GEF-5 Tracking Tool for Biodiversity Focal Area

Guidelines – April 2011

Introduction
Objective:  To measure progress in achieving the impacts and outcomes established at the portfolio level under the biodiversity focal area.  
Rationale: Project data from the GEF-5 project cohort will be aggregated for analysis of directional trends and patterns at a portfolio-wide level to inform the development of future GEF strategies and to report to GEF Council on portfolio-level performance in the biodiversity focal area. 

Structure of Tracking Tool:  Each tracking tool requests background and coverage information on the project and specific information required to track portfolio level indicators in the GEF-5 strategy.  
Guidance in Applying GEF Tracking Tools:  GEF tracking tools are applied three times: at CEO endorsement
, at project mid-term, and at project completion. 

In GEF-5, we expect that projects will be fully aligned with one specific objective of the GEF-5 strategy and hence only one tracking tool will need to be completed.  On very rare occasions, projects make substantive contributions to more than one strategy objective.  In these instances, the tracking tools for the relevant objectives should be applied. 

The GEF Agency will guide the project teams in the choice of the tracking tools. Please submit all information on a single project as one package even where more than one tracking tool is applied.

Multi-country projects may face unique circumstances in applying the tracking tools.  The GEF requests that multi-country projects complete one tracking tool per country involved in the project, based on the project circumstances and activities in each respective country.  The completed forms for each country should then be submitted as one package to the GEF.  Global projects which do not have a country focus, but for which the tracking tool is applicable, should complete the tracking tool as comprehensively as possible.

The tracking tool does not substitute or replace project level M&E processes, or GEF Agencies’ own monitoring processes. Staff from the lead project executing agency, project managers, consultants and project evaluators will likely be the most appropriate individuals to complete the Tracking Tool, in collaboration with other members of the project team, since they would be most knowledgeable about the project.  It is imperative that the tool not be completed by consultants contracted by the GEF Agencies.
Submission: The finalized tracking tool will be cleared by the GEF Agencies as being correctly completed and submitted to the GEF Secretariat at three points in the life of a project: 

1.) With the project document at CEO endorsement
; 
2.)  With the mid-term review (MTR) or evaluation for the fiscal year Annual Monitoring Report in which the MTR was completed 
3.) With the completion report or terminal evaluation for the fiscal year Annual Monitoring Report in which the terminal evaluation or project completion report was undertaken 
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Section I

Objective One: Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems - Section I

Objective:  To measure progress in achieving the impacts and outcomes established at the portfolio level under the biodiversity focal area.  

Rationale: Project data from the GEF-5 project cohort will be aggregated for analysis of directional trends and patterns at a portfolio-wide level to inform the development of future GEF strategies and to report to GEF Council on portfolio-level performance in the biodiversity focal area. 

Structure of Tracking Tool:  Each tracking tool requests background and coverage information on the project and specific information required to track portfolio level indicators in the GEF-5 strategy.  

Objective One: 
Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems
Section II: 
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for Protected Areas
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The material and the geographical designations in this report do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of WWF concerning the legal status of any country, territory or area, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) has been developed by Sue Stolton, Marc Hockings, Nigel Dudley, Kathy MacKinnon, Tony Whitten and Fiona Leverington. 

Our thanks also go to those people who commented on drafts, including Rod Atkins, Alexander Belokurov, Neil Burgess, David Cassells, Archana Chatterjee, Peter Cochrane, Finn Danielsen, Jamison Ervin, Jack Hurd, Glenys Jones, Leonardo Lacerda, Rosa Lemos de Sá, Mariana Montoya, Marianne Meijboom, Sheila O’Connor, Christian Peter, Jamie Pittock Jeff Sayer and Liza Higgins-Zogib. The revised version follows the experiences and lessons learned from hundreds of applications of the METT and regional training workshops on using the METT. The original development of the Tracking Tool also benefited considerably from a consultant’s report written by Antoine Leclerc, who interviewed many people in WWF’s Indochina Programme about the Tracking Tool and their experience is reflected here.
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Background: Tracking Targets

There is a growing concern amongst protected area professionals that many protected areas around the world are not achieving the objectives for which they were established. One response to this concern has been an emphasis on the need to increase the effectiveness of protected area management, and to help this process a number of assessment tools have been developed to assess management practices. It is clear that the existence of a wide range of situations and needs require different methods of assessment. The World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) has therefore developed a ‘framework’ for assessment
. The WCPA Framework aims to provide overall guidance in the development of assessment systems and to encourage standards for assessment and reporting.

The WCPA Framework is based on the idea that good protected area management follows a process that has six distinct stages, or elements: it begins with understanding the context of existing values and threats, progresses through planning, and allocation of resources (inputs), and as a result of management actions (processes), eventually produces products and services (outputs), that result in impacts or outcomes.

