[image: image1.jpg]



[image: image3.jpg]Context: Status & threats

Wh&inw?
Vision
/ Where dowe want to be? \
Outcome Planning
What did we achieve? How are we going to get there?
Out P ut Inputs
What werethe results? What dowe need?
\Implementation /
(Process)

How dowe go about it?




[image: image4.wmf] 

Level 1

 

Le

vel 2

 

Level 3

 

Context      Planning      Inputs      Processes      Outputs      Outcomes

 

 

 

 




[image: image2.png]enhancing our

ERITAGE





Enhancing Our Heritage

Monitoring and Managing for Success in World Natural Heritage Areas

A Regional Workshop for Africa

Workshop Report

Lobo Wildlife Lodge, Serengeti National Park, Tanzania

16-21 July 2001

Introduction to the workshop and from participants

Gerald Bigurube from the Tanzania National Parks Authority welcomed participants to the meeting and conveyed TANAPA’s best wishes for the workshop.

Marc Hockings introduced the workshop and explained logistics; then the participants introduced themselves (see appendix 3) and summarised their hopes for the meeting.

Many people expressed the desire to learn from each other in terms of experience in assessment and in finding responses to the challenges facing protected areas in the region. There is an increasing need to demonstrate that what we are doing is having a positive impact, for governments, funding agencies and others, and the project should help to achieve this. The Tanzanian National Parks Authority identified the potential to use the resulting methodology beyond World Heritage areas in some of the other national parks in the country. Within Serengeti it was identified as being particularly important to balance opposing views within protected area management and find ways of reconciling the various stakeholders involved. Participants were invited to be frank in identifying issues relevant to management within the protected area and to work together to enhance the quality of the area. The Uganda Wildlife Authority hopes for enhanced ability to measure successes at PA management level and to develop alternative management options to address challenges within the national park. The Aldabra World Heritage Site participants were particularly interested in learning about community participation. The members of the Enhancing Our Heritage management team were looking for hard critical comment on progress on the methodology so far and on learning from the other participants.

An introduction to the Enhancing Our Heritage project
Marc Hockings gave a brief background to the Enhancing Our Heritage project. The project began with development of theWorld Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) Management Effectiveness Task Force and work to develop a framework for assessment of management effectiveness. The aim of the current project is not to replace existing monitoring systems but to work with these and where necessary to add to this to build up a “rich picture” of management effectiveness. The system emphasises information for adaptive management first, then reporting and planning. The project has a specific interest in helping the World Heritage Committee to facilitate periodic reporting – which in the past has been a controversial process because of implications of accountability and interference from the United Nations. The project aims to improve on the current situation by starting at the site level, developing systems that both help adaptive management and provide information for government and, in time, internationally to the WH Committee. Although the project is working at ten sites initially, it is hoped that this will provide a template for wider reporting from Natural World Heritage sites. The project is also requested to look at a more objective way of deciding what protected areas are put on or off the World Heritage in Danger list and to help answer the question: does being a World Heritage site really make a difference to protected areas?

The project will work with site managers and other stakeholders to develop a coherent assessment system and to conduct work at a site level to implement this. The project has a small amount of money to help sites respond to issues identified in the initial assessment and some time from project staff to help develop larger project proposals if these are needed. At the end of the four-year project a repeat assessment will be carried out. Lessons learned will be gathered, both to revise and improve the guidelines and to make recommendations to the WH Centre for using the system more generally. It is intended that monitoring and assessment will continue beyond the project.

There are four sites in Africa, three in Latin America and three in South Asia. Global project partner institutions include the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, the IUCN Programme on Protected Areas, WCPA, the University of Queensland and The Nature Conservancy. At a regional level, partners are IUCN and WWF regional offices, the Wildlife Institute of India, local management agencies, local and national NGOs and other relevant institutions and individuals. The project management was also described and is made up of a management committee and an advisory committee, the latter being a more fluid group that provides advice as required. There are also plans to develop site implementation groups for each site: the structure of these will be variable depending on the structure and resources of the site but should include one person as a site project coordinator and will usually include other site management staff, scientists and other stakeholders, along with someone from the central project team. 

Site finances were described including the grant from the UN Foundation and a small grant from USAID and a potential grant from GEF (see appendix 4 re UNF funds). The GEF funding will be used to develop a wider outreach for the project, particularly in terms of developing inputs at the World Parks Congress in Durban in 2003. Steps so far were also described. The aims of this meeting are to introduce the concepts to the four African sites, formulate project management, refine methodology, find out what is already been undertaken and work out how to implement the project in individual sites.

The WCPA Framework for Assessing Protected Area Management Effectiveness

Nigel Dudley gave a brief overview to the IUCN Best Practice in Protected area guidelines framework document “Evaluating Effectiveness”. Nigel emphasised why it was a framework – no one system fits all. Protected areas vary in size, ability to carry out monitoring, knowledge of the site, skills and abilities etc. Reasons for carrying out assessment where highlighted, such as identifying threats, improving and adapting management, reporting on needs and conservation status, i.e. for international conventions. The six elements of the framework were introduced and their role in the management cycle. The framework aims to link the assessment to the whole management cycle.


The framework identifies three levels of assessment - from a level one assessment, a rapid assessment of management effectiveness, to a level three assessment of more detail. The levels of assessment where then introduced, and examples of assessment systems that have been carried out so far where briefly explained. The WWF Rapid assessment system (a level one assessment), the WWF/IUCN Forest Innovations system carried out in Cameroon and Gabon (a level two assessment), the range of work carried out in Latin America, TNC Parks in Peril, Proarca-Capas, WWF-Catie, WWF Brazil and WWF Peru (all generally level two assessments) and the work carried out by Marc Hockings in Fraser Island (a level three assessment). The Enhancing our Heritage project is aiming to develop a level three assessment for World Heritage sites


The WCPA Framework for Assessing Protected Area Management Effectiveness

Marc Hockings and Sue Stolton then explained the framework in greater detail.

The six elements of the WCPA framework were summarised and then outlined in greater detail:

· Context – the status and importance of the site

· Planning – how appropriate the planning system is to achieve the aims

· Inputs – focusing in particular on the resources available for management and at how these are being used

· Process – how efficiently the plans been put into practice

· Outputs – how effective management has been in achieving management plans and targets

· Outcomes – how effective the management has been in achieving broader aims of the protected area

Context

Four criteria of status are suggested:

· Significance – including why the site is on the World Heritage list and also reference to other national and international designations (e.g. Ramsar, WWF Global 200, IUCN Centres of Plant Diversity etc); and also significance to local people

· Threats –the types and severity of threats

· Vulnerability – the resilience of the site to change and to the threats identified

· National policy context –the level of policy and funding support from the government

This information is important in determining whether management outcomes have been achieved and in identifying existing monitoring that can be used to help fulfil the Enhancing Our Heritage process and the changes needed in national policy to help maintain World Heritage values.

Planning

Three key criteria have been identified

· Legal status – including particularly the legal status of the World Heritage site

· Design – whether the design of the site allows it to function effectively – including size, shape, connectivity, inclusion of key habitats, what is happening on the boundaries etc

· Management planning – including whether the site has clear management objectives, clear targets etc

This criterion identifies management strengths and constraints and whether current planning instruments are good enough to guide site management.

Inputs

This is mainly an issue relating to the availability and use of resources, including the role of partners

· Resources – whether the World Heritage site has enough resources – in terms of funding, staff, training

· Partners – whether the agency works well with partners and whether partnerships really helping management

The information helps track changes in resources and to identify gaps or failings in current partnerships (including local stakeholders) – for example whether researchers working in the site actually providing information likely to be useful to management.

Process

This criterion focuses on whether or not the management processes are appropriate to the particular site

· Appropriate use of resources – whether the resources are being used appropriately to manage the World Heritage site and its resources. This involves both determining the needs and looking at how these might be met in practice.

· Participation – how well the community is consulted and involved in management

This contributes to helping define the desired standards for management practise in the site. It involves adapting the suggestions in appendix 2 of the WCPA framework but it should be stressed that this needs to be developed for the particular circumstances in the site – there has been a tendency to try to use this as an off-the-shelf system, which was not the original aim. This level has been the focus of many existing assessment systems and is suitable for scoring but only provides part of the information

Outputs

Looking at how plans have been implemented in practice – whether annual targets have been met. This tends to be quantitative rather than qualitative measures – describing what was achieved but not necessarily whether the targets helped achieve the wider aims of the protected area.

· Implementation – whether the management plan been implemented

· Results – whether targets of site management have been achieved

This tells us how far the protected area management plan has been implemented. Many management plans are not actually used, or are not adapted over time – management plans often do not drive management as initially intended. Continuous monitoring of the plan helps keep the plan a live document for managers and identifies those parts that may have been neglected. This also helps identify externally generated requirements – e.g. a sudden escalation of visitor numbers will require changes in management.

Outcome

This is the final test of management effectiveness. Two key criteria are important.

· Results: whether management has achieved its broader objectives

· Long-term implication – whether the site values are being maintained – in the World Heritage context these are particularly (but not only) the values identified by the global community

It should be noted that monitoring programmes cannot monitor every objective in detail and should therefore focus on the most important values of the protected area.

Introduction to methodologies to assess management effectiveness
The project team outlined a range of possible methodologies that could help complete assessments in some of the sites. These are outlined in detail in the project manual. They are summarised briefly below along with any discussion.

· Context – where are now

Jeff Parrish began by looking at how to determine site values. The first indicator of context, which underpins the framework and should underpin monitoring, is to determine the site values, i.e. what is the focus of management. He introduced the concept of defining Focal Management Targets and the Site Value Table (see workbook for details). 

Once site values have been determined one can go on to assess current and potential threats to site values. A methodology was suggested, which has been drawn from the work carried out by The Nature Conservancy and the WWF Rapid Assessment Methodology, to analysis the threats and stresses faced by a site. The methodology looks at current (present threat context) and potential (vulnerability). Threats are then separated into stresses and sources of stresses. These stresses and sources are then ranked to determine where efforts are to be focussed. The methodology also looks at potential threats, which can also help determine management responses.

There was a feeling from the floor that analysis of potential threats may take up a large amount of management time. It was noted that site managers should focus on current management problems, but Jeff stressed that potential threats should at least be considered somewhere in the process of threats assessment – to ensure there are no nasty surprises for managers around the corner. 

Jeff then went on to look at determining what is already going on in terms of monitoring and assessment at the site to highlight success and to identifying gaps. This is a crucial part of the framework that has been developed and is being suggested for use at the WH sites. A matrix table (see workbook) has been developed to help collect this information.

A short discussion on the value of monitoring and assessment followed. Nigel suggested the need to find some way to identify whether the monitoring and assessment is being carried out in co-operation with the managers and how useful this monitoring was to management of the site. Holly also noted that there can also be a tendency to over monitor – and that it is better to do a little monitoring well rather than a lot of monitoring badly. Sue W noted the relationship of planning to monitoring, and the problem of trying to develop indicators to monitor everything in a log frame of activities rather than only those elements which need monitoring. Marc stressed that by driving the assessment system by adaptive management not accountability can help ensure that the monitoring carried out is useful to managers rather than a burden.

Nigel Dudley then looked at the question of assessing national context (see workbook) and the type of indicators that can help determine the level of governmental support for the world heritage site. He noted that this type of assessment could be politically difficult for site management. There was a discussion on how this could help adaptive management. It was noted that site manager’s need to identify problems and constraints they face, but that changing legislation can be difficult.

· Planning – how are we going to get there?

Marc Hockings explained the suggested methodology for assessing the planning element of the framework, concentrating on a methodology for assessing site design (see workbook). Although managers may not be able to influence the design of a site, design can influence management decisions. The methodology is currently a ‘work-in-progress’ being developed with Dr Bob Pressey in Australia. 

The methodology suggests using a qualitative assessment of strengths and weaknesses of focal targets looking at indicators related to ecological integrity, community well-being and management factors.

Points raised in the discussion included that in Africa shape tends to be more important than size, with shape having a major impact on management. Marc noted that issues of shape are a consequence of size and external interactions and where thus included within in these issues, however the framework should be developed to suit local realities and additional issues or criteria can be added where required.

Site managers are not working in isolation, they are part of the national organisations and are also often working in a local government, so can help change design problems through these avenues.

· Inputs - what do we need to manage?

Marc Hockings then went on to look at inputs assessment. Marc noted that this issue has often been overlooked in assessing management as it was thought that managers always asked for more money and more staff. He stressed that he did not accept this argument, but rather that protected areas should aim for sustainable levels of resourcing. It is suggested that managers undertake a needs assessment, using management plans as the basis for estimating resource needs (see workbook for details). 

Marc described the second indicator of inputs and the engagement of stakeholders. The engagement of stakeholders with the site are related for focal targets and ranked descriptively from very good to poor in relation to stakeholders economic dependency in the site, their impacts – both negative and positive, their willingness to engage, their political and social influence and how well stakeholder groups are organised.

· Process – how do we go about it?

Sue Stolton summarised the scoring system for process indicators published originally as appendix 2 of Evaluating Effectiveness. The system is based on defining best practices and systems for management actions – definitions of desired standards – and rating performance against these agreed standards.

There was discussion about scoring and a suggestion that we replace a numerical score with a rating system – very good, good, fair and poor – as used in other methodologies presented earlier. Numbers could also be retained for these and summed if an average were required, but a rating system was thought to be clearer.

The need to prioritise responses to the assessment was also identified as being of potential importance. 

It was also suggested that stakeholder participation should be at the stage of setting standards.

· Outputs – what were the results?

