3 and extendatéwputhor of the thesis):

social) arising
from visitors to
the site

Topic Activities

1 1. Identify impacts

Specify poten- [ "Describe acceptable and existing impacts

E'al plrot?lerlns 3. Determine whether potential impacts are accéptabacceptable or approad
ecological,

ing unacceptable

4. Identify causes of unacceptable impacts

2 1. Identify potential tactics

Strategy and | 2. Select appropriate strategy

tactic selection "3 F auate and select tactics

3 1. Feasibility of the plan

Strategy for 2 - - = :

, . Impact of the plan on biophysical conditionshikets, species
plan implemen- P P Py o P )
tation 3. Impact of the plan on local social structure aallies
4 1. Strategy for monitoring visitor impact
Monitoring
5 1. Provide facilities and structures
Physical Infra- |5 "Use natural features for visitor management
structure

3. Use physical barriers for visitor management
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4. Diversify visitor use (according to zoning)

5. Strategy to deal with visitor impact (litter anther problems) — including
strategy to close areas periodically

6. Close areas and/or facilities periodically

6
Regulations

. Access to specific locations (through zoning)

. Restrict use/ behavior at facilities and sites

. Restrict/prohibit activities to protect enviroantal conidtions

. Restrict/prohibit equipment

. Restrict/prohibit modes of travel

. Limit length of stay, size of groups, pets

7
Deterrence and
Enforcement

RO A~W| NP

. Physical infrastructure needed (signs, rangsiosts, boundary demarcatio
signposts, roads, trails, mooring, etc.)

2. Investments needed (radio systems, vehicledaat$, buoys, ranger equi
ment, etc.)

3. Investments needed for visitor activities (baats, diving equipment, edug
tional material, etc.)

4. Sanctions for visitors who do not comply withesu

a

p_

a_

5. Personnel needed for assuring compliance dbvssand law enforcement

6. Strategy to educate visitors about appropriateatbior or to alter use patter

IS

8
Threats

1. Continuous assessment of threats posed bypngsitbiophysical nature an
socio-economic nature

nd

Figure 45:Planning Effectiveness Table “Checklist Manageniah Visitor Management”
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7. Formal Assessment Procedure

Not all the topics discussed so far willdfeelevance to all marine protected areas. It is
thus the task of the planning team to identify gfoals and targets for the site and then to
match indicators to these goals and objectivestaAss the management plan is concerned
the key point in planning effectiveness evaluai®no assure that indicators are developed
and included into the management plan. These itaficavill then enable the management
team to assess, evaluate and demonstrate the $gogegle towards the goals and objectives.
A review and prioritization of these indicators m@nd the formal management planning

process during the strategic planning stage.

The first step in finding the right indicagds selecting goals and objectives that apply to
the individual site or the network of sites. Thesk depend on the protected area design, the
system design, the vision and the management pignHiockings, Stolton and Dudley (2002:
3) state that the indicators will differ for indtkial marine protected areas (depending on size,
shape, location, detailed management objectivespéarts) and for networks (connectivity,
ecological representativeness). The indicators hed® measurable and milestone-indicators
should be identified. According to Imboden (2008) ldicators can also be divided into low

investment indicators and high investment indicator

Figure 46:Low investment and high investment indicators (fionboden 2006: 57)

A compromise between high investment and low irmesit indicators should be sought. If

resources are low then high investment indicatbailsl only be used where absolutely nec-
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essary; however tight the resources are high imesst indicators should still be used if a

target cannot be (sensibly) assessed otherwise.

On the level of strategic objectives twdit® independent indicators should be assessed;
key indicators (i.e. the vision) should determine indicator(s) on goal level (Imboden 2006).
Once the relevant indicators have been found, aaairements, data availability and gaps
between them should be identified (Hockings, Stoliad Dudley 2002: 7) and closed. If it is
not possible to assess all the indicators thatyajgpthe site, a sub set of indicators can be

prioritized.

Natural and social conditions in the manimetected area can cause a relation of indica-
tors to one another. For example legislation pagsélde marine protected area has an influ-
ence on the types of livelihood activities allowedhe area. These livelihoods then influence
the degree of fishing effort and the populatioresst particular target species which in turn
influences the achievement of biophysical goals @elm@ctives of the marine protected area
(Pomeroy, Parks, Watson 2004: 18). Local values lziekfs about marine resources may
have an influence on the level of stakeholder gigdtion in the planning process and later on

in the activities (Pomeroy, Parks, Watson 2004: 19)
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8. Results of the Assessment

Once the assessment is completed the quedtiwhat to do with the results arises to the
planning team. Should shortcomings of the stratptio have been identified during the as-
sessment the draft of the plan needs to be revietmather question is who to inform of the
results of the assessment — as with managemeimtiedieess reporting the results has both

negative and positive aspects.