The World Bank/WWF Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable Use (‘the Alliance’) was formed in April 1998, in response to the depletion of the world’s forest biodiversity and of forest-based goods and services essential for sustainable development. As part of its work programme the Alliance set a target relating to management effectiveness of forest protected areas: 75 million hectares of existing forest protected areas under improved management to achieve conservation and development outcomes by 2010. To evaluate progress towards this target the Alliance published in 2003 a simple site-level Tracking Tool to facilitate reporting on management effectiveness of protected areas within WWF and World Bank projects. 

In addition, the 2005 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Synthesis Report concluded that: “… important gaps in the distribution of protected areas remain, particularly in marine and freshwater systems”, and “The biodiversity of inland waters appears to be in worse condition than that of any other system, driven by declines in the area of wetlands and the quality of water in inland waters”. The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands (www.ramsar.org/) has adopted a target for 250 million hectares of wetlands to be well managed in designated sites, and the Convention on Biological Diversity has adopted a target of 275 million hectares of inland waters habitats to be conserved in protected areas by 2010. In the case of inland water ecosystems within protected areas, these are often less well conserved than terrestrial habitats due to poor management of water, especially water flowing in from catchments outside the protected area. This version of the Tracking Tool has thus been revised to better track management of wetland ecosystems within protected areas and integration of terrestrial and wetlands conservation.

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool is one of a series of management effectiveness assessment tools built around the WCPA Framework, which range from the WWF Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation Methodology used to identify key protected areas at threat within a protected area system to detailed monitoring systems such as that developed by the Enhancing our Heritage project for UNESCO natural World Heritage sites. Having this range of tools in place will aid the many countries who are signatories to the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) in fulfilling their commitments. In particular at the 7th CBD Conference of the Parties in 2004, 188 member countries agreed a Programme of Work on Protected Areas
, one of the most ambitious environmental strategies in history. As part of the programme Nations have committed to develop assessment systems and report on the effectiveness of 30 per cent of their protected areas by 2010
. 

The WCPA Framework

To maximise the potential of protected areas, and to improve management processes, we need to understand the strengths and weaknesses of their management and the threats that they face. The World Commission on Protected Areas provides an overarching framework for assessing management effectiveness of both protected areas and protected area systems, to give guidance to managers and others and to help harmonise assessment around the world.

Table 1 contains a very brief summary of the elements of the WCPA Framework and the criteria that can be assessed
. The World Bank/WWF Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool has been designed to fulfil the elements of evaluation included in the Framework.

Questions in the Tracking Tool have been ordered to make completion as easy as possible; however the element(s) that each refers to are indicated in italics in the left hand column of the assessment form (see page 12 onwards) for reference.

Table 1: Summary of the WCPA Framework

	Elements of evaluation
	Explanation
	Criteria that are assessed
	Focus of evaluation

	Context
	Where are we now?

Assessment of importance, threats and policy environment


	· Significance

· Threats

· Vulnerability

· National context

· Partners
	Status

	Planning
	Where do we want to be?

Assessment of protected area design and planning
	· Protected area legislation and policy

· Protected area system design

· Reserve design

· Management planning
	Appropriateness

	Inputs
	What do we need?

Assessment of resources needed to carry out management
	· Resourcing of agency 

· Resourcing of site 
	Resources

	Processes
	How do we go about it?

Assessment of the way in which management is conducted
	· Suitability of management processes
	Efficiency and

appropriateness

	Outputs
	What were the results?

Assessment of the implementation of management programmes and actions; delivery of products and services
	· Results of management actions 

· Services and products
	Effectiveness

	Outcomes
	What did we achieve?

Assessment of the outcomes and the extent to which they achieved objectives
	· Impacts: effects of management in relation to objectives
	Effectiveness and

appropriateness


Purpose of the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT or Tracking Tool) has been developed to help track and monitor progress in the achievement of the World Bank/WWF Alliance worldwide protected area management effectiveness target. It is also hoped that the Tracking Tool will be used more generally where it can help monitor progress towards improving management effectiveness; for example it is now obligatory for all Global Environment Facility protected area projects to use the Tracking Tool three times during the projects lifespan and the tool has been modified for use in several national protected area systems. In addition, use of the Tracking Tool can help managers track progress in implementing protected areas commitments under the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands.

The original purposes of the Tracking Tool were that it needed to be:

· Capable of providing a harmonised reporting system for forest protected area assessment within both the World Bank and WWF

· Suitable for replication

· Able to supply consistent data to allow tracking of progress over time

· Relatively quick and easy to complete by protected area staff, so as not to be reliant on high levels of funding or other resources

· Capable of providing a “score” if required

· Based around a system that provides four alternative text answers to each question, strengthening the scoring system

· Easily understood by non-specialists

· Nested within existing reporting systems to avoid duplication of effort

This version has been revised, and the original purposes expanded, to allow the Tracking Tool be more readily applied to all terrestrial protected areas through, in particular, more reference to wetland protected areas. (Note: a variation of the Tracking Tool has also been developed by the World Bank for use in Marine Protected Areas
).