Marc Hockings summarised systems for assessing outputs. The overall objective of such assessment is to track progress on implementation of plans and to put this into a Management Information System – both to help track progress and as a tool for forward planning. The system should contain all policies and actions contained in the management plan. Progress in relation to each element can be assessed annually or more regularly

The aim is to find out progress to date – plus additional information on expenditure of funds and time, and recommendations on adjustments that might be made when the plan is reviewed. Fraser Island and the Great Barrier Reef reporting system were used as an example.

Assessing information draws on status of actions – several levels and options:

· Verbal description

· Coding of progress [e.g. (i) on track (ii) management actions needed (iii) a review of the whole initiative is needed]

· Qualitative assessment by the manager about whether this activity is actually worthwhile

· Allocation of time in future work programmes can draw on this information

· Outcomes – what did we achieve?

Jeff Parrish introduced The Nature Conservancy’s biodiversity monitoring system and described the process by which TNC developed its monitoring system. The current system looks at focal management targets and asking if these are healthy, natural and likely to persist over time in a desired state. Conservation success can be measured by developing an indicator-based monitoring plan based on biodiversity health and stresses and threats. Ideally, indicators should be linked to key factors critical for biodiversity health and to critical threats.

Many sites have ecological monitoring ongoing but:

· There may be some elements missing

· There may be monitoring effort focused on low priority areas

· The monitoring may not fit together to give a holistic picture of biodiversity status

What is the true and enduring impact of management actions on the site? Monitoring should focus on conservation impact. The Nature Conservancy’s Measures of success include biodiversity health –the focus of the current talk. Key questions with respect to this include what key factors, including ecological integrity, are needed to ensure the long-term integrity and health – viability – of targets. Three issues are measured:

· Size: the abundance and/or demographic of a species, area of habitat etc – also refers to minimum dynamic area

· Condition: composition, structure and biotic interactions

· Landscape context: landscape-scale ecological processes and connectivity

Rate these as very good, good, fair and poor.

For each of the focal management targets we need to decide what to measure to assess size, condition and landscape context. 

Monitoring of achievement of other management objectives (other than biodiversity health and threat abatement) is also necessary and a methodology for this based on development of performance indicators for key management objectives was presented with an example from Fraser Island World Heritage Area in Australia. 

Indicators need to be prioritised, as you cannot monitor everything. Indicators need to be predictable and verifiable, sensitive to change, able to reflect changes in time and space, be cost-effective, be simple to measure and interpret and are able to be collected, analysed and reported on a timely fashion.

Monitoring plans need to address the questions:

· What needs to be measured?

· What indicators will be most informative of status and change?

· How will indicators be measured?

· When will we measure? How often?

· Where will we measure?

· Who will measure it?

· How much will it cost?

· Who will pay?

There followed a discussion on the merits and potential problems of using local communities to take part in monitoring activities. In a later presentation, Jeff suggested that the following questions could be addressed.

· For known site values what monitoring data are already available and how is this monitoring linked to site values?

· Were there monitoring efforts based on your site values/objectives and priorities, or did they stem from your other programmes and priorities?

· How often do you compile all the indicators and their data and revise your management strategies in response?

· What plans do you have to aggregate this ecological information and assess biodiversity health – including both timing and what assistant is needed?

· Do you monitor threat status – including which threats and how often is this revised?

· Do you have a set of performance indicators for your other management objectives (e.g. social, cultural and recreational)?

· Do you have a written “integrated” monitoring plan – including whether this is prioritised, what it contains and how it can be improved?

Some questions that could be addressed by the monitoring plan:

· What values?

· What indicators?

· How?

· Who?

· When?

· How often?

· Where?

· How much does it cost?

· Who pays?

Putting it all together

Nigel Dudley discussed how the information on the elements of the framework and the methodologies that have been presented can be put together to develop a coherent assessment and monitoring programmes at the site level. The presentation discussed in detail a suggested flow diagram for project implementation. 

Summary of site implementation process















The discussion noted that other stakeholders enter the process rather late in the process, and that stakeholders should if possible be involved in the manager’s workshop. It was also stressed that the process of implementation needed to be flexible between sites.

Website

Marc Hockings gave a demonstration of the prototype Enhancing Our Heritage website and asked all sites to comment on the brief site descriptions that have been include and to use the site to share experience and methodologies during the course of the project. He recognised that for some sites Internet access is not readily available and said that every few months (or on request) the site could be downloaded onto CD for people without access to the web.

Implementing the project

Marc Hockings gave a brief presentation of the issues to be discussions of the final few days of the workshop including the organisation of the project and the types of information required for an initial assessment. He pointed out that the project can identify and document issues that need to be addressed but may not be able to answer all the issues raised.

The initial idea of completing the matrix of existing site-based monitoring data sheet for Serengeti was abandoned for a more generalised discussion of current activities.

· What do site staff members currently know (what sources are available)?

· What do site staff members want to know?

Sites then broke into groups with regular plenary sessions to report back on progress. Each site listed what they are doing currently in terms of the element of the assessment progress, identified any remaining gaps, suggested steps that could be taken to address these and discussed how the project could be implemented at there site. A summary of these discussions is given in Appendix 2.

There was also a brief discussion clarifying the terms value, target and indicator. A value could be, for instance, ‘biodiversity’. The target could then be ‘coral’ whilst the indicator of the health of the target and maintenance of the value could be ‘bleaching’. Focal management targets are elements that can be monitored and there status assessed.

Carrying out the initial assessment

On the final day of the workshop discussions centred on the format and process for the initial assessment of management effectiveness that is to be carried out in year one. Nigel Dudley outlined some of the steps that would need to be taken to carry out the initial assessment: these are summarised below and on the diagram overleaf.

1. Compile any data that is already available and that could be used in the assessment – for example from existing management plans, biological records, annual operation plans, visitors records etc

2. Undertaken any quick and inexpensive steps to fill obvious gaps in the assessment framework – for example by agreeing management standards or analysing existing threats

3. Identify monitoring and data gaps that will require larger and more costly responses including development of long-term monitoring programmes

4. Use available data (i.e. information already available or information collected during the assessment) to complete an initial assessment (which will at this stage probably include some gaps due to lack of information)

5. Make management interventions in response to the initial assessment

6. Make monitoring changes in response to gaps identified during the assessment 


















Marc Hockings also gave a presentation on how the overall success of the Enhancing our Heritage project would be monitored and evaluated.

The meeting concluded with the drawing up a detailed list of actions to be carried out by the project co-ordinators and sites over the next few weeks.

1. Marc would send out the details of the plans for the monitoring and evaluation of the whole project to sites within the next two weeks. Site participants were asked to send proposals on how the partnerships made during the project could be evaluated to Marc by the end of August.

2. Marc would send out CD’s containing the powerpoints presented at the workshop within the next two weeks.

3. A final version of the manual and a brief explanatory document giving details of the project would be sent out to sites in approximately two weeks time.

4. The finalised version of the workbook would be distributed as soon as possible (in about 6 weeks time).

5. All material will be put on the website.

6. The minutes and contact details of participants will be emailed by Sue to all participants for comment within in two weeks and should be finalised two weeks after that.

7. Draft MOU’s with details of site input should be prepared between Marc and the sites within three weeks. The MOU’s will be drawn up between the University of Queensland, UNESCO and the site partner. MOU’s should contain details of financial arrangements against outputs (i.e. the initial assessment process, plans for responses and the process for developing monitoring activities), reporting requirements etc.

8. A brief project overview PowerPoint will be prepared and distributed to all sites in about 10 days time.

Appendix 1: Presentations about sites in Africa

Greater St Lucia Wetland: South Africa

Jean Harris (KZL Wildlife) and Bronwen James (Lubombo – Spatial Development Initiative)

Introduction

Kwazulu Natal is the north-eastern province of South Africa. The Heritage site is made up of 16 parcels of land, 14 of which were previously protected areas (including marine protected areas). It is made up of 180 km of coastline including 150 km area of marine reserves. KZW is an amalgamation of 2 existing agencies. WH status came through in 1999 but parts of St Lucia has been a protected area for 106 years. There are 105 red data species and a high degree of endemism and a high biodiversity in terms of both habitat and species. The area includes a Ramsar site designated in 1986 made up of coastal lands, mangroves, salt marshes and reed beds. Terrestrial areas include coastal plain, pans, grasslands savannah and extensive sand forests. The shoreline includes 25,000 year-old dunes, along with both rocky and sandy shores. Offshore there are the southernmost coral reefs in Africa along with rock reefs and canyons offshore. Five species of turtle occur including breeding colonies of loggerhead and leatherback turtles. A coelacanth was recently discovered. The elephant is soon to be introduced in the eastern shores area.

In addition there is a high cultural diversity including five different cultural groups within the park – their interaction with the natural environment has had important implications for the environment. There are several important archaeological sites.

Challenges to management

Mining will continue to be a challenge to the World Heritage site despite a decision not to mine the eastern shore in 1994 –most people in the area wanted mining because of the financial benefits that it would bring. There is a high degree of poverty. Three quarters of the park is under claim for land tenure with only 25 per cent of the park unclaimed. How this issue will be resolved in still unclear. There are also many illegal developments – in part because of the confusion of management and options for bribery.

Natural resource use includes subsistence, artisanal and recreational uses. Tourism is a challenge – despite it currently being promoted as a source of income it causes challenges and increased impact from tourism. 100,000 divers come into the park each year, plus heavy recreational fishing. Another 14 sites have gone out for tender at the moment, which will increase the tourist pressure in the area. The western, eastern shores and coastal plain also have extensive plantation development. 

Lack of capacity within KZN Wildlife and the authority is an important issue. Although there is a management agreement in place between the authority and KZN Wildlife the practical implications of this remain unresolved. The legislative framework is complex and there has never been a resolution between local democratic structures and the broader management of the park – party political issues also sometimes emerge. People’s attitudes to conservation are often bad, given the history of the area, and there has as yet been insufficient discussion or consultation about WH status.

Co-management with local communities is being encouraged. An Integrated Development Management Plan, including zoning, carrying capacity, development site, infrastructure rollout and programme. Marine reserves have been divided into three zones: complete protection, sanctuary areas (quite a large proportion of the park), restricted areas (effectively concession based, fairly exclusive) and more open access areas where fishing, open tourist access, vehicles on the beach etc are allowed.

Monitoring and reporting

There as been a long history of reporting, for example in the marine area: 

· 38-year dataset on turtle nesting

· 15-year data on lake and inter-tidal subsistence harvesting

· Shore patrols for angling

· Coral impacts and diver numbers programmes

· Inter-tidal biodiversity and resource stocks

With respect to the terrestrial environment:

· Veld assessments

· Fixed-point photography

· Game counts (including hippo and birds)

· Climate

In terms of lake condition:

· Physical conditions

· Crocodile, fish and bird populations

· Resource use

With respect to park management

· Crime records

· Infrastructure maintenance

There is however a large back in terms of social monitoring programmes although there is some data on conflicts and relationships with local communities

Reporting is also important and the following reporting requirements already exist:

Within the Authority and KZN Wildlife:

· Weekly reports from officers in charge, itemised under a number of heading

· Annual reports on a regional basis based on these

· Annual reports based on programmes

· Project progress reports

· Co-ordination committees

· Regular reports to minister and Boards

With respect to externally funded programmes and projects:

· Steering committee

· Community-based liaison committees

· Progress reports – the interval depending on the needs of the funding agency

However, more work needs to be carried out on whether this monitoring is being translated into management changes and management action.

Bwindi Impenetrable Forest Reserve: Uganda

John Makombo and Moses Mapessa (Uganda Wildlife Authority)

Bwindi is one of ten national parks in Uganda and is managed together with the nearby Mgahinga National Park and the direction of chief warden John Makombo. Both national parks contain mountain gorillas and have approximately half the world’s remaining population. They border Rwanda and the Democratic Republic of Congo and gorillas pass between the three countries. There is co-operation with conservation staff in Rwanda and the Congo with respect in particular to the gorilla populations.

The intention is to develop the MIST monitoring system for all the national parks, and the intention is that all sites will be in email contact by the end of the year.

Establishment history: Bwindi was gazetted in 1932 as a forest reserve. The northern and southern sections were formally managed separately but were joined in 1948 to form the Bwindi Impenetrable Forest Reserve. In 1964 they were gazetted as a gorilla sanctuary: managed jointly by the forestry department and game department. Weak policies meant that timber harvesting, NTFP collection and hunting continued. It was therefore upgraded into a national park in 1991 and listed as a World Heritage Site in 1994. The Uganda Wildlife Authority was in turn created in 1996.

Management goal: Conserve biodiversity, physical and ecological processes of the park for the benefit of the people of Uganda and for the global community.

Park management programmes: 

As part of management, a series of monitoring systems are in place and these are summarised in the following presentation.

Park protection and management (law enforcement and security)

· Ranger-based data collection – rangers use GPS on patrol to record position of animals including particularly the gorilla, legal resource use in integrated use zones, illegal use and general data collection such as occurrence of fires, plant phenology and sex and age of animals

· Preliminary data analysis and use by PA management – and take action as necessary

· Boundary surveillance and maintenance – including development of fire breaks, which also makes ranger patrols easier

Community conservation

· Multiple use zones (agreed integrated management zones), which involves monitoring of both legal and illegal off-take. Although rangers accompany local people some also enter illegally to extract resources. 