8.1 Review of the Planning Draft

In general, the planning draft for the marprotected area and the final document should

be reviewed for:

adequacy to fit into the cause-effect continuunhis ts closely linked to a problem

analysis
the appropriateness of the intervention levels

whether the plan focuses on things to achievedratian only things to do) and im-

pact to have and

the adequate consideration of factors under ansidauthe control of the protected

area management — this includes threats to tachet\eement (Imboden 2006: 6).

In most circumstances not all targets ofdinategic plan can be pursued simultaneously —
this is usually a question of resources. Thus arifidgation of goals and targets needs to be

done and this equals also a prioritization of iathes.

8.2 Reporting

The preliminary results and conclusionsha&f planning effectiveness assessment should
be checked for reliability — ideally including regentatives of stakeholders (Hockings, Stol-
ton and Dudley 2002: 7).The formal result of theessment will be a report explaining the
positive and negative outcomes of the assessméet. tAe collection of data and information
the results are analyzed and conclusions and reeotations for an action plan are formu-
lated (Hockings, Stolton and Dudley 2002: 8). SHahle planning effectiveness assessment

highlight shortcomings of the strategic plan of thiaft these should be corrected. The score-
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card model (see Chapter 10) assists in this byigiray an overview on the pointkat have
been identified as insufficiently considered in glan. The planning team should find solu-
tions to these points — possibly also by involvengernal experts into the process. Once the
planning team has reconsidered all the factorshtie¢ been evaluated negatively or as insuf-
ficiently the planning effectiveness assessmentilshbe done again — at least for these indi-
vidual scorecard chapters. By this process of agapianning, the planning team will use
the results in the correcting the plan to ensueevibion of the protected area can be met. An-
other aspect is influencing policy to improve pobéel area systems and to provide account-

ability to civil society and to raise awarenes&ady as possible.

Thought has to be given to the audiencénefrésults: should only the planners receive
the results and recommendations? With managemtsdtigéness assessments usually staff,
advisory board, donors, stakeholders, the govertinaglivocacy groups, the public and users
are also informed about the results. The questidhus who to inform about the outcomes of
a planning effectiveness assessment. During thenplg phase many of these groups are not
yet of relevance to the process or do not evert.ei@mwvever, it may be useful to inform (po-
tential) donors and an already existing advisorgrdmf the recommendations. The question
who to inform should be left to the individual casece it may also be a strategic decision:
e.g. if some positions in the advisory board oesibg committee are not in favor of the pro-
tected area or are against some conservation nesadue to personal interest. An example
would be countries that do not yet have a reacksdodracy and where high ranking politi-
cians or their wives have to become a member ofathesory board so politicians actually

establish the protected area.

For an assessment of the planning phaséotlvsving considerations can identify the

target audiences:

Who may benefit from the evaluation results — imadéand external audiences?

Who may be interested in the results — internaily externally?

What level of influence does each audience havith@marine protected area and its man-

agement? Is it important to communicate with trdvidual audiences?

77



Mag. Renate Visotschnig-Bruckschwaiger “Planning &ffeness of Marine Protected Areas”

What does the planning team expect the audiende with the results and the informatipn

of the assessment? (Pomeroy, Parks, Watson 20p4: 23

The audiences should be prioritized according éorntéed to reach them (Pomeroy, Parks,
Watson 2004: 24).

Figure 47:Planning Effectiveness Table “Target audience ef thport”

Should the protected area management beartaership with other organizations, stra-
tegic planning and coordination will become easi¢he results of the planning assessment
are distributed to all the partners. This will pably enable the other partners to meet their
part of the common vision and goals more effecyivExamples are cooperation between the
protected area and an NGO, joint conservation nmeasietween marine protected areas for a
species that is highly dependent on different difege habitats (e.g. sea turtles) or interna-

tional cooperation for migration corridors.

Since the main reason for a planning effectess assessment is adaptive planning, proc-
esses should be installed to feed the results inhgkhe protected area management system
and into the relations with the stakeholders —the.strategic plan should be updated to con-
tinue or even foster the measures that proved ssftdeand activities that proved to be inef-
fective should be abandoned (or modified) and galeby new activities to meet the targets

in a better way.
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9. General Aspects

Some general guidelines which the assesspneoédure should follow can be identified.
As mentioned earlier, an adaptive management pscgtesuld follow the assessment — find-

ings and recommendation should be used to impramagement performance.

The assessment has to be based on sound and aer@mvironmental, social and
legal science. A good quantitative and qualitatieéa base and evidence will support
a good assessment. A system used for the assessnoeid be well-founded, trans-

parent and comprehensible (Hockings, Stolton andléyp2002: 6).