Aims of the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool

The Tracking Tool aims to report progress on management effectiveness and should not replace more thorough methods of assessment for the purposes of adaptive management. The Tracking Tool has been developed to provide a quick overview of progress in improving the effectiveness of management in individual protected areas, to be filled in by the protected area manager or other relevant site staff. As such it is clear that there are limitations on what it can achieve: it should not for example be regarded as an independent assessment, or as the sole basis for adaptive management. 

Because of the great differences between expectations, resources and needs around the world, the Tracking Tool also has strict limitations in terms of allowing comparison between sites: the scoring system, if applied at all, will be most useful for tracking progress over time in one site or a closely related group of sites. The Tracking Tool has however been used to identify trends and patterns in management of protected areas across a number of sites
.

Lastly, the Tracking Tool is too limited to allow a detailed evaluation of outcomes and is really aimed at providing a quick overview of the management steps identified in the WCPA Framework up to and including outputs. Clearly, however good management is, if biodiversity continues to decline, the protected area objectives are not being met. Therefore the questions on condition assessment have disproportionate importance in the overall Tracking Tool. 


Guidance Notes for using the Tracking Tool

The METT has been designed to be a simple and rapid site assessment system. We recognise that there will be some variation in the way that it is completed depending on the circumstances and time available for any particular assessment; however the tool is beginning to provide a useful dataset on protected areas globally and thus we would encourage people to add additional questions to suit local circumstances rather than modify the Tracking Tool. 

The following guidance on process should assist in making an assessment of Management Effectiveness as rigorous, reliable and useful as possible. National or regionally specific guidance can be prepared to provide more context for the completion of the Tracking Tool across a protected network or system. More general guidance on undertaking management effectiveness assessments can be found in the WCPA Framework
.

Process for completing the Tracking Tool

The Tracking Tool contains a set of questions that have been designed to be easily answered by those managing the protected area without any additional research. However, it is useful to review the results of existing monitoring and to spend sufficient time discussing each aspect of management being assessed to arrive at a considered judgement. In most cases, a group of protected area staff from the reserve, project staff or other agency staff should be involved in answering the questions in the Tracking Tool; where possible additional external experts, local community leaders or others with knowledge and interest in the area and its management should also be involved.

When repeat assessments are undertaken it is advisable to use at least some of the same team members who undertook previous assessments. Where this is not possible the information provided by previous assessors in the text fields of the Tracking Tool will be particularly valuable in guiding the assessment and ensuring consistency in the evaluation being made.

Structure and content of the Tracking Tool

The Tracking Tool has two main sections: datasheets and assessment form. Both sections should be completed.

1. Datasheets: the data sheet comprises of two separate sections:

· Data sheet 1: records details of the assessment and some basic information about the site, such as name, size and location etc. Where possible the unique site code given to the protected area in the World Database on Protected Area (WDPA) should also be provided. The WDPA can be accessed via the UNEP-World Conservation Monitoring Centre website at: www.unep-wcmc.org/wdpa. Other contextual information such as local designation, i.e. national park, national reserve etc, along with the IUCN protected area management category
, ownership, staff numbers and budget are also recorded on this first sheet plus information on who was involved in the assessment. A second sheet records information on international designations: i.e. UNESCO World Heritage, Man and Biosphere sites and Ramsar wetland sites. 

· Data sheet 2: provides a generic list of threats which protected areas can face. On this data sheet the assessors are asked to identify threats and rank their impact on the protected area
.

2. Assessment Form: the assessment is structured around 30 questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

· Questions and scores: the assessment is made by assigning a simple score ranging between 0 (poor) to 3 (excellent).  A series of four alternative answers are provided against each question to help assessors to make judgements as to the level of score given. In addition, there are supplementary questions which elaborate on key themes in the previous questions and provide additional information and points. 

This is, inevitably, an approximate process and there will be situations in which none of the four alternative answers appear to fit conditions in the protected area very precisely. We suggest that you choose the answer that is nearest and use the comment/explanation section to elaborate. Questions that are not relevant to a particular protected area should be omitted, with a reason given in the comment/explanation section (for example questions about use and visitors will not be relevant to a protected area managed according to the IUCN protected area management Category Ia). 