· Resource use agreements – are signed with each community: for example beekeepers are allowed to enter the forest to keep bees but are also responsible for some of the monitoring within the forest

· Community based data collection takes place in the integrated use zones using standard data sheets

· Control of problem animals – particularly elephants and gorillas –

· Vermin control – bush pigs, baboons and velvet monkeys – is under the control of the local community: outside the park they are considered vermin legally although they are protected within the park

· Monitoring effectiveness of control methods is also important

· Community development (schools, clinics) and income generating initiatives (bee-keeping, poultry and handicrafts)

· Monitoring impact of community sensitisation and benefits – particularly community attitudes towards conservation

· Monitoring revenue-sharing projects (20 per cent of the gate collection is given directly to the community)

Tourism development

· Gorilla movements and numbers are monitored – four groups are currently habituated: two are tourist groups, one research group and one not yet opened to tourists – data on wild populations are also collected – an expert from Rwanda identifies gorillas individually and a UWA staff member is currently being trained to take this role

· Distribution of other animals – guides take GPS and record data on animals

· Tourist inventory – e.g. of attractions and to help plan future developments

· Visitor needs and perceptions – seeking opinions and suggestions for improvements

· Tourist infrastructure establishment and maintenance – e.g. trails and camp-sites

· Monitoring compliance with gorilla tourism rules

Research and monitoring

· Resource inventory

· Impact of management interventions

· Baseline data collection, analysis and storage at PA level

· Long-term ecological monitoring

· Reporting and liaison with UWA headquarters – MIST

· Liaison with ITFC (based in the park and part of Makerere university) and other research institutes

· Research programmes (management orientated research) e.g. gorilla health, distribution, survey, impact of tourism on gorillas, problem animal methods

Park operation and maintenance

· Co-ordination with ITFC, IGCP, CARE, Mgahinga and Bwindi Impenetrable Forest Conservation Trust – data collection and integration of management approaches to meet management objectives

· Planning – General Management Plan and Annual Operation Plan – use of data

· Financial management

· Infrastructure development including EIA recommendations

· Personnel management – performance appraisal particularly with respect to GPS

· Equipment inventory

Regional co-operation

· Collaboration across international borders – sharing of data and information such as location, numbers and disease outbreak; monitoring of animals and where they move; border patrols

· Management of Bwindi and Mgahinga as a zone

· Networking with other protected areas and local government institutions

Aldabra World Heritage Site: Seychelles

Lindsay Chong-Seng (Seychelles Island Foundation)

Seychelles consists of 150 islands, 40 are granitic; others are raised coral reefs. Aldabra is supposed to be the world’s largest raised coral atoll – 38 km long and 25 km wide. There are four main islands in the atoll. Aldabra has survived due to its lack of guano, water and good soils. The Norwegians tried to colonise Aldabra and it was also almost a military base and it was even proposed to use of a nuclear device by the British to deepen the harbour. 

Aldabra was declared a World Heritage site in 1982. It has a population of giant tortoises – some 150,000 in the last survey. The highest point is about 8 metres so that it is very susceptible to global warming. There is also a flightless rail on the island, which is the last flightless bird in the region that used to have the dodo and others. There are about 23 species of birds, 143 species of flowers (20 per cent endemic) and two bats. There are large colonies of breeding seabirds including frigate birds and red-footed boobies. Many of the birds originated from Madagascar and the Comores Islands – these are now slightly difference races as speciation takes place. Aldabra has been marketed as a living laboratory because it is such a simple ecosystem. 

A research station was built in 1966 and a great deal of research was carried out over the next decade – it is perhaps the best-studied atoll in the world. The Royal Society ran the programme until 1981 and then pulled out when they Seychelles Island Foundation took over – at this stage monitoring declined both because people were sent out to monitor reluctantly and they were less well trained. There is currently a population of about 12 people running the research station. A monitoring programme continues. There are also 11 small field huts scattered around the island – in part as defence against the robber crabs. There are now so many monitoring programmes that their usefulness is now being questioned. 

Running and managing a research station on Aldabra is a major problem because of its remoteness. The island is almost 1000 km from the main island and the supply boat calls once every two months. Water supply is a problem although there is now a costly and rather unreliable desalination plant.

Radio communication has improved but has become very expensive – this has however given email contact. The staff members have two-way radios that are waterproof. 

There are efforts to increase interest in the island and for example school children have a trip there if they win a competition.

The Seychelles Island Foundation is being run as a charitable trust and funds remain uncertain. Money is raised in Seychelles rupees while almost all expenses are in foreign currency – this creates major financial constraints. One major problem is that the Foundation has been using used olive oil drums to transport gasoline and the plastic lining of the drums has dissolved and damaged all the motors. 

According to the management plan visitors are only allowed to land on the west island whereas the flightless bird is on another island. The rail has now been introduced successfully onto the west island to be more attractive to birdwatchers. A marine turtle research programme is ongoing including measurement of juvenile turtles. 

Threats

The top three threats are airstrip development, poaching fish and alien species.

There has been a long debate about building an airstrip and this has split the board – many scientists will not work in a place where there is no opportunity of making an emergency evacuation but this would change the nature of the island dramatically.

Fishing is becoming more sophisticated and Aldabra will soon be open to poaching – the fishing is exceptionally good including turtles and big sharks.

The third big problem is aliens including particularly goats and cats. Despite initial hopes that goats did not affect the tortoises they have been proven to be dangerous and in 1983 the decision was made to eliminate goats but despite three attempts there are still goats on the island. 

Another problem is if the funds dry up. The three main sources of visitors are scientists, luxury yachts and cruise ships. In a good year three cruise ships arrive with around 120 people on each and these all pay $50 each. This is nowhere near enough to support the foundation.

Serengeti National Park: Tanzania

Justin Hando (Warden in Charge: Tanzania National Parks Authority)

The area was initially gazetted in 1951 and in 1959 it was divided into two parks: Serengeti and Ngorongoro conservation area. Residents in the area were settled to the west of the park. An extension was made in 1968 in the west and northwest. The current size of the Serengeti National Park is 14,763 km2. Serengeti became a World Heritage site in 1981. The area is defined as a high plateau and the altitude ranges from 1850 metres in the east to 920 metres in the west, near the shore of Lake Victoria.

There are seven major vegetation sites: riverine forests, forests, dry woodland, woodland grassland, bush land, kopje communities and grassland.

The ecosystem is dynamic. Vegetation has changed from open grassland to thick woodland several times in the last few centuries and has long been maintained as savannah at least partly by deliberate burning. This variability also contributes to periodic and quite dramatic changes in animal numbers. For example, in 1966 the wildebeest population had fallen to 266,000 then rose to 1.2 million, fell again and has now recovered once more. Water buffalo are declining for reasons that are not completely clear. Poachers do not usually carry the whole animal out of the park and few skeletons are found. At present the warthog is not reproducing at all although this is probably a short-term phenomenon.

Annual migration of animals provides a major factor in the ecology of the area. The migration moves from Serengeti north into Kenya and the Masai Mara and even beyond. Wildebeest (over 1 million), zebra (around 400,000) and Thompson’s gazelle all move in large numbers while other creatures, such as the water buffalo, usually remain in one territory throughout the year. Rich volcanic soils in the south help provide large amounts of nutrition during the rains and the breeding season, allowing Serengeti to support such large numbers of animals. Rainfall has declined in the north over the last few years, which is likely to have a major impact on migration and changes in land ownership north of Masai Mara could also soon have important consequences if it shuts off land from wild game animals.

Threats

The largest threats at present are from poaching and fires, although animal diseases also cause problems. 

Poaching is a major threat to animal species including particularly rhinoceros, antelope and water buffalo and it is estimated that 200,000 animals are poached from the park during the year. Poaching is much greater in the dry years when animals stay in the woodland. 

Rhinoceros have declined from around a hundred animals to about eight, existing only in highly protected areas were they are protected by a team of 12 rangers. The remaining rhino live in 80 km2 of the Meru kopje area, ranging during the dry season and keeping close to the kopje during the rains. Since 5 rhinoceros died in the Ngorongoro area of protozoan parasites all the rhinos in Serengeti are regularly monitored for disease.

The boundary of the game control area was around 45 km from the park border and is now right on the park edge so that there is enormous edge effects, with a band of 10 km at the edge of the park where almost no large animals are seen. Climatic variation is a major constraint and in dry years animal move into villages and are killed. There are fifteen ranger posts in the park, plus 4 gate posts and rangers patrol regularly against poaching, although the problems still remain severe.

Some communities are supportive of conservation and have formed village conservation committees to control poaching in the area. The park helps support these by supplying uniforms and providing other forms of support.

Fires are also a problem. A fire management plan was developed ten years ago although it is difficult to implement throughout the whole park. Poachers light fires to cover their activities. Currently large areas are burned each year to prevent the spread of more serious fires: there is a small window of opportunity for starting light fires during the season.

Most dogs in the surrounding villages have been vaccinated against rabies to try to keep the disease out of the park. There have been serious problems with rinderpest (an exotic disease from Asia) since 1998 and other parasites: around Ngorongoro livestock has also been vaccinated against rinderpest and this has shown that livestock was infecting wild game rather than the other way round as had been suspected. Tsetse fly remain a serious problem.

Elephants were present before the present century, then disappeared and only entered the park again in the 1960s. This caused major damage to trees. Poaching has now killed most of the mature elephants. 

Some sections of the park have been settled illegally, although there are now attempts to develop community-managed areas 

Appendix 2: Planning within each of the World Heritage sites

The following pages summarise progress made at the site workshops in terms of identifying management issues, data availability and gaps in monitoring. They provide the basis for further development in the next stage of the project.

Greater St Lucia Wetlands: South Africa

	Responsibility
	Who

	Site contact person
	Bronwyn to take responsibility (in interim).

All emails to be copied to both Jean and Bronwyn.

	Site implementation team
	To be defined at workshop 1

	Site partners
	KZNNCS and Authority

	Site stakeholders
	See preliminary assessment table

	Project contact person
	Nigel and/or Sue

TNC methodology for biodiversity health assessment (5-S on Access) from Jeff

	Advisory group members
	Co-ordinator to disseminate material to appropriate site team member/s.

	Year 2 – possible role for IUCN in assisting with small scale responses and project proposal development
	SA? (Ask Roger Porter)

IUCN - EARO (Humphrey Kisioh)


MOU

To be discussed at first workshop: Marc to forward a draft MOU to Bronwyn before the August workshop.

Timeframes should dovetail with existing processes

· MOU between UNESCO, University of Queensland, KZNNCS and Authority

· Objectives

· Products 

· Financial and activity reporting requirements

· Intellectual property rights with regard to site and IUCN team

Types of Actions

· Workshops

· Consultation and communication

· Internal activities (within the organisations)

	Component
	Action
	Budget need
	Who?
	Timeframe

	Introduction to IUCN project, framework

Beginning the assessment process:

Context
	Workshop 1:

· Clarify process, define roles and participation

· Define timeframes, MOU and budget

· Decide on working groups for targets and resources

· Define working groups

· Scope values

· Define project team
	
	Key NCS management staff

Key SDI/Authority people

Key NCS research people


	August

Rest of programme will be defined at w/shop 1.

	Context
	Internal activity:

· Working groups to identify targets for each value and assess status: Research may be needed – short term lit review

· Project team to finalise budgets, timeframes, and responsibilities


	Budget for research?
	
	

	Context
	Workshop 2:

· Confirm values & targets & status

· targets against values, 

· identify threats. 

· prioritise threats

· create matrix of targets to threats

· Identify stakeholders

Documentation of workshop represents context review for initial assessment
	
	Key NCS management staff

Key SDI/Authority people

Key NCS research 

External researchers
	

	Context


	Consultation process over World Heritage Values & targets:

Community process:

· Integration of the outcomes of workshop above in community processes about investment capacity process

Tourism sector

· 2 workshops in different nodes (St Lucia and Maputaland Tourism)

Other sectors

?
	Budget

Budget
	
	

	Context
	Internal activity

Working groups work with information from consultation process and finalise details
	
	
	

	Input
	Internal activity

Working group to collate information on staff, funds, equipment and infrastructure to present at workshop 3

Authority resources and action plans to be finalised
	
	
	

	Context and 

Input
	Workshop 3:

· Agree on final conservation targets (based on values) and management priorities (against threats)

· Assess resources against targets and management priorities

· Agree on and development of mechanism for evaluation of resource use with respect to effective and efficient use (best practise) 
	
	Key NCS management

Key SDI/Authority management

Internal researchers
	

	Input
	Internal activity:

Develop and implement a mechanism for assessing efficiency of resource use in relation to targets
	
	
	

	Process
	Internal activity

Draft research policy and process to present at workshop 4
	
	
	

	Process
	Workshop 4:

· Research policy and process (permitting & ownership of data, co-ordination, feedback mechanisms for management)
	
	Key management staff (NCS, SDI/Authority)

Researchers (Social Scientists and Ecological)

MCM
	

	Process
	Workshop 5.

· Social/community development programmes – co-ordinate, identify existing, define work plans and strategic areas of operation


	
	NCS & Authority & SDI
	

	Planning
	Internal activity:

· Communication on World Heritage Site – vision values etc

· Resolution of conflicting legislation

· Revision of zoning in WH Act legislation

· Complete IDMP

· Finalise, revisit and align management block plans and programme based plans to IDMP

· Develop new programmes and activities for gaps with respect to IDMP

· Develop internal process between NCS and Authority for implementation of development activities as defined by IDMP (EIA process, individual responsibilities)

· Mechanism for broader information dissemination from joint NCS and Authority management committee to rest of organisation

· NCS streamline interaction with consultants 

· Develop closer partnership with Navy and Air Force for Marine Protection


	
	NCS & Auhtority
	

	Planning (Vision)
	Communication strategy for local communities, magistrates and tourists

· Written information: brochures, media

· Integrate with consultation processes already existing with local communities

· Process of informing local justice system players around the WH Site – integration into Crime Programme
	
	
	

	Outcomes
	Internal activity:

“Sectors” define indicators for targets, and do practicability analysis


	
	
	

	Outcomes
	Workshop 6:

· Identify indicators for conservation targets, to guide monitoring programme (biodiversity/social/economic health assessment – assess values integrity). Try to finalise a minimum set of practical indicators.