The reason for which the site is managed — i.ectimservation vision and the goals —
must be clearly defined and understood both byptheners as well as by the asses-

SOrs.

The assessment should focus on the most impodsimés and include threats and op-
portunities that affect (or could potentially affethe management objectives (Hock-
ings, Stolton and Dudley 2002: 6).

The assessment should be participatory and invallvelevant individuals, organiza-
tions, stakeholders that may have an interestenpthnning or use of the protected

area site (Hockings, Stolton and Dudley 2002: 6)

The indicators should relate to social, environrakahd management issues including
the relation between the protected area and it®wudings (Hockings, Stolton and
Dudley 2002: 6). For example: a marine protected anay have the prime conserva-
tion aim to protect the ecosystem of a lagoon lystwill only be achievable if the lo-
cal population is retrained and can gain incomenfaiher sources like souvenir sell-
ing. An increased awareness for the cause of ghogethe lagoon will also be indis-
pensable in such a case. All these goals have putseied simultaneously and are of
equal importance to the success of the protecissl @nd thus have to be included in

the strategic plan and the effectiveness assesshtre planning.

Strengths and weaknesses should be identified (HgekStolton and Dudley 2002:
6), clearly explained and divided between thoséiwitind outside the control of the
the planning team.
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The assessment should be the basis for a pridgiitizéHockings, Stolton and Dudley.
2002: 6) of actions and efforts. Recommendationdi@n to improve the planning
should be included.

Depending on the length of the planning phase esassents can show a change over
time. The methodology and framework of the evabratshould be verified and re-

fined over time and as necessary (Hockings, StatahDudley 2002: 6).

Findings should be made available to all relevauct iaterested parties — in a way that

is appropriate to their needs (Hockings, Stoltot Bnodley 2002: 6).
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10. Result: Framework for Assessing Planning Effectiveass of Marine Protected Areas

The formal result of this thesis is a mafok assessing the planning effectiveness of the
marine protected area. This matrix is comprisedooire card elements and of check list ele-
ments. Some elements are presented as indicatioes,arts are only thoughts that have to be
considered during the planning phase and can beketeoff as “yes” if they have been con-

sidered. Both the score card as well as the cletakkments will sum up to a total score.

How to use the matrix: Each indicator of twaluation will have a sum of points. The
sum is then divided by the sum maximum of poingt tan be reached for the indicator. The
cell next to the sum gives the percentage of tiesement of the indicator. The scorecard
elements are also added up with one point givesati criteria answered with “yes”. For the
percentage, the sum of points is divided by thewarhof questions in the table. The addi-
tional scores are not counted towards the reswdtshgle indicator or table. The same proce-
dure is applied to the individual chapters and lmarfiound in the heading as a total score. The
result in the heading however will include the &iddial scores. So on the one hand the plan-
ning team can see how well it is doing with theividbal indicators on indicator or chapter
level, or how well the process has been shoulthalbdditional scores (which are also impor-
tant be included). The result will show in figutesw well the planning process of the marine

protected area is doing in terms of how well italtieshould be doing.

The author of this thesis designed the fraamk in an MS Excel worksheet, which is

displayed on the following pages.
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11. Conclusion

(Marine) protected areas today need to befudy planned and managed to reach their
conservation goals and their vision. While thoulghs been given to assessing management
effectiveness and adapting management, so far mohrhas been done to assess planning
effectiveness. It is highest time to improve thicefncy and comprehensiveness of marine
protected area planning to ensure that the sitedrilbote most effectively towards the
achievement of the conservation goals from th¢ diay on. Based on the current management
effectiveness evaluation frameworks, additionalgpamnd documents on strategic planning
and other issues as well as case studies, it Elpp@go synthesize a framework for planning

effectiveness in marine protected areas.

The result of this thesis is a standard éaork for assessing the planning effectiveness
in marine protected areas. It consists of indicatord checklist elements which together pro-
vide the planning team with an overview on missasgects or aspects not sufficiently con-
sidered in the planning phase, the strategic pfahthe management plan. The framework
takes into account all important stages of thetesgia planning procedure as well as the for-
mat of the eventual strategic plan and manageniant phe graphical tool in the MS Excel
Document provides the planning team with a quickial overview of areas to be improved in

the planning.

The current framework is now the basis &al4life tests and assessments in marine pro-
tected areas that are currently under planning. rékelts from these tests will then help in
extending and refining the framework. Eventuallis thlanning effectiveness framework will
become available to the conservation communityvaiichopefully assist in planning of fur-

ther marine protected areas.
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