The maximum score of the 30 questions and supplementary questions is 99. A final total of the score from completing the assessment form can be calculated as a percentage of 99 or of the total score from those questions that were relevant to a particular protected area. (As noted above if questions are believed to be irrelevant, this should be noted in the comment/explanation column). Thus if a protected area scores 65 out of a maximum score of 87 the percentage can be calculated by dividing 65 by 87 and multiplying by 100 (i.e. 65 ÷ 87 x 100 = 75%).
The whole concept of “scoring” progress is however fraught with difficulties and possibilities for distortion. The current system assumes, for example, that all the questions cover issues of equal weight, whereas this is not necessarily the case. Scores will therefore provide a better assessment of effectiveness if calculated as a percentage for each of the six elements of the WCPA Framework (i.e. context, planning, inputs, process, outputs and assessments).

· Comment/explanation: a box next to each question allows for qualitative judgements to be explained in more detail. This could range from local staff knowledge (in many cases, staff knowledge will be the most informed and reliable source of knowledge), a reference document, monitoring results or external studies and assessments – the point being to give anyone reading the report an idea of why the assessment was made. 

It is very important that this box be completed – it can provide greater confidence in the results of the assessment by making the basis of decision-making more transparent. More importantly, it provides a reference point and information for local staff in the future. This column also allows for comments, such as why a particular question was not answered, to be included when completing the questionnaire. 

· Next Steps: for each question respondents are also asked to identify any intended actions that will improve management performance.
Objective One:

Catalyzing Sustainability of Protected Area Systems

Section III:
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INTRODUCTION
Context

Protected area financing is critical for sound PA management. However, globally, protected area financing needs to be improved at both site and system level. Hence developing long-term financing systems is a key element for protected areas sustainability.

Protected area “financial sustainability” refers to the ability of a country to meet all costs associated with the management of a protected area system. The system level is defined here simply as the aggregation of PA sites and central level operations.  This implies a funding “supply” issue of generating more revenue across the system, but just as importantly, a “demand” side challenge of managing PA financing needs (at sites and at the central level). PA financial sustainability needs to be addressed from both sides of the financial equation.

It is this systematic process of defining costs and identifying ways to meet those costs that constitutes financial planning. Good financial planning enables PA managers to make strategic financial decisions such as re-allocating spending to match management priorities, and identifying appropriate cost reductions and potential cash flow problems.

In addition to cost and revenue concerns, a third area that requires special consideration in order to achieve PA financial sustainability is institutional arrangements. Responsibility for PA management and financing are often shared across various institutions and roles need to be clarified and harmonized for effective financial planning and budgeting.  Furthermore, within these managing institutions efficient and transparent mechanisms for collecting and managing  PA-related fees are often not in place.

Therefore, UNDP has developed this scorecard to assist project teams and governments track their progress to make PA systems more financially sustainable. The scorecard has been designed at the PA system level and not site level because:

· There are activities required at a national level and not just at site level such as policy reform, fund management and setting PA fees, which can affect all PAs;

· There are activities that require a coordinated effort and support from several government institutions, particularly the Ministry of Finance, which are best achieved through a centralized management and financing system;

· Sites will often require similar activities so it is cost-effective to provide these centrally, such as training or monitoring;

· Fundraising can be more effective if coordinated centrally;

· System level planning allows cross-subsidization between sites; and

· Harmonized fee systems can reduce competition issues between sites.

PA financing must be viewed at two levels. One is the basic status of a PA system’s finances – how much is being spent and how much is needed to be spent for effective management. This will look at annual expenditures, operational costs, investment needs, revenue generation etc. From this it is possible to assess financing gaps and financial targets for increasing budgets and expenditures and/or reducing management costs in order to balance accounts. 

However, there are limitations to what a snapshot of a PA system’s financial accounts shows about the underlying structure, health and future direction of its finance. One year there could be a high level of expenditure due to donor support, a capital injection from a debt-for-nature swap, or a jump in tourism. However, one year’s financial status does not necessarily ensure the future financial health of a PA system. To fully assess if a PA system is moving towards financial sustainability it is also important to investigate and analyze the structural foundations of what enables and promotes long-term financial improvements for PAs. A PA system’s financing is based on many elements, which are becoming increasingly known, and are quite common across countries. 

Assessing a PA system's financial sustainability is widely recognized as a key component of effective PA management. The Programme of Work of the Convention on Biological Diversity acknowledges the importance of financial sustainability by including specific recommended actions for countries under Goal 3.4, which focuses on ensuring financial sustainability of protected areas. Specific activities under this goal include: a) conducting a national-level study of the effectiveness of existing financial resources; b) identifying diversified funding mechanisms and options; c) establishing a national-level sustainable finance plan; and d) developing and implementing supportive enabling policies. This financial scorecard covers many of the aspects in Goal 3.4 of the CBD Programme of Work, and can provide the basis for many of the recommended actions. 