· System for monitoring data reporting, interpretation and feedback to management

· Develop an monitoring plan, incorporating all sectors and profile sheets


	
	
	

	Initial assessment document
	
	
	
	November 2001?


	GSLWP Preliminary Assessment for Enhancing Heritage Project

	Component
	Information base
	Assessment
	Implementers
	Date
	Suggested future steps or processes

	Context
	
	
	
	
	

	Values

Status

Threats

Vulnerability
	WHS submission

GSLWP WHS Act

IDMP

SLMR Management Plan

CZM Maputaland Report

Individual PA Management Plans

Seed programme: Strategy document for local development

RAMSAR Site

Annual Report Scientific Services

C-Plan Quantitative Conservation (biological) Targets Planning

Local planning & social science research with respect to community needs

Coastal Development Policy process documents and new programmes (livelihoods)


	1. Good information on values but require collation and additional info on cultural.

2. Need integration of social, cultural and ecological values

3. Threats are identified but not linked specifically to focal targets 

4. Threats prioritization required

5. No assessment of site vulnerability linked to threats, or target specific vulnerability


	NCS

SDI

Authority

Local government planning initiatives

Regional authorities (councils & tribal)

Provincial departments


	2000
	1.Workshop 1

Introduction to IUCN project & framework. Begin the assessment. 

Clarify process, define roles and participation, and scope values

Decide on working groups for targets (context) and resources (input).

2. Internal activity

 a.Set up working groups to identify targets for each value and assess status (condition)

Short-term research may be needed for target gaps, especially cultural. Includes SDI, Authority and key NCS management staff and NCS researchers and planners.

b. Collation by Auth & NCS in preparation for workshop

3. Workshop 2 that uses information from 1. to confirm values, confirms targets and status, and targets against values, identifies threats, prioritises threats, creates matrix of targets against threats.

Define stakeholders for consultation. Includes relevant managers and researchers. 

Document from this workshop represents the context review for the initial assessment.

4. Consultation over WHS targets

Community process – integrated in programme for investment

Tourism – 2 workshops present straw dog (Mkuzi and St Lucia)

Other sectors?

Working groups take information from consultation and finalize

4. Workshop 3 to agree on final conservation focal targets (based on values) and management priorities (based on threats). Can double with next step (resource needs)

	Government support
	Political will & support at national and provincial levels 

Spatial Development Initiative area (national)

Presidential poverty relief area

Project funding in this area (GEF)

Provincial support via NCS
	Lot of energy and impetus in making the GSLWP meet objectives

NCS severe budget cuts hamper conservation implementation

Emphasis on plans for tourism & social development provides opportunity for increased revenues for conservation in long term

Government timeframes often unrealistic and financial input has its own impacts


	
	
	

	PLANNING

Vision
	IDMP


	Is overall vision, but in terms of local communities, NCS and other stakeholders the process of defining a vision has not been inclusive enough, and result is that buy-in not effective

Political aspects have hampered inclusiveness of processes
	Authority

SDI

NCS
	
	Internal activity

Complete IDMP

Internal activity

Communication

· Internal (written, regular updates in GSLWPA process)

Consultation and communication

Local stakeholder buy-in

· Information dissemination in local communities

· Communication programme – visitors

· Brochure – GSLWP for all tourism facilities, gates and info centres

	Legal status
	List all acts etc pertaining to management of the area
	Conflicting legislation needs to be resolved (local and national)

Revision of demarcations, zones and boundaries in regulations.

Land claims


	
	
	Internal activity

· Resolution of conflicting legislation

· Revision of zoning in regulations

	Management objectives
	IDMP in prep

Natural resource base use:

No terrestrial policy

Subsistence fisheries
	Individual management plans will have to be revisited

New programmes need development in light of IDMP (gaps)

Authority still in set-up phase so planning at implentation level (work activities etc) in process 

Integration of individual management plan objectives with overall plan for site needed (e.g. marine)

Need to develop terrestrial 

New legislation & processes
	
	
	Internal activity

· After finalisation of IDMP – need to develop individual block plans




	INPUT
	
	
	
	
	

	Enough resources 
	Management plans (KZNNCS)

Strategy for Authority contains proposed structure and resourcing

Project based funding – individual proposals and business plans.
	NCS: restructuring, positions lost in some critical areas, employment equity has resulted in decreased capacity

Authority: no budget for staff – activities are funded through programmes – staff costs come from there

Finalise strategy and proposals – Authority
	
	
	· Funding for Authority – MTEF budgets

Internal activity

Working Group to collate data on: staff, funds, equipment and infrastructure

Workshop 3: 

Assess resources against targets and management priorities – enough? Key NCS management researchers, key Authority

Internal activity

· Staff capacity must be assessed after re-structuring in terms of management objectives

· Motivate and review for appropriate resources identified in Workshop 3

	Are they used effectively
	NCS: annual reports back – matrix

SDI: poverty relief money – programme.

DTI reporting on efficiency 

DEAT reporting 


	Some processes are not linked

Research and monitoring data 

· Policy, ownership

Consultants for co-ordination – sustainability issue
	
	
	Workshop 3

Agree on mechanism for evaluation of resource use (effective and efficient – best practice) – interpretation of existing indicators and processes

Internal activity

· Develop and implement mechanism for assessing efficiency of resource use with regard to targets, and interpretation of indicators where targets are already being assessed

· Develop system to assess delivery of research and monitoring against identified objectives and targets. 

	Collaboration with partners
	NCS & Authority, MCM 

Local community committees

Local government

Researchers

Relevant government departments (DWAF, Agriculture, Social Development)

Consultants

Land Claims Commission

Magistrates

Crime (SAPS, Defence Force)

Navy

Tourism sector and operators

Marine and Coastal Management

Subsistence Fisheries Process
	At some levels good, but still surrounded by mistrust issues

Good processes related to projects & development of Park – WH Values need to do.

Marine reserves research group

No social science process – academic harvesting

Terrestrial processes????

SDI – lots of processes to get buy in, local interaction – sometimes effective.

NCS – staff to define interactions with consultants

Challenging relationship

Process of capacity building with magistrates and local law enforcement to support management objectives

Good collaboration but, is constrained by the lack of resources in SAPS and interrogation mechanisms

Marine patrols 

Some operators involved in monitoring

Divers monitor the state of coral, coelacanths – can be improved

Existing operators feel they should get more marketing support

Brokering deal needs to be developed at higher level rather than with local managers

Need some process for the tourists being informed about issues.

Need to develop criteria for environmentally appropriate building and practices – tour operators & 

Permit systems are not co-ordinated and often make achieving management objectives difficult.

Integrated with other community initiatives. Need to start this in terrestrial 
	
	
	Internal activities

· Communication

· Processes need to be developed and communicated about eg planning to implementation phase (eg Catalina bay)

· Designation of responsibilities for key issues 

· Mechanisms to filter information down from management committee

· SEED programme to interact

· Process for research identification, permitting, contribution of research community to WHS and feedback to management

· NCS to streamline interaction with consultants

· Process of informing magistrates around WHS objectives (part of crime programme?)

· SDI crime programme

· Closer relationship with navy/airforce for offshore protection. Sort out legal agreement for prosecution between Moz and SA

Tourism policies and permitting and tender process: clarified at Authority level 

· Ensure joint permitting

Workshop 5.

Social/community development programmes – co-ordinate, identify existing, define work plans and strategic areas of operation

Workshop with key managers to identify linkages between community programmes



	PROCESS
	Information is being collected around all these indicators for site management


	Assessment needs to be done of the effectiveness of undertaking these activities. Indicators need to be assessed for efficiency. Patrol efficiency is assessed – most effective. 

These issues are recorded but don’t really feed into management.


	
	
	Internal activity

Systems and processes for evaluation and planning must be developed by authority

Internal activity

Draft research policy and process for workshop 4

Workshop 4

Need develop a research policy (all types) – data ownership and permitting systems, feedback mechanism for management

MCM, Managers and researchers (social science and ecological)

	OUTPUT
	Annual Reports

Business plans (reporting to funders)

Management meetings minutes reflect actions to be implemented.
	Authority will have to establish these types of management procedures
	
	
	Internal activity

Authority will have to establish these types of management procedures

	OUTCOME
	NCS Marine Data and monitoring metadatabase

SA-ISIS programme

KZN Marine & Coastal Research Group project list

NCS Research Co-ordinated projects

Scientific Services Annual report – monitoring section

Individual projects (>5yrs)

Monitoring of outcomes for poverty alleviation programmes
	Need an assessment and collation for social data and information

Monitoring programmes not explicitly linked to objectives and values in a overall structured way

Some individual ecological indicators are assessed and responded to, but indicators not compiled collectively with associated management strategies and responses

Social and economic monitoring of outcomes – no formal processes in place

No aggregation of all types of indicators – to see big picture
	Need to reassess the marine monitoring against priorities and targets, and with view to setting up processes for other ecosystems and values

Monitoring needs to be clearly linked to threats – much is already but needs to be incorporated in an overall structure

Need integrated monitoring plan
	
	Internal activity:

“Sectors” define indicators for targets, and do practicability analysis

Workshop 6:

· Identify indicators for conservation targets, to guide monitoring programme (biodiversity/social/economic health assessment – assess values integrity). Try to finalise a minimum set of practical indicators.

· System for monitoring data reporting, interpretation and feedback to management

· Develop an monitoring plan, incorporating all sectors and profile sheets

Internal activity

Develop integrated monitoring plan that addresses targets and threats





GSLWP: National Context

	Criteria
	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	WHS & PA legislation:


	World Heritage Convention Act 1999 No. 49, section 44

· Regulations in connection with the GSLWP 2000

· Authority established with interim CEO

· Management agreement between Authority and NCS

Convention Biological Diversity – signatory

Marine Living Resources Act 1998, including MPA proclamations & regulations

Marine Protected Area National Policy

White Paper Coastal Zone Development

KZN Nature Conservation Ordinance, and PA proclamations
	· Uncertain processes and mechanisms for conservation implementation within Authority, and between Authority and NCS

· Interim CEO, no Board

· Need resolution of areas of conflict of WHCA with other legislation

· Need to resolve conflict with WHCA


Serengeti National Park: Analysis of Current Situation, Gaps and Needs

The Serengeti National Park team worked together to explore their current ability to undertake the Enhancing our Heritage project, to identify gaps and to suggest possible responses.
	Issue
	Knowledge
	Gaps and possible responses

	Context

	Site Values -

Biodiversity  and other 
	The World Heritage nomination document acts as the basis for understanding values
	

	
	A management planning process reviews values every five years
	These need to be articulated. The formal management planning process in 2 years may be too long to wait.  

Response: a suggested process would be to use year 1 EOH funds to run a TAWIRI/TANAPA/partner workshop, before the end of 2001, to review results of the initial assessment and to revisit the implicit biodiversity and other values, vision and management objectives/focal management targets for SNP.   

Proposed participation: past and present members of the biological and social scientific community; managers, adjacent PA authorities (e.g. WD and NCAA), major project implementers and Kenyan scientific and management counterparts.  

Outputs of the workshop: (a) stakeholder review of the initial assessment findings; (b) the biodiversity and other values of the SNP more explicitly. Articulated and (c) a set of ‘focal management targets’ developed from this process.

	
	New information comes from research and monitoring activities (TWMCU and independent researchers) including information. There are plans for annual review of national research findings by TAWIRI.  Some long-term SNP projects will be included.
	

	
	There have also been two major scientific publications on Serengeti, which together provide a resource base
	

	Threats
	The existing Management Zone Plan (MZP) identifies threats at a broad level
	

	
	There is some identification of threats in the General Management Plan (GMP) also.
	The management plan could be strengthened by more rigorous analysis

	
	A State-of-Knowledge review (the Serengeti Regional Conservation Strategy) was published in 1985
	

	
	The two scientific publications on Serengeti also highlight some threats
	

	
	
	The threats analysis needs to be put into the framework structure and a prioritization of threats against the agreed focal management targets/site values is needed.

	National policy context
	National policy on `Community Based Natural Resource Management' (CBNRM) on WMA’s is established and legislation is being developed currently
	The current drafting and adoption of new legislation on CBNRM needs to be carefully tracked and put into effect once adopted

	
	
	It has been suggested that legislation pertaining currently to crimes considered to be “economic sabotage” should become common wildlife offenses and enforced and prosecuted through the Wildlife Act . 

Response: Law enforcement officer at headquarters to follow up any progress on this and pass any information to Serengeti National Park authorities

	
	A cross-border wildlife security MOU has been signed between Kenya and Tanzania.  There is also a regular meeting of the local authorities of both the MMNR and the SNP to discuss local security issues of mutual concern.
	Scope and effectiveness of current cross-border security agreements should be reviewed. 

Response: Serengeti National Park to make recommendations to headquarters on any required changes to the scope of cross border agreements 

	
	An international treaty - known as the Lusaka Agreement – has been signed by Tanzania and Kenya, among other countries.  The treaty allows for the sharing of relevant intelligence information on wildlife crimes across the border.
	The Task Force for this agreement sits in Kenya and there is not much information brought to the local level (SNP) from there.