Purpose

The purpose of this scorecard is to assist governments, donors and NGOs to investigate and record significant aspects of a PA financing system – its accounts and its underlying structural foundations – to show both its current health and status and to indicate if the system is holistically moving over the long-term towards an improved financial situation. The scorecard is designed for national systems of PAs but could be used by sub-national eg state, regional or municipal or networks of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs).

There is a section to record overall financial status and changes to the inflows and outflows of capital of the PA system. However, the scorecard is designed to check the progress of the entire PA financing system and its foundations which will lead to the future financial viability of a PA system. Therefore the scorecard is structured to look at elements of a financing system, described below.

These elements in themselves provide guidance on what a framework for a PA financing system should comprise.  Assessing each element can help a country identify which areas of its governance structure needs to be improved to enhance its PA financing system.

The questions regarding financial data also provide an opportunity for a country to assess its capacity to generate and collect cost and revenue data fundamental for PA financial planning. Where data is unavailable, provision of such data should be a priority for the country.

Whilst the scorecard recognizes the importance of cost-effective management in PA financing it does not provide specific guidance on the use of funds. 

Results of the financial scorecard can also contribute to the Convention on Biological Diversity’s activity 3.4.5 within Goal 3.4: "Providing regular information on protected area financing to relevant institutions and mechanisms, including through future national reports under the Convention on Biological Diversity, and to the World Database on Protected Areas."

Structure

The scorecard has three sections:

Part I – Overall financial status of the protected areas system.  This includes basic protected area information and a financial analysis of the national protected area system.

Part II – Assessing elements of the financing system.

Part III – Scoring.

Part I requires financial data to determine the costs, revenues and financing gaps of the PA system both in the current year and as forecast for the future. It provides a quantitative analysis of the PA system and shows the financial data needed by PA planners needed to determine financial targets and hence the quantity of additional funds required to finance effective management of their PA system. As different countries have different accounting systems certain data requirements may vary in their relevance for each country. However, where financial data is absent, the first activity the PA authority should be to generate and collect the data.

Part II of the scorecard is compartmentalized into three fundamental components for a fully functioning financial system at the site and system level – (i) legal, regulatory  and institutional frameworks, (ii) business planning and tools for cost-effective management (eg accounting practices) and (iii) tools for revenue generation.  

COMPONENT 1: LEGAL, REGULATORY AND INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORKS THAT ENABLE SUSTAINABLE PA FINANCING

Legal, policy, regulatory and institutional frameworks affecting PA financing systems need to be clearly defined and supportive of effective financial planning, revenue generation, revenue retention and management. Institutional responsibilities must be clearly delineated and agreed, and an enabling policy and legal environment in place. Institutional governance structures must enable and require the use of effective, transparent mechanisms for allocation, management and accounting of revenues and expenditures.

COMPONENT 2: BUSINESS PLANNING AND TOOLS FOR COST-EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT 

Financial planning, accounting and business planning are important tools for cost-effective management when undertaken on a regular and systematic basis. Effective financial planning requires accurate knowledge not only of revenues, but also of expenditure levels, patterns and investment requirements. Options for balancing the costs/revenues equation should include equal consideration of revenue increases and cost control. Good financial planning enables PA managers to make strategic financial decisions such as allocating spending to match management priorities, and identifying appropriate cost reductions and potential cash flow problems. Improved planning can also help raise more funds as donors and governments feel more assured that their funds will be more effectively invested in the protected area system. 

COMPONENT 3: TOOLS FOR REVENUE GENERATION AND MOBILIZATION

PA systems must be able to attract and take advantage of all existing and potential revenue mechanisms within the context of their overall management priorities. Diversification of revenue sources is a powerful strategy to reduce vulnerability to external shocks and dependency on limited government budgets. Sources of revenue for protected area systems can include traditional funding sources – tourism entrance fees – along with innovative ones such as debt swaps, tourism concession arrangements, payments for water and carbon services and in some cases, carefully controlled levels of resource extraction.

Part III summarizes the total scores and percentages scored by the country in any given year when the exercise is completed.  It shows the total possible score and the total actual score for the PA system and presents the results as a percentage.  Over time changes to the scores can show progress in strengthening the PA financing system.

Scoring

The Scorecard should be completed every year to show the yearly situation in the protected area system and the changes over time.  The first year the Scorecard is completed becomes the baseline year and this stays fixed.  Then if the Scorecard is completed every subsequent year the results can be compared to the baseline data and data from previous years to show the annual progress of the national PA financing system.

Each year the scores within Part II should be totaled for each Component and these sub-totals added together to reach an overall score for the national PA system.  

In each country certain elements may be more important and difficult to achieve than others. In this case country teams have the flexibility to modify the current weighting system and change the number of points allocated to a certain element so the scoring better suits their national conditions. Any modifications to scoring should be transparent and footnoted.

Additionally if a specific element or sub-element is not appropriate for a country then it and its associated maximum scores can be taken out of the total possible scoring.  In this way the total score can be adjusted to fit the country conditions.  Because this means the total possible score may vary countries should present annual scores as a percentage (actual score compared to total possible score).  

The percentage of achievement of each Component should be presented.  This allows a comparison of progress between each Component and can aid countries to identify where their weaknesses and strengths are within their financing systems.  Where lower scores are identified the corresponding areas should be a focus for future intervention and capacity building.  The percentages will also permit comparisons across countries 

Guidance for Preparation of Scorecard

It is recommended that the Scorecard is prepared through a workshop forum bringing together all stakeholders.  Scorecard workshops generally are run over one to two days depending on data available and level of interest.  Completing the financial data is then done through reviewing documents.  Those involved with preparing the Scorecard (workshop organizers and participants) should take the following ideas into account when preparing the Scorecards:

1. The Scorecard is to shed light into what was previously often a black box.  It allows practitioners to dissect components through discussion, and is not an exact science.

2. It is for every country in the world so will not necessarily fit exactly any specific country.  This should not lead to concern.  The Scorecard should be considered as a foundation and template to be tailored to fit country needs.  This may mean changing terminology to fit local understanding or eliminating or adding elements.  Adjust as necessary.

3. The scorecard has been designed to be as simple as possible given the complexities PA financing systems face.  There will be uncertainties and questions about the nature of some of the elements.  If in doubt use the best judgment of the group preparing the Scorecard.

4. The process of preparation should be participatory, bringing in experts from different departments, ministries, NGOs and protected areas to get an all round picture. The mix of stakeholders and expertise will be valuable to ensure that comprehensive and accurate data is inputted into completing the Scorecard.

5. The scorecard is meant to stimulate discussion and thinking on subjects that have previously often been ignored.  Questions and debate during preparation are good as it means people are thinking. The richness of the discussions should be captured in the comments columns for future reference.  The more explanation of data in the comments column the more valuable the Scorecard will be as a planning and monitoring tool.

6. Try to make sure participants invited to the Scorecard workshop are prepared going into the workshop.  They should have seen the Scorecard template and come with data and ideas to the workshop.  

7. The most important thing is to understand and appreciate the intent behind each element, not the specificities and doubts raised.  The group should focus on what is the important concept being raised and how the PA system deals with it.

8. The Scorecard summarizes all major issues we deal with that are often not thought about or at least not thought about in one package.  By going through all of them together there is an opportunity to look at the entire system and identify elements to be improved.  The Scorecard is thus a platform for stimulating discussion and further investigation into issues important to sustainable financing.  

9. Part I on data will likely be the most challenging.  We have put tough questions but every country must have this data to run its PA effectively.  The point is to highlight what data is missing and have countries start thinking about how to generate and collect data.  Scorecard preparers should not be too concerned if data is absent. They should state its absence and plan how to generate it during the next year.

10. The discussions more than anything else allows those involved with PA financing to explain and bring important issues to light to those not always involved but influential in PA financing.

11. Financial planning for PAs is a process and the Scorecard is to help start or strengthen the process of thinking about financial elements, data collection and how a country can improve it.  This will take time and follow up.

FINANCIAL SCORECARD - PART I – OVERALL FINANCIAL STATUS OF THE PROTECTED AREAS SYSTEM

National Systems of Protected Areas can include the entire set of PAs in a country but often consist of several sets of protected areas.  These sets can be defined as either sub-systems or networks of protected areas, depending on their legal status.  

A Sub-system is a set of protected areas whose operations are governed by a legal framework.  A network is a set of protected areas that have commonalities and coordination but no dedicated legal framework.  

Protected area practitioners often wish to assess and improve understanding of different parts of the national protected area system and may not have data for all parts.  Hence it is recommended to prepare the Scorecard for each sub-system and for any network as needed.  It is therefore useful to detail all the PA sub-systems and networks in the country.  These can be presented in the Table in Part 1.1. 

Sub-systems will include:

· Federal

· State or provincial

Networks of PAs will vary by country depending on national definitions but will likely include the following:

· municipal protected areas

· co-managed protected areas

· private reserves

· community and indigenous reserves

Additionally, any set of PAs can be assessed for their financial sustainability as needed by a country or practitioners.  These could be geographic eg a sub-region of a country, or ecological eg marine protected areas.
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Parts I-V are explanatory in the excel sheet document

Part VI. Tracking Tool for Invasive Alien Species Projects

The Invasive Alien Species Tracking Tool has been developed to help track and monitor progress in the achievement of outcome 2.3 in the GEF-5 biodiversity strategy: “improved management frameworks to prevent, control, and manage invasive alien species” and to help track and monitor progress in the achievement of the primary outcome of Strategic Program Seven of the GEF-4 Biodiversity Strategy: “Operational IAS management frameworks that mitigate impact of IAS on biodiversity and ecosystem services.”
The Tracking Tool contains a set of questions that have been designed to be easily answered by project staff and project evaluators.   It depicts a best-case scenario of the required components of a fully operational management framework for IAS, and, within each component, a continuum of progress towards an IAS management framework that is fully effective.   