	
	It is believed that a National Biodiversity Strategy has been developed 
	

	Planning

	Vision for the site
	There is a vision for TANAPA but not specifically for Serengeti
	The vision for Serengeti National Park needs to be articulated.  

Response: Link development of the vision to the workshop to review the initial assessment findings, articulate of biodiversity and socio-cultural values and set focal management targets (before the end of 2001)

	Legal status
	Serengeti National Park is legally gazetted
	Some additional adjacent areas are needed to secure long-term biodiversity. 

Response: TANAPA should liaise with district authorities to identify and gazette further potential WMAs. 

For example, seek WMA status for the area between Ndabaka and Lake Victoria, which is used by the wildebeest in exceptionally dry years as well as other key areas. 

	Design
	The design of Serengeti does allow it to function effectively, although some extensions are desired including particularly a link to Lake Victoria and the explicit inclusion of the Masai Mara National Reserve and adjacent dispersal areas as well as the NCAA.
	These extensions are being pursued (see above).

Future assessments should include other areas vital to the system (e.g. the Mara, Ngorongoro, etc.)

	
	
	There are serious concerns about ‘upstream’ threats to the integrity on the Kenyan side of the border and need to be addressed. 

Response: (a) utilise the World Heritage Convention to promote increased debate and action on this issue for example by initiating a “reactive reporting” process. 

(b) use EA co-operation to pursue plans for diversion of the Mara River at its headwaters for a hydroelectric project on the Ewaso Nyiro and issues of land-use changes in the dispersal area.

	Management objectives


	The site has clear management objectives  (in the GMP and MZP) although these need to be revisited and revised as necessary.
	Objectives should be reviewed. Response: management objectives/focal management targets could be revised and clarified at the 2001 workshop.

	Inputs

	Annual process
	Activities are set against management objectives.
	

	
	An annual operation plan exists for each department and are aggregated for the SNP, overall
	

	
	A budget is allocated for the operation plan covering: recurrent costs (salaries and running costs) and capital costs (needs are listed and prioritised into three categories). Donor funds are often sought for shortfalls.  However, if TANAPA income is higher than predicted some items may be re-prioritised to a higher category and funded.
	

	Partners
	· The Frankfurt Zoological Society is a key partner since the 1950s and, for example, supplies 5 vehicles/year.

· Other donors and NGOs (such as the African Wildlife Foundation and WWF) have long-term involvement


	Although Serengeti is provided operational costs from TANAPA, there are additional sources of income. Managers need to keep track of and analyse funding trends and sources (including “in kind” support, which also exists). There is currently no formal body for donor liaison and co-ordination. 

Responses: 

1. The relationship with various donors could be presented as a graph going back in time. Some useful analyses could be carried out, for example: the trends in external support (cash and in-kind) over 30 years) 

2. Serengeti National Park should develop a target for fund-raising.

3. A body to coordinate donor inputs should be formed.

4. The planning process is critical for securing the necessary funds for implementation and should involve partners. 

5. A participatory management plan can help direct and target donor input.

	
	Researchers are co-ordinated through the Serengeti Research Institute and TAWIRI but this is separate from TANAPA
	Closer links between management and research/monitoring efforts are needed.

Response: formal mechanisms for this coordination should be established.

	Process

	Setting performance standards for assessment


	1.  For the sake of understanding how to go about setting performance standards, some of the expected outputs of the Ecology Department were reviewed:

· rainfall collected across network and analysed; 

· prioritised list of science needs for park management;

· implementation of early burning plan; containment of wildfires; 

· regular wildlife surveys carried out; required EIAs conducted.
	The Ecology Department needs clear performance standards for all agreed outputs.

Responses: 

1. There were some suggested indicators that could be used, e.g.: (a) percentage of agreed activities completed; (b) the number of additional surveys conducted; (c) percentage of management needs met or achieved; (d) needs assessment for staff training carried out.

1. A scoring system could be developed.  For example if there were 16 agreed activities, a possible scoring system would be: 0-4 = poor, 5-8 = fair, 9-12 = good and 13-16 = very good.  This would, however, only provide an assessment of the quantity of the actions carried out not the quality of the work completed. 

2. Possible addition of some qualitative performance standards to measure effectiveness of implementation of the process standards.

3. Future reports should include a “deviation statement” that explains why activities and targets have not been met.

4. Each department should have their own strategic action plan (as the Community Conservation and Ecology Departments have now) to assist their adaptive management.

	
	2.  The current ability to monitor performance against agreed outputs and performance standards in the various departments:

· Veterinary: Activities tend to be both reactive and proactive, therefore, some activities are easily assessed, some are not 

· Ecology: some easily assessed (i.e. has the rainfall records been collected, collated and analysed or not), other activities are difficult to track

· Community conservation: not easily tracked but the CC strategic action plan LF could be used

· Law enforcement: assessment is probably the best of all departments in SNP but could be improved, especially analysis of performance.

· Tourism: no current standards or system for monitoring and measuring performance

· Works: Road and infrastructure development is most easily tracked (except for the construction of pipelines).  Vehicle use – assessment needs to be improved

· Finance and administration – still needs more formal performance standards and tracking.
	Serengeti does not have a standardised means of monitoring and measuring process/activities performance (i.e there are no clearly agreed outputs or performance standards, as laid out in the WCPA framework, for each department). 

Responses: 

1. Agreed outputs (see below) and performance standards are required for all departments. 

2. It is recommended that all departments formally consult relevant stakeholders before finalising agreed outputs (see below) performance standards and 

3. The recommended standards will need to be reviewed and approved by the Workers’ Council.



	Outputs 

	Setting, measuring and tracking outputs 
	The current system tracks outputs but only at an aggregated level.
	The current system might be refined to allow tracking of outputs at a finer level of detail.  Output tracking needs to be refined for some departments. Response: all departments should define or redefine the outputs to be measured, including level of detail, frequency and clearly identify the end purpose.

	Financial controls
	The current system uses the operational plan and regular senior staff meetings to review progress, including an expenditure against budget allocation review
	The purchases and stores inventory is not synchronised with on-the-ground expenditure. For example: credit purchases can complicate and delay reconciliation and the stores inventory is not reconciled within expenditure budgets.

Accounting could be improved. Responses: 

1. A mid-term review (every 6 months) could help address progress against planned activities and reprioritise remaining funds against activities as appropriate.

2. All departments should take responsibility/ accountability for expenditure. 

3. A computerised and networked accounts system should be installed (this is scheduled under the current EU project)

2. These accounting systems need to be fully understood by managers, therefore training in such systems will be required for all senior managers



	Articulation of required operational outputs by different departments


	1. The law enforcement efforts are measured daily and used for daily reactive and proactive management.

2. Road construction is carefully tracked by a measure of physical results.

3. The number of visitors at entry gates and lodges is recorded and reported daily to allow reconciliation of entry fees collected against the number of visitors staying in the Park.
	Response: all departments should have a clear understanding of what outputs should be measured, at what level of detail, at what frequency and in particular for what purpose.

	Outcomes

	Biodiversity health
	Key biodiversity values are implicitly understood and their ‘health’ is monitored within the limits of resources (see Context, above). 
	

	
	There are varied interest in individual species, diseases, vegetation, biodiversity and ecosystem function etc.

An example of a measure of biodiversity health of the migration is the tracking of the wildebeest migration, using various measures, including: 

· Numbers (TAWIRI, annual); 

· trends (TAWIRI); 

· timing and extent of movements (SNP ecology department, FZS, TWCMU); 

· movement patterns – past and present (project results from Mduma, Serengeti 1 and 2 and other publications); 

· demographics (ad hoc tracking, by Sinclair)
	Other possible indicators: 

· Maintainenance of the large predator guild

· Re-establishment and maintainence of a viable rhino population

· Maintainenance of a mosaic of habitats



	Data compilation
	Variable.

· Wildebeest annual, predator numbers largely unknown but  opportunistic reports filed.

· Two comprehensive write-ups on the entire ecosystem (Serengeti 1 & 2)

· Annual TAWIRI research report includes information on some but not all research projects

· Papers published by individuals

· These and doctorates completed by individuals.
	

	Revision of management in response to research findings
	Tends to be ad hoc and in response to emerging issues. 

Managers are generally aware of the results contained in annual reports but only respond when action is warranted.
	

	Plans to aggregate and assess biodiversity health
	
	There may be gaps in biodiversity monitoring, reporting and the use of information. 

Response: 

1. Explore existing methods or systems for assessing biodiversity health to assess the need for implementing such a system in SNP. 

2. More information is needed from TNC on the 5-S approach to enable SNP staff to assess the possibilities and value of implementing this system.

	Threats
	The following threats have been identified and have been monitored to some extent:

· Poaching

· Wild fires

· Wildlife and human disease vectors (rinderpest, rabies, canine distemper, bovine pleuro-pneumonia, trypanosomiasis and human sleeping sickness but there may be others)

· Human population growth (measured through the national census at central government level. The degree of human-wildlife conflict reported could act as another indicator of human population growth in the adjacent areas)
	Some threats are not currently being monitored or are not adequately monitored.

Response: explore improved monitoring options for the threats already being tracked and new systems for the following:

· Upstream effects (e.g. the Ewaso Nyiro hydroelectric initiative or land sub-division on the Kenya side)
· Tourism impact is monitored at campsites but could be increased (e.g. environmental audits at lodges, or a register of new development sites)

· Land-use changes needs to be monitored in all adjacent areas, including the Kenya side

	Other management objectives (i.e. social, cultural or recreational values)
	Most of the broader management objectives/targets/values are implicitly understood, including:

· The maintenance of a high quality, diversified tourism experience/industry; or

· The maintenance of scenic landscapes 

· The maintenance of minimum standards conditions for all staff


	Some increased monitoring is needed. Response: 

1. Need to tailor indicators for tourism and community conservation departments monitoring to directly address the management objectives, a.k.a. focal management targets. 

2. Need to develop indicator for recreational targets – e.g to monitor scenic landscapes.

3. Need to set minimum standards for staff conditions.

	Monitoring plan
	There currently no written integrated, monitoring plan
	It was recognised that having such a plan could help to improve efficiency and cost-effectiveness of monitoring, including reducing the number of indicators that need to be measured. 

Response: 

1. An integrated monitoring plan should be developed

2. The plan should explicitly prioritise monitoring tasks

	
	
	Status of reporting to the WHC is also unclear.


Implementation at Serengeti

Timetable:

· End of August - MOU agreed between the EOH project partners and TANAPA.

· 1st October 2001 – meeting with Marc Hockings in Serengeti to finalise arrangements (linked to the WCPA meeting taking place at Lobo Lodge).

· End 2001 – Initial assessment undertaken

· Early 2002 – project development to feed into Serengeti annual planning and budget

· May/June 2002 – Second year of EOH activities

Project contacts

It was agreed:

· IUCN East Africa Programme may be involved in assisting developing the small-scale implementation projects planned for year two of the project.

· Nigel Dudley and Sue Stolton on the OEH team will be the main project contacts, but Marc Hockings, the project manager, will always be available for advice and assistance.

· The TANAPA project implementation team will be expanded to involve representatives of other stakholders, including TAWIRI

· Site partners need to be involved in the project as soon as possible.

· Stakeholders  should be involved in the assessment process and workshops.

· The main project contact at TANAPA will be Joseph Kessy, the site implementation group will be lead by Justin Hando.

UGANDA WILDLIFE AUTHORITY

BWINDI IMPENETRABLE NATIONAL PARK
Enhancing our Heritage – Management for effectiveness workshop at Serengeti National Park, Tanzania (16 – 21th July 2001)

FRAMEWORK FOR ASSESSING MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS OF WORLD HERITAGE SITES

The Enhancing our Heritage project aims at using the framework to assess the management effectiveness of World Heritage Sites around the World to test assessment, monitoring, and reporting techniques. Because World Heritage sites vary in their management and Objectives, capacity for assessment and monitoring, plus resources, the project is providing a variety of different methodological approaches that can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of sites. Six elements have been proposed and for each element Bwindi has been used as an example to demonstrate the implication of the element. The elements include:

Context, Planning, Inputs, Process, Outputs, and Outcomes

The details explaining the above elements are mentioned in the Effectiveness Toolkit manual. As far as Bwindi is concerned, the following issues have been identified for each element to describe the situation on the ground:

· CONTEXT REVIEW

The review helps to find out whether there is any documentary evidence (current methodology employed) to assess the importance of Bwindi as a WHS, its stresses and threats (issues of management), and whether the government is supportive of the site. In relation to this, the following have been identified as documentary evidence for Bwindi:

· WHS nomination document which spells out the values of the site

· Gazette (establishment of the park) – outlines why the site was upgraded to a Park status

· Management plans (old and new)

· Research papers/ thesis/ publications

· UWA MIST analyses

· Legislative policies/ legal documents – Forest policy, wildlife policy and statute, national biodiversity policy and action plan, NEMA policy/ statute, and local gov’t act

The methodology in place that is used to describe the values of the site are

· Use of the planning process e.g. build up of the core team as step one, data gathering/ reviews/ reconnaissance, etc.