As with the other tracking tools applied in the GEF biodiversity portfolio, the application of the tool is meant to facilitate an iterative process whereby the project staff and project evaluators carefully discuss each question about the IAS management framework to arrive at a carefully considered assessment, and in doing so, identify concrete steps forward for improvement.  In most cases, a group of project staff, GEF agency staff, (and the project evaluators in the case of the application of the tool at the mid-term and final evaluation) should be involved in answering the questions in the Tracking Tool.

When the assessment is undertaken at the mid-term and the final evaluation, we recommend that some of the same team members who undertook previous assessments be involved to provide continuity of analysis.  Where this is not possible the information provided by previous assessors in the comments section of the Tracking Tool will be particularly valuable in guiding the assessment and ensuring consistency in the evaluation being made.

Structure and content of the Tracking Tool

The Tracking Tool addresses four main issues in one assessment form:  

1) National Coordination Mechanism;

2) IAS National Strategy Development and Implementation;
3) Policy Framework to Support IAS Management; and
4) IAS Strategy Implementation: Prevention, Early Detection, Assessment and Management.
Assessment Form: The assessment is structured around six (6) questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

Questions and scores: 

The assessment is made by assigning a simple score ranging between 0 (poor) to 3 (excellent) in response to a series of six questions that measure progress in the four main issues listed above: 1) National Coordination; 2) IAS National Strategy Development and Implementation; 3) Policy Framework to Support IAS Management; and 4) IAS Strategy Implementation: Prevention, Early Detection, Assessment and Management.  Four alternative answers are provided for each question to help assessors to make judgments as to the level of score given. In addition, there are supplementary “bonus” questions which elaborate on key themes for each issue and provide additional information and points. 
This is, inevitably, an approximate process and there will be situations in which none of the four alternative answers appear to fit the project conditions very precisely. We ask that you choose the one answer that is nearest and use the comment/explanation section to elaborate.   The maximum score from the six main questions and supplementary “bonus” questions is 29. A final total of the score from completing the assessment form can be calculated as a percentage of 29.

The whole concept of “scoring” progress is however fraught with difficulties and possibilities for distortion. The current system assumes, for example, that all the questions cover issues of equal weight, whereas this may not necessarily be the case. Scores will therefore provide a better assessment of effectiveness if calculated as a percentage for each of the elements of an IAS framework. 

Most importantly, the assessment, when applied over time in the context of one project, allows us to gauge progress in achieving the strategic program’s expected outcome.  GEF will use this information and subsequent analysis in assessing and better understanding the design of IAS projects, the strategic program itself, and the tracking tool as a means to measure progress.

Comment/explanation: 

The comment/explanation box next to each question score allows for qualitative judgments to be explained in more detail. This could range from local staff knowledge (in many cases, staff knowledge will be the most informed and reliable source of knowledge), a reference document, monitoring results or external studies and assessments – the point being to give anyone reading the report an idea of why the assessment was made.  

It is very important that this box be completed – it can provide greater confidence in the results of the assessment by making the basis of decision-making more transparent. More importantly, it provides a reference point and information for local staff in the future. This column also allows for comments, such as why a particular question was not answered when completing the questionnaire. 

Next Steps: 

For each question respondents are also asked to identify any intended actions that will improve performance of the IAS management framework.

Objective 3: 
Build Capacity for the Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB)

Guidance on Applying the Biosafety Tracking Tool
The Tracking Tool contains a set of questions that have been designed to be easily answered by project staff and project evaluators.   It depicts a best-case scenario of the required components of a fully operational biosafety framework, and, within each component, a continuum of progress towards a biosafety framework that is fully effective.   

As with the other tracking tools applied in the GEF biodiversity portfolio, the application of the tool is meant to facilitate an iterative process whereby the project staff and project evaluators carefully discuss each question about the biosafety framework to arrive at a carefully considered assessment, and in doing so, identify concrete steps forward for improvement.  In most cases, a group of project staff, GEF agency staff, (and the project evaluators in the case of the application of the tool at the mid-term and final evaluation) should be involved in answering the questions in the Tracking Tool.

When the assessment is undertaken at the mid-term and the final evaluation, we recommend that some of the same team members who undertook previous assessments be involved to provide continuity of analysis.  Where this is not possible the information provided by previous assessors in the comments section of the Tracking Tool will be particularly valuable in guiding the assessment and ensuring consistency in the evaluation being made.

Structure and content of the Tracking Tool

The Tracking Tool addresses eight main issues in one assessment form:  

a. Biosafety Policy;

b. Biosafety Regulatory Regime;

c. Administrative System;

d. Risk Assessment and Decision-making;

e. Follow-up and Monitoring;

f. Public awareness;

g. Education; and

h. Participation

Assessment Form: The assessment is structured around eight (8) questions presented in table format which includes three columns for recording details of the assessment, all of which should be completed. 

Questions and scores: 

The assessment is made by assigning a simple score ranging between 0 (poor) to 4 (excellent) in response to a series of eight questions that measure progress in the eight main issues listed above: 1) Biosafety Policy; 2) Biosafety Regulatory Regime; 3) Administrative System; 4) Risk Assessment and Decision-making; 5) Follow-up and Monitoring; 6) Public awareness; 7) Education; and 8) Participation.

Five alternative answers are provided for each question to help assessors to make judgments as to the level of score given.   This is, inevitably, an approximate process and there will be situations in which none of the five alternative answers appear to fit the project conditions very precisely. We ask that you choose the one answer that is nearest and use the comment/explanation section to elaborate.   The maximum score from the eight main questions is 32.  A final total of the score from completing the assessment form can be calculated as a percentage of 32. 

The whole concept of “scoring” progress is however fraught with difficulties and possibilities for distortion. The current system assumes, for example, that all the questions cover issues of equal weight, whereas this may not necessarily be the case. Scores will therefore provide a better assessment of effectiveness if calculated as a percentage for each of the elements of a biosafety framework.

Most importantly, the assessment, when applied over time in the context of one project, allows us to gauge progress in achieving the strategic program’s expected outcome.  GEF will use this information and subsequent analysis in assessing and better understanding the design of biosafety projects, the strategic program itself, and the tracking tool as a means to measure progress.
Comment/explanation: 

The comment/explanation box next to each question score allows for qualitative judgments to be explained in more detail. This could range from local staff knowledge (in many cases, staff knowledge will be the most informed and reliable source of knowledge), a reference document, monitoring results or external studies and assessments – the point being to give anyone reading the report an idea of why the assessment was made.   It is very important that this box be completed – it can provide greater confidence in the results of the assessment by making the basis of decision-making more transparent. More importantly, it provides a reference point and information for local staff in the future. This column also allows for comments, such as why a particular question was not answered when completing the questionnaire. 

Next Steps: 
For each question respondents are also asked to identify any intended actions that will improve performance of the biosafety framework.
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� For Medium Sized Projects when they are submitted for CEO approval.


� For Medium Sized Projects when they are submitted for CEO approval.


� Hockings, M, S Stolton, F Leverington, N Dudley and J Courrau (2006); Assessing Effectiveness – A Framework for Assessing Management Effectiveness of Protected Areas; 2nd Ed. IUCN, Switzerland, www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa/pubs/guidelines.htm#effect2


� Decision VII/28 of the seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, www.biodiv.org/decisions/default.asp?m=COP07&id=7765&lg=0


� Dudley, N,  K J Mulongoy, S Stolton, S Cohen, C V Barber and S B Gidda (2005); Towards Effective Protected Area Systems: An action guide to implement the Convention on Biological Diversity Programme of Work on Protected Areas, CBD Technical Series number 18, Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, Montreal, www.biodiv.org/doc/publications/cbd-ts-18.pdf


� For a copy of the WPCA Framework or a more detailed summary please visit the WCPA web-site at: www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa or contact WCPA at wcpa@hq.iucn.org


� World Bank (2004); Score Card to Assess Progress in Achieving Management Effectiveness Goals for Marine Protected Areas, Adapted by F Staub and M E Hatziolos, World Bank, Washington DC


� Dudley, N, A Belokurov, O Borodin, L Higgins-Zogib, M Hockings, L Lacerda and S Stolton (2004); Are protected areas working? An analysis of forest protected areas by WWF, WWF International, Gland





� Hockings, M, S Stolton, F Leverington, N Dudley and J Courrau (2006); Assessing Effectiveness – A Framework for Assessing Management Effectiveness of Protected Areas; 2nd Ed. IUCN, Switzerland


� IUCN, CNPPA and WCMC (1994); Guidelines for Protected Area Management Categories, Gland, Switzerland, www.iucn.org/themes/wcpa/pubs/guidelines.htm#categories


� The list of threats has been adapted from the Conservation Measures Partnership Taxonomy of Direct Threats (see http://fosonline.org/CMP/IUCN/browse.cfm?TaxID=DirectThreats) and uses the same numbering system
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