· Periodic reviews of management plans though workshops, and consultations. Part one of the GMP outlines the values of the site that qualify it as a world heritage site

IMPLEMENTERS OF THE PROCESS

1. UWA – site manager, and planning coordinator are the responsible Officers. The core planning team assists the two to plan the workshops and the general process of the GMP. The core team is composed of the park staff and some members from the partners side

2. Stakeholders/ Partners e.g. ITFC

DATE THE ABOVE PROCESS WAS LAST IMPLEMENTED

The process has been going on and is still up to date (current year 2001) e.g. new GMP

GAPS THAT REQUIRE ATTENTION 

If the process is to work efficiently, there is need to harmonize the different policies/ statutes so that they can talk the same thing. The implementation and interpretation need to be revisited. The methodologies that are being used in the review include:

· Site managers identify areas of weakness in the UWA statute

· Site managers identify areas of conflict of the various statutes and send reports to DDFO (quarterly report)

· UWA HQ - DDFO/ ED addresses the identified issues through consultations with the ministry and other relevant bodies (ministry takes the issues to Parliament for review)

IMPLEMENTATION DATE

Planned for 2001 and 2002

· PLANNING REVIEW

The whole process is as above (see note in the manual). The following were identified:

CURRENT METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED

Management Plan in place, work plans also in place. These two processes allow Bwindi to review and address the challenges

IMPLEMENTERS

As above

DATE - 2001

PROPOSED METHODOLOGY OF MOONITORING GAPS

Gaps include the lack of a legal framework for Uganda- Congo Parks in collaborative management. Currently issues are being handled on an adhoc basis facilitated by IGCP. There is need for the legal status of Serambwe and harmonization and commitment on monitoring programs. Secondly, there is need to integrate the districts’ and park programs

Methods proposed to overcome this include Uganda to propose to WHC to speed up the process of streamlining the status of Serambwe, and also the two countries to harmonize their work plans. IGCP will be a bigger player in this process.

IMPLEMENTERS

Site managers/ ED

UNESCO/ IGCP

DATE - 2002

· INPUT ASSESSMENT

WORKING PROCESS (METHODOLOGY)

This is guided by the Financial and Human resource procedures, with the MoUs. It is reflected in the GMP, AOP, Quarterly work plans, MoUs with partners, Reviews of staff structures and remuneration, MIST, Training needs assessment, training plan, staff appraisal, equipment inventory, maintenance schedules, use of projection of revenue, and financial procedures.

IMPLEMENTERS

Site manager, Deputy Director (FO) – UWA, and the Research and monitoring Co-ordinator (MRC).

DATE LASTLY IMPLEMENTED

2001

· PROCESS ASSESSMENT

CURRENT METHODOLOGY

Use of the organizational policies, e.g. revenue sharing policy, Community/ PA policy, bylaws, research papers/ publications/ reports. Information derived from this procedure is incorporated into the GMP, AOP, and work plans, which determine strategies on how to address the process. Work accomplished is then reflected into the quarterly reports.

IMPLEMENTERS

Site manager, MRC, and EIA & planning Co-ordinattor

DATE LASTLY IMPLEMENTED

2001

PROPOSED METHODOLOGY OF MONITORING GAPS

Gaps existing are related to harmonization of data collection, storage, and analysis (software programs). Gaps are also existing in the field of setting standards to assess performance of the planned work, i.e. a system of assessing whether work is being done on schedule. However, UWA is already working towards filling up gaps that exist on data harmonization. If the same systems can not be used, harmonization will be achieved through intensifying communication with ITFC and other partners that are concerned. Reports and workshops can be employed as some of the means of achieving the desired goal.

IMPLEMENTER

MRC and partners (ITFC, IGCP)

DATE LASTLY IMPLEMENTED

2001

· OUTPUT ASSESSMENT

The quarterly reports outlines issues concerning outputs during a specified period of operations. Such issues usually show trends in, for instance, tourism/ visitor statistics; whether the trend shows a decrease or increase in the number of visitors. The MIST system is one other process that is used to assess the outputs. The two are then incorporated into the GMP and AOPs.

IMPLEMENTER

Site manager and MRC

DATE LASTLY IMPLEMENTED

2001

PROPOSED METHODOLOGY OF MONITORNING GAPS

The gaps here are related to the integration of the district work plans with those of the site. The GMP process and the MoUs are proposed as the means to monitor these gaps.

IMPLEMENTERS

Site manager and partners

DATE LASTLY IMPLEMENTED

2001

· OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT

Qn. 1 WHAT MONITORING DATA ARE ALREADY IN PLACE?

Some data is already available in the database as indicated below in the values section. Efforts are under way to increase its volume.

	VALUES
	PARAMETERS/ INDICATORS
	WHO/ WHERE IS THE DATA FOUND

	Gorillas
	Gorilla population data, gorilla health data, Impact of tourism, distribution
	IGCP, ITFC, Ranger Based Data Collection (RBDC) – BINP that feeds MIST programs at UWA HQ

	Montane forest
	Data on forest gap dynamics (baseline survey done in 2000), forest regeneration data available (work done in 2000)
	ITFC and UWA MIST program

	Diversity of fauna
	Data on numbers and distribution of large mammals (data for 1993 &1997). Another census is planned for January 2002 (targets gorillas)
	ITFC, IGCP, RBDC which all feed the UWA MIST program

	Water
	Quantity, quality ( monthly sampling of physical and chemical properties)
	ITFC feeds MIST

	Diversity of natural resources (flora)
	Data on resource harvest available, vegetation mapping is being conducted by ITFC to identify the different flora species and types within the site
	Data on resource harvest is done on the community based data collection (CBDC) sheets in BINP and feeds MIST. Data on vegetation available at ITFC

	Climate
	Rainfall and temperature
	Data available at ITFC and UWA


Qn 2 WERE THE MONITORING EFFORTS BASED ON SITE VALUES

Yes, GMP highlights the monitoring priorities. Programs are then designed based on identified priorities

Qn. 3 HOW OFTEN DO YOU COMPILE ALL THE INDICATORS AND THEIR DATA?

This is an on-going exercise – done through MIST outputs

Qn. 4 WHAT PLANS DO YOU HAVE TO AGGREGATE ECOLOGICAL INFORMATION AND ASSESS BIODIVERSITY HEALTH

Harmonize data collection, storage and analysis (which are being done now). The assistance required here is the commitment and participation from the partner institutions

Qn. 5 TREATS: DO YOU MONITOR THREATS STATUS?

Yes, Threats currently include: 

· Disease out-break in gorillas (health monitoring program in place)

· Over exploitation through community utilization (monitored through CBDC, patrols and community rangers data sheets)

· Wild fires – being monitored and control measures being tried. Fire management plan soon out)

· Illegal activities – poaching, illegal resource harvest are being monitored

· Impact of tourism on gorilla behavior (including disease transmission) - research going on

All are continuous activities

Qn. 6 DO YOU HAVE A SET OF PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR THE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES (e.g. social, cultural recreational)?

Yes, in the GMP, e.g. implementation of revenue sharing programs will show number of projects in place

Awareness about conservation can be measured through research on community attitude changes

Social economic activities e.g bee keeping – monitored by reports from beekeepers

Qn. 7 DO YOU HAVE AN INTEGRATED MONITORING PLAN, IS IT PRIORITISED, WHAT INFORMATION DOES IT CONTAIN, HOW CAN IT BE IMPROVED

No plan, but working towards it

ORGANISATION AT THE SITE

WHO IS INVOLVED?

Site contact person – Chief warden (John Makombo)

Site implementation team – Chief Warden, ITFC Director, WRM (with consultations from MRC, Planning and EIA co-ordinator, DDFO)

Site partners - ITFC

Site stakeholders – CARE, CPI, MBIFCT, IGCP, community tourism managers
Project contact person – DDFO, (Moses Mapesa)

Advisory group members – Executive Director – UWA
HOW ARE WE GOING TO DO THIS

Some initial ideas about how the project will be managed.

To be fitted in the AOP planning and review process. The South African proposal as demonstrated at the workshop will be of use.

TIMING

Finalizing implementation plans at site – 

Initial assessment: start - august Finish - Mid November 2001
Planning responses - Humphrey of IUCN Nairobi to assist (November/ December 2001)

Funding and MoU - to be accomplished by Moses Mapesa, DDFO and Project administration (Marc Hockings)

UGANDA WILDLIFE AUTHORITY
BWINDI IMPENETRABLE NATIONAL PARK

World Heritage Site

Workshop on management for effectiveness of World Heritage Sites in Africa

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1  LOCATION

Bwindi Impenetrable National Park (BINP) is located in South Western Uganda (Map 1.1 and 1.2) from latitude 0 53’ S to 1 8’ S and longitude 29 35’N to 29 50’ N.  It is situated on the edge of the Western Rift Valley occupying the highest blocks of the Kigezi Highlands in the administrative districts of Kisoro, Kabale, and Kanungu (formerly part of Rukungiri district). The Park lies along the border of Uganda with the Democratic Republic of Congo. 

1.2  HISTORY OF ESTABLISHMENT

BINP has been managed as a protected area since 1932.  In this year, the colonial government gazetted its north and southern sectors as Kasatora and Kayonza Crown Forest Reserves.  In 1948, the two sectors were combined to form the Impenetrable Forest Reserve, and later classified as an animal sanctuary in 1964.  Up to 1991 it was managed as both a forest reserve and animal sanctuary undr the joint management arrangements between Forest and Game Departments.  At this time, the local people were allowed to harvest forest resources on a non-controlled basis.  The realization that the forest represented a vital refugium for some of Uganda’s rarest and endemic flora and fauna, the area was declared a National Park to enhance protection of the resources.

1.3  UNIQUENESS OF BWINDI AS A WORLD HERITAGE SITE

Bwindi was declared a WHS in 1994.  It is one of the first 29 forests in Africa to be accorded with a higher conservation status of a National Park.  It serves as a habitat for endemic species (such as Chimpanzees, the Mountain gorilla, African broard bill, African giant swallow tail, and others).  It is one of Africa’s forests with a continum of low to high altitude forest types.  The rare afromontane vegetation provides one of the species richest habitat in East Africa for birds (346 species), butterflies (202), and trees (200).  It hosts 120 mammal species, seven of which are duirnal primates including the mountain gorilla with a population of more than 350 individuals (more than the total world’s population of about 650).  Bwindi is considered by the local people as a cultural home and a place where they can get in touch with their ancestors.

2.0 BWINDI’s CONSERVATION GOAL AND PROGRAMS

As already mentioned, Bwindi passed through various management eras before it was awarded the National Park status.  The purpose why Bwindi passed through such stages was to protect and mantain the ecological processes of the forest, protection of  important economic resources, and protection of the rare Mountain Gorillas.  The conservation goal of Bwindi can therefore be summarised as:

Conserve the biodiversity, physical, and ecological processes of Bwindi Park for the benefit of the people of Uganda and the global community.

In order to achieve this, the Park management is running six major programs through which resources are monitored and managed.  They include:

· Protection and resource management

· Community conservation and development programs

· Tourism development programs

· Research and monitoring program.

· Park operations and maintenance

· Regional co-operation

AN OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH AND MONITORING PROGRAMMES FOR BWINDI IMPENETRABLE NATIONAL PARK (BINP)

1.0 General Introduction

The main objective behind monitoring and research in Bwindi and UWA in general is to “provide relevant, accurate and timely information that will help improve the capacity of UWA to conserve and sustainably manage wildlife resources”.

Research in some key areas is essential prior to implementation of Management Programs.  However, UWA does not have the capacity in terms of both financial and human resources to be able to do research on its own.

Thus, at the moment, research is done by independent researchers and institutions but UWA monitors the implementation of the programs to ensure that they are in line with the policy and do not impact Protected Area ecosystems negatively.

All Protected Areas under UWA’s jurisdiction have research and monitoring priorities which are generally in line with its mandate, that is wildlife conservation and development.

The priorities are grouped under four broad themes, namely

· Ecology (R/M)

· Biodiversity (R/M)

· Socio-economics (RM)

· Management (M)

· Development (R/M)

2.0 Monitoring and Research Priorities for BINP and Mgahinga Gorilla National Park (MGNP)

Through a participatory research and monitoring workshop, the following appeared top on priority listing for BINP & MGNP (but some are common to all protected areas).

(a) Monitoring:

· Resource off take in Multiple Zones

· Key species of fauna and flora

· Illegal activities

· Regeneration of previously disturbed areas

· Gorilla health (specific to BINP and MGNP)

· Gorilla population dynamics

· Key indicator species (plants and animals)

· Problem animals: their impacts

· Endangered species: Fauna and Flora

· Vegetation cover and 

· Effectiveness/impacts of conservation strategies

(b) Research

· Vegetation mapping

· Relationship between primates/human/livestock health 

· Gorilla ranging patterns and habitat use

· Impact of policies/politics, laws and wars on conservation

· Sustainable levels of resource off-take

· Fish abundance: Composition (species) and distribution

· Causes of gorilla exit from the Park and applicable solutions

· Effects of tourism on gorilla behavior and health

· Effects of fire

Some of these priorities were/are being addressed.  These include (combined (Monitoring and Research) the following:

· Resource off-take in Multiple zones (through Community Based Data Collection (CBDC).

· Illegal activities (through Ranger Based Data Collection (CBDC)

· Impact of tourism and habituation on gorillas and their health

· Impact of policies (e.g. Land use policy, Forest Policy , Wetland policy, NEMA policy e.t.c.)

· Basic monitoring of key species

· Socio-economic attitudes

· Problem animals

· Key species of fauna and flora

· Gorilla ecology

· General ecological monitoring (fire, meteorology etc)

3.0 Relevance of the Priorities to Management

UWA would as far as possible like to encourage management oriented monitoring and research activities, that is those that are likely to provide solutions to management problems and to help in formulation of management plans.  Many of the priorities already cited serve to fulfil this requirement.  

Following are a few examples:

· Vegetation Mapping

This is necessary for effective conservation planning e.g. support to zoning; designation of multiple use areas and determination of expanse(s) of different habitats.

· Monitoring of Resource Use

This is important in that we need to know whether:

· harvest levels are sustainable

· legalized use reduces/increases illegal activities

· there are impacts (direct or indirect)

· Regeneration Monitoring and Studies:

About 90% of BINP has a history of disturbance (timber harvesting, pitsawying plus other activities including natural causes.  Now that the disturbance has been reduced, it is necessary to determine what happens to or in the forest.

A number of questions come to mind:

· Do gaps lead to phenomenal loss of forest type?

· Should the gap density decline, what will be implications for gorillas and other animals  (which favour disturbed regenerating forest)?

· Will the forest return to a state similar to the former one?

· Habitat manipulation – if management is worried about forest change in BINP – can anything be done about it.

· Basic Monitoring of Key Species

This involves periodic surveys to assess the status (abundance and distribution) of say primates, elephants and duikers etc (useful in evaluation of the performance in protecting BINP as a functional biological system).

· Socio – Economic and Community Attitudes:

This is needed to test the theory that increasing economic well being and quality of life especially if related to the existence of the elicits sympathy for conservation from local communities, which would consequently make it easier for UWA to protect the forest.

· Tourism Impacts on Gorillas:

There is need to know whether gorilla tourism is impacting negatively on gorillas and if so, it will be important to rethink and adjust the mode of operation.

Possible impacts include

· disease risks 

· stress

· increased susceptibility disease and disease causing agents.

4.0 Who does Research or Monitors?

As already pointed out, UWA is in no position to do full blown research and monitoring in its Protected Areas.

Therefore collaboration with stakeholders is important.

(i) Institute of Tropical Forest Conservation (ITFC)

UWA thus recognises the big role ITFC (under Mbarara University of Science and Technology (MUST) is playing in the understanding and conservation of the Bwindi Mgahinga Ecosystems.  (Role of ITFC to be handled by ITFC Staff).

(ii) Ranger Based Data Collection (RBDC) and Community Based Data Collection (RBDC)

Having identified the deficiency in research data collection and monitoring, UWA initiated simple data collection programs based on rangers (RBDC) and the other based on Local Communities (CBDC).

In the former, the rangers armed with a GPS and a standardised datasheet, make observations and record data while on routine patrols.  Data recorded includes GPS readings, animal sightings, illegal activities and any other relevant records.  Data is then centrally analysed and the output remitted to the Protected Area for input in management programs.

Currently data is analysed centrally but the plan is to decentralise so that data is analysed on site.  The Protected Areas will be linked to a central system (Management Information System (MIST) and therefore it will be easy to export/import data and exchange information.  The system is now being perfected.

In CBDC, data is collected by local communities and is mainly on resource use.  Communities have in some Protected Areas (Kibale National Park) been trained and the same training is to be extended to other protected areas.  Again a standard data sheet has been designed to ensure that data is collected in the same way using similar methods.  What varies are the protected area specific resources.

            (iv)      Independent Researchers    

(v) Role of International Gorilla Conservation Program (IGCP)

IGCP has been instrumental in the establishment and implementation of RBDC programs in BINP and MGNP.  It has helped UWA in training of rangers and acquisition of equipment.  Currently, the gorilla health monitoring program is being spearheaded by IGCP, although it is still n its infancy.

5.0 Use of Geo-Referenced Data and Indice for Monitoring (RBDC)

· Spatial data collected are geo-referenced using the Global Positioning System (GPS).

· GPS  readings are recorded by rangers on patrol at least every 30 minutes.

This enables calculation of the distance covered by each patrol, which in turn enables calculation of distance related indices.  For example:

· elephants seen per kilometer patrolled

· snares collected per kilometer patrolled

· costs per kilometer (per month, per arrest etc.

· An index such as snares collected per kilometer shows changes in relative hunting pressures, it also indicates the success or failure of anti-poaching measures.

· Indices can also be calculated from non-geo-referenced data.  Such indices are used in community based natural resources management to monitor resource off-take by local communities (CBDC).

Two indices are required to monitor the impact of harvest on the resource base.  e.g amount of resources harvested (head loads/month), handfulls per week (for medicinal plants).

· The effort required for the harvest of a defined quantity (e.g hours/head load)

For example, if the amount harvested per month remains more or less constant over time, one would conclude that the harvest has no negative impact on the resource base.  At the same time, if the effort to harvest a given amount (i.e time needed) increases significantly, this indicates that the resource base has been over-utilized close to the village and that people have to go deeper into the forest to meet their resource demands.

6.0 Management Information Needs

· The information needs of managers and planners determine what data are collected, the methods of analysis and the types of output.

· A computer system is programmed to provide the required output.  Such a demand driven development ensures that Management Information System (MIST) is a tool which does what the users want.

Outputs from MIST can be based on 

· routine information requests

· specific information requests

Outputs Include:

· Maps

· Patrolled Areas

· Reports on patrol performance indicators

· Key mammal species

· Illegal activities.

Maps show:

· Patrol coverage, distribution and number of illegal activities and numbers of key wildlife species.

Reports contain:

· Information on patrol 

· Illegal activities (indices and numbers)

· Key wildlife species (indices/numbers/population structure

These routine standard outputs are sent regularly to the protected areas.

7.0 Constraints to Management

While staffing is inadequate, formal education levels are also generally low.  This deficiency acts as a constraint to management options and also means that training requirements are high.

UWA receives some funding from external sources, to supplement the little generated internally, so as to be able to support protected area activities.  However, these funds are inadequate and it is thus recognised that donor support will be required for some time for critical protected programs like:

· Research and monitoring

· Training

· Procurement of equipment

· Community conservation

BINP, being a World Heritage Site, is in a unique position and therefore needs special attention.   

Aldabra

Aldabra Management Effectiveness Framework – (draft 20 July 2001)
	Component
	Information base
	Implementers
	Assessment
	Date
	Steps to be taken

	Context:

- Values
	‘Terrestrial Ecology of Aldabra’ ed. Stoddart

WH nomination doc

Management Plan

Scientific workshop

Documentation centre

Aerial photos
	
	
	c. 1976

1982

1998

2000

on-going
	Review required

Obtain report



	Context :

- threats (1)
	Available in various sources but not analysed or available in appropriate format
	
	
	
	Further analysis needed; threats to be prioritised; 

	Context:

- national support/

policy
	SIF Board linked directly to national government (e.g.

President = Patron; Chair = PS Env.)

Second EMPS in progress

Active involvement in CBD and other treaties

National interest in making Aldabra more accessible to Seychellois community

Some national economic interests could work against Aldabra.
	
	Monthly meetings of local board members 

Currently Aldabra excluded 
	On-going 

2000-2010

on-going
	SIF needs to be more involved; Aldabra prob. eligible for Ramsar listing, but Seychelles not yet a party

	Planning Assessment

-Vision
	Vision in Management Plan 
	
	
	1998
	(check what vision is; might need to discuss further whether this needs review)

	Planning Assessment

-legal status
	Relevant legislation in place

Lease in place
	
	
	
	Check wording of lease in relation to long-term security

	Planning assessment

- design
	Entire island included; marine waters to 1 km offshore
	
	
	
	Possible actions:

· investigate potential for PSSA listing to regulate shipping

· follow-up on EEZ boundary discussions with TZ

· maintain involvement in discussions on management of other islands in Aldabra group (issue of connectivity between key sites)

	Planning assessment

- manage-ment objectives
	In management plan; 

Scientific Sub-committee decides on research issues related to management
	
	
	
	Check management plan to see if review needed

Better feedback needed between Scientific Sub-committee and management

	Input assessment

- staff
	Numbers needed defined in management plan; target met 

Contract workers on Aldabra; staff at HQ on variable contracts

Staff exchange prog. initiated with other agencies

Training on monitoring carried out by Res. Officer; little other regular training underway

Volunteer programme in place but not strategic
	
	
	
	Problem of short-term contracts on Aldabra needs special attention

Needs assessment for training carried out; prioritisation needed; training to be implemented

More strategic plan for volunteers to be developed (model of Aride a possibility)



	Input assessment

- budget
	Annual budget and quarterly review

Revenue from various sources (see 3); fund-raising committee exists but intermittent functioning
	HQ prepares and Board reviews
	
	
	Need for annual operational plan linked to budget

Need to follow up on Trust Fund potential; make fund-raising committee fully operational

	Input assessment

- partners
	Partners identified (2); provide in-kind contribution and small amount of funding
	
	
	
	

	Input assessment

- equipment
	Needs assessment carried out
	
	
	
	Priorisation needed in relation to management needs and objectives

	Process assessment
	No well defined standards overall but for some management activities procedures are in place (e.g. maintenance)
	
	
	
	Review of processed needed; standards to be identified by management; assessment to be carried out in stakeholders workshop 

	Output assessment


	Informal assessment made during annual Board meetings

Monthly reports by warden, logistics officer, research officer contain a lot of relevant info but not easily ‘accessible’ 
	
	
	
	More formal reporting system needed with targets etc (see management plan)

Develop a more organised monthly reporting system with electronic database etc


Notes

(1).  List of threats identified so far (for further discussion):

· Invasive species (goats, cats, rats, coccids, sisal, tafi-tafi, - others as identified)

· Fishing/poaching (turtles, tortoises, seabirds, marine species – fish etc)

· Tourism (e.g. flyfishing, anchor damage ….)

· Loss of funding (need for Aldabra to become financially self-sufficient)

· Climate change (sea level rise, coastal erosion, coral bleaching etc)

· Fire

· Oil and other spills

(2) Partners:  preliminary list

· Royal Society

· Overseas universities (e.g. Cambridge, Cape Town)

· Government agencies (e.g. DOE, MPA, Tourism

· NGOs (e.g. RSNC, Birdlife, NPTS, Shoals of Capricorn, MCSS)

· International organisations (e.g. IUCN, CI ?…)

3) Budget/Revenue

Annual budget = c. $400,000

· Government annual grant ($20,000)

· Royal Society annual grant ($5,000)

· Vallee de Mai – variable, depending on visitor nos (min. $250,000)

· Donations

· Filming fees

· Landing fees (yachts, cruise ships)

· Merchandise

· Visitor fees (accommodation, research etc)

· Outcome Assessment – i.e. Biodiversity Health monitoring

1. For known site values, what monitoring programmes are underway; what data are available?

See Table

2. For each monitoring effort, is it based on site values/objectives or does it stem from other’s programmes and priorities?

Not really an issue – the two go together.  There are probably few if any redundant monitoring activities – most are directed at key site values (?land birds might be an exception?).  The bigger issue is the gaps in the monitoring programme as not all the major biodiversity values are currently being monitored e.g.

· Invertebrates (requires scientific assessment of key species)

· Endangered/endemic plants

· Marine environment (inc. Mangroves, marine mammals….)

· Tides

3. How often do you compile all the information on indicators etc. and revise management strategies in response?

Terrestrial data has been reviewed roughly every 10 years; resulting papers provide results and information for management – may or may not be acted on.

Specific examples: introduced coccids in 1970s; were monitored; ladybird introduced to control coccids; monitoring is continued; but no assessment has yet been carried out of success of biological control.

For most data, no regular compilation, review and adaptation of management.

4. What plans are there to aggregate ecological information and assess biodiversity health?  When?  What assistance is needed?

No existing plans (but check report of Scientific Workshop which might have some recommendations); could usefully be developed under this project i.e. within next 4 years.  

Link with initiative on aerial photos (need to upgrade computers to incorporate GIS software and provide training for staff on use of GIS – training available for free from Min.Land Use and Habitat).

Will need technical/scientific assistance to develop methods/programme – preferably a long-term partnership (s) with an academic institution (s).

5.  Threats – are these monitored; which threats?  How often are they reviewed
See table.

Threats reviewed informally annually at AGM; needs more formal process (integrate with proposed formal annual review of management plan at AGM.

6. Do you have a set of performance indicators for other management objectives? E.g. social, cultural, recreational

No, but recreational/educational use is monitored (see table).

7. Is there a written and integrated monitoring plan?  Is it prioritised? How can it be improved?  

No, but a draft monitoring plan for biodiversity values was prepared by warden in 2000 – could be used as a starting point for preparing a fully integrated plan, with priorities.  Consider developing such a plan through this project e.g. review of current monitoring activities and gaps, with input from current Research Officer; development of plan will require input of Scientific Sub-committee.

Monitoring programmes underway – Aldabra

	Site Value
	Indicators
	Method
	Frequency
	Who?
	Data
	Priority
	Comments

	· Biodiversity

	Tortoises
	Location

Numbers

Size

Sex

Disc/no disc
	Transects at certain times of day
	Monthly (but management plan says twice a year: wet and dry seasons)
	rangers
	Raw data in database on Aldabra; copies at HQ; analysis not done
	No – but a high priority
	Frequency of monitoring needs re-assessing

Database software needs updating

Process for analysis and feedback needs developing

	Flightless rail
	Location

Numbers

Rings?
	Transects
	Regular ……
	rangers
	Raw data in database; copy at HQ; analysis carried out on project basis
	
	Long-term monitoring programme needs review – what happens after project?

	Marine Turtles
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sea birds
	Certain species counted
	
	
	
	
	
	Method needs reassessment 

	Land birds
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fish 
	Total Weight

Per species per catch
	Catches made by station staff
	Whenever fishing occurs
	Station staff
	
	
	

	Corals/reef
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vegetation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Abiotic

	Rainfall
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sea surface temp
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coastal erosion
	
	Photos
	No longer on-going, but discussions on how to resuscitate
	
	
	
	

	· Threats

	Coccids
	
	Transects
	Regularly …..
	rangers
	Data not analysed
	
	

	Cats
	
	sightings
	erratic
	rangers
	Data not analysed
	
	

	Rats
	
	Trapping at research station
	Daily but dependent on availability of traps
	rangers
	Database …; monthly reporting
	
	

	Poaching/

Illegal fishing
	Incidents reported to Board or HQ
	
	
	
	
	
	Needs investigation and discussion with warden

	· Recreational use

	Yachts
	
	
	
	
	Monthly reports
	
	

	Cruise ships
	
	
	
	
	Monthly reports
	
	

	School trips
	
	
	
	
	Monthly reports
	
	

	Other visitors
	
	
	
	
	Monthly reports
	
	


Appendix 3: Participants at the Africa Regional Workshop

	Name
	Position and affiliation
	Contact details

	Amyo T Amyo
	Ngorongoro Rhino Project Coordinator
	P.O. Box 1, Ngorongoro Crater, Tanzania

Tel: +255-27-253-7043

Fax: +255-27-253-7007

Email: ncaa_faru@cybernet.co.tz

	Donetus Bayona
	Ecologist, Serengeti National Park
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134, Arusha

Tanzania

Tel: +255-28-262-1510

Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Emails: tanapavet@africanonline.co.tz

	Franco W R Busenene
	Monitoring and Research Co-ordinator, Uganda Wildlife Authority
	P.O. Box 3530 Kampala

Tel: +256-41-346-287/8, 346-290

Mobile: 077-603-551

Fax: +256-41-346-291

Email: franco.busenene@uwa.or.ug

	Gerald Bigurube
	Director of Parks Management and Conservation. Tanzania National Parks Authority
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

TANAPA Complex

Uhuru Road

PO Box 3134, Arusha, Tanzania

Tel: 255-27-250-3471

Fax: 255-27-254-8216

Mobile: 255-744-511-061

Email: tanapa@yako.habari.co.tz

	Atterville Cedras
	Valee de Mai Warden, Seychelles Island Foundation
	Premier Building, PO Box 853, Victoria, Mahé, Republic of Seychelles

Tel: 248-5126-293

Fax: +32 48 84

Email: sif@seychelles.net

	Lindsay Chong-Seng
	Executive Director, Seychelles Island Foundation
	Premier Building, PO Box 853, Victoria, Mahé, Republic of Seychelles.

Tel: +32 17 35

Fax: +32 48 84

Email: sif@seychelles.net

	Dr B C Chowdry
	Scientist

Wildlife Institute of India, Coordinator of IUCN’s national committee
	Wildlife Institute of India

PO Box # 18

Chandrabani, Dehra Dun 248 001

Uttranchal, India

Tel: +91-135-641 484

Fax: +91-135-640 117

Email: bcc@wii.gov.in

	Dr Holly Dublin
	Senior Conservation Advisor, WWF International, Africa and Madagascar Programme
	WWF

5th Floor, ACS Plaza, Lenana Road, PO Box 62440, Nairobi, Kenya

Tel: +254-2-577355, 572630/01

Fax: +254-2-577-389

Email: HDublin@wwfeafrica.org

	Nigel Dudley
	Equilibrium Consultants
	23 Bath Buildings, Bristol BS6 5PT, UK

Tel/fax +44-117-942-8674

Email: equilibrium@compuserve.com

Web: www.equlibriumconsultants.com

	Justin N Hando
	Warden in Charge, Serengeti National Park
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

C/o P.O. Box 3143, Arusha, Tanzania

Tel: +255-28-262-15-10 /15/34

Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Email: tanapavet@africaonline.co.tz

	Jean Harris
	Regional Ecologist, KZN Wildlife 
	Put Bag X3, Congella, 4013 Durban, Kwazulu-Natal, South Africa

Telephone: +31-2741180/082-4591917

Fax: +31-2051547

Email: jmharris@iafrica.com

	Liana Am Hassan
	Tanzania Wildlife Research Institute (TAWIRI)
	P.O. Box 661, Arusha, Tanzania

Tel/fax: +255-27-254-8240

Tel: +255-27-7677

Email: tawiri@africaonline.co.tz

	Marc Hockings
	Senior Lecturer, University of Queensland, World Commission on Protected Areas Vice-Chair for the Theme Programme on Management Effectiveness 
	The University of Queensland, Gatton

Gatton QLd 4343, Australia

Tel: +61-7-5460-1140

Mobile: +61-402-024-156

Fax: +61-7-5460-1324

Email: m.hockings@mailbox.uq.edu.au

	Bronwen James
	Craft Programme, Lumbombo – Spatial Development Initiatives, working at the Greater St Lucia Wetlands Park, South Africa
	PO Box 30886 Mayville, 4058, South Africa.

(57-61 Jan Smuts Highway)

Tel: +31-261-8181

Fax: +31-261-8185

Mobile phone: 082-376-8694

Email: bjames@iafrica.com

	Simon A Kaihula
	Principal Game Officer, Wildlife Division
	P.O. box 1994, Dar-es-Salaam, Tanzania

Tel: +255-22-286-6418/6375/6404

Mobile: 0744-283-404

Fax: +255-22-286-5836

Email: wildlife-division@twiga.com

	Joseph M Kessy
	Senior Planner

Tanzania National Parks
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134, Arusha

Tel: +255-28-262-1510

Email: putanapa@habari.co.tz

JMKessy@hotmail.com 

	Angela Valente Libanotis
	Executive Officer, Seychelles Island Foundation
	Premier Building, PO Box 853, Victoria, Mahé, Republic of Seychelles.

Tel: +32 17 35

Fax: +32 48 84

Email: sif@seychelles.net

	Martin T Loibooki
	Community Conservation Co-ordinator, Tanzania National Parks
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134 Arusha

Tel: +255-28-262-1510

Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Email: ccs-tanapa@habari.co.tz

mloibooki@yahoo.com

	Erastus T Lufungulo
	Head Tourism Department, 

Tanzania National Parks
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134

Arusha, Tanzania

Tel: +255-28-262-1510

Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Email: tdtanapa@habari.co.tz

elufungulo@yahoo.com

	John Makombo
	Chief Warden, Bwindi Impenetrable Forest National Park and Mgahinga National Park, Uganda Wildlife Authority
	Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA)

C/o P.O. Box 3530

Kampala

Uganda

Tel: +256-41-346-287/8

Email: uwa@uwa.or.ug

	Moses Mapesa
	Deputy Director - Field Operations, Uganda Wildlife Authority
	Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA)

P.O. Box 3530, Kampala, Uganda

Tel: +256-41-346-287/8, 346-290

Mobile: 077-641-495

Fax: +256-41-346-291

Email: moses.mapesa@uwa.or.ug

	Dr Vinod B Mathur
	Professor and Head, Department of Protected Area Network, Wildlife Management & Conservation Education, Faculty of Wildlife Science, Wildlife Institute of India
	Wildlife Institute of India 

Faculty House No. V/7, Wildlife Institute of India Campus, Chandrabani, Dehra Dun – 248 001, Uttaranchal State, India

Tel: +91-135-640-111 to 640-115, Ext: 202(0), 307 (r), +91-135-640-376 (r)

Fax: +91=135-640-117

Email: vbm@wii.gov.in



	Eunice Msangi
	Warden Tourism

Serengeti National Park
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134, Arusha

Tanzania

Tel: +255-28-262-1510/262-2525

Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Emails: tanapavet@africanonline.co.tz

	Stephen K Msumi
	Antipoacher Warden (Rhino protection)

Serengeti National Park
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134, Arusha

Tanzania

Tel: +255-28-262-1510 or +255-27-250-1930

Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Emails: tanapavet@africanonline.co.tz

tanapa@yahohabari.co.tz

	Dr Jeffrey Parrish
	Director, International Site Conservation Program, The Nature Conservancy
	The Nature Conservancy

1484 S. Logan Street, Denver, Colorado, 80210, USA

Tel: +1-303-744-6620

Fax: +1-303-744-6780

Email: jparrish@tnc.org

Web page: www.tnc.org

	Sue Stolton
	Equilibrium Consultants
	23 Bath Buildings, Bristol BS6 5PT, UK

Tel/fax +44-117-942-8674

Email: equilibrium@compuserve.com

Web: www.equlibriumconsultants.com

	Ishael J Varoya
	Roads Inspector -

Serengeti National Park
	Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

PO Box 3134, Arusha

Tanzania

Tel: +255-28-262-1504, 1510 or 1515 Fax: +255-28-262-1515

Emails: tanapavet@africanonline.co.tz

tanapa@yako.habari.co.tz

	Sue Wells
	Co-ordinator

Marine and Coastal Programme,

IUCN East Africa Programme
	PO Box 68200

Nairobi

Kenya

Tel: +254-2-890 605-12

Fax: +254-2-890-615/407

Email: smw@iucnearo.org


Apologies were received from:

· Andy Davy: Kwazulu Natal Wildlife, Durban, South Africa

· Humphrey Kisioh: head of IUCN’s East Africa Protected Areas Programme

· Lota Melamari: Direcotr-General, Tanzania National Parks (TANAPA)

· Mr E. Chausi: Director of Ngorongoro National Park

Appendix 4: A guide to funding available from the project 

Note project funding began in May 2001.

1. US$10,000 per site per year for project management support

2. US$4,800 per site in year one for the initial assessment

3. US$6,000 per site in years one and four for monitoring activities linked to initial and final assessments

4. US$ 12,000 per site in years two and three for developing on-going monitoring

5. US$ 10,000 per site in years two and three for training and small-scale interventions (these funds could be used cross-regionally to support for instance, joint training activities)

6. US$ 4,000 per site for the final assessment in year four

7. There is also funding for a second regional workshop in year four, a small amount of funds for regional travel, and for supporting some sites participation in the World Parks Congress in 2003.

The table below summarises the funding available over the four year period.
	Category
	Yr 1
	Yr2
	Yr 3
	Yr 4

	Project co-ordination
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000
	10,000

	Initial & final assessments
	4,800
	-
	-
	4,000

	Monitoring activities – linked to assessments
	6,000
	-
	-
	6,000

	Developing ongoing monitoring
	-
	12,000
	12,000
	

	Training & small scale interventions
	-
	10,000
	10,000
	-

	TOTAL
	20,800
	32,000
	32,000
	20,000


Appendix 5: Participant’s thoughts on the workshop

Participants were asked to complete a short questionnaire detailing their thoughts on the workshop content and organisation. Twenty-two questionnaires were completed, and a summary of the comments is provided below.

Only one person felt that the workshop did not adequately explain the project. However, several participants felt that the ideas being presented only became clear once the site groups started discussing how the concepts could be implemented at a site level. Suggestions for improvement included the production of a concise ‘user-friendly’ document summarising the project proposal submitted to UNF. It was also suggested that the introduction to the framework be briefer and the practical application start earlier in the workshop.

Again, only one person stated that the printed material circulated was not at all clear. However, there was some confusion on how the two documents fitted together and the need to make clear how the two documents are linked was stressed. It was also noted that there was not sufficient time to read and digest the documents contents. In general, the documents were seen as useful and the style clear and understandable. One person suggested that the methodologies presented in the workbook maybe to academic/technical and thus difficult for managers to apply.

The main criticism of the presentations was that there were too many and they were too long. There was a general agreement however that the site workshop sessions provided the opportunity to clarify areas that remained unclear. In particular a couple of participants noted that the presentations on the last three elements on day two of the workshop were confusing.

All participants indicated that they knew what to do next to implement the project. However, a couple mentioned that they felt they needed more clarity on the processes involved in the initial assessment.

Overall the participants felt that the general organisation of the workshop was adequate and several thanked TANAPA for organising the field visits. Comments on the timetable reflected the observations made above that the sites groups should have a chance to discuss the application of the framework earlier in the workshop. It was also noted that it would have been useful to receive the reading material before the workshop began. Some participants suggested that site-level workshops maybe more useful than holding meetings at a regional level.

Finally, many participants noted that the project concept was useful and timely. 

Workshop Report








Africa Regional Workshop: Serengeti, Tanzania





July 2001, Lobo Wildlife Lodge, Serengeti





Regional workshop to introduce the project; the WCPA framework; methodologies available to undertake assessments and to develop a draft assessment framework for each site





1. Understanding the project 


Introducing the assessment process to protected area managers








Literature searches and interviews with stakeholders; completion of draft assessment by managers and key staff members





2. Implementing the project


Data collection


Manager’s workshop








Discussion of the draft assessment completed by site staff and a workshop of site staff and stakeholder representatives





Site workshop to discuss results and produce report and recommendations





3. Analysis of results


Reporting and recommendations





Production of report including recommendations for future actions, including options for monitoring and adaptive management








4. Acting on the results


Setting up small-scale interventions, planning larger projects and setting up monitoring systems





Regular monitoring and assessment established





Start initial assessment





Assemble data





Identify gaps in data





Undertake any simple steps to fill data gaps 





Use data to compile initial assessment





Complete initial assessment and analyse results





Carry out management interventions in response to initial assessment





Identify gaps in assessment that need more work to address





Set up steps to fill gaps in monitoring








� This report has been compiled by Nigel Dudley, Sue Stolton, Marc Hockings and Jeff Parrish with additional material supplied by Bronwen James, Jean Harris, Donetus Bayona, Holly Dublin, John Makombo and Sue Wells


� This summary also contains information from Holly Dublin and information provided during the field trips into the Serengeti National Park
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