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PREAMBLE 

Protected areas are special places. They are amongst the finest examples of the 

World’s natural and cultural heritage, including its largest coral reef systems, its 

highest mountains, moist rainforests and rich cultural treasures, such as Angkor 

Wat and Machu Pichu. They are an investment for a healthy planet, for healthy 

people, and provide an opportunity for species on Earth to survive for the long 

term. 

 

Managing national parks and other protected areas in Australia and around the 

world has been my passion and commitment for 34 years. It has been a privilege 

to have had the opportunity to contribute to their improved management, to help 

expand their number and area, and to help respond to the multiple threats that 

they face. They need such energy from many people. Thanks to an unprecedented 

set of circumstances the Earth in the early 21st Century is facing change at an 

increasing rate, primarily caused by population growth and climate change. 

 

Protected areas are one of the few opportunities society has to offset the negative 

aspects of such changes. However they must be managed effectively. But how is 

this to be done? What aspects of management should be evaluated? These 

questions were recurring themes during my many years as a ranger, park 

superintendent and in more senior manager positions however there was never an 

opportunity, as an individual, to explore them further. I am pleased that this 

Doctoral research provided such an opportunity. My thesis deals with evaluation 

subjects and methods that are needed to assist us in evaluating how effective our 

management of protected areas has been. The research has been detailed, 

systematic, and a long and enriching journey and has maintained its focus on real 

life park management problems whilst developing new theoretical insights. 

 

The research and its findings have helped me personally. I am also very aware 

that the findings can potentially help many other practitioners and protected area 

organisations achieve more effective protected area management. If this is 

realised, then this research can potentially contribute to the larger objectives of 

the conservation of life on Earth and a healthier planet. 
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ABSTRACT 

Protected areas are a landuse and sea use of immense importance to the 

conservation and survival of many species on Earth and the well-being of humans. 

In 2005, there were more than 113,000 protected areas worldwide and all needed 

active and effective management if they were to achieve the purposes for which 

they were reserved. Evaluation is a critical part of determining the effectiveness of 

management and consequently protected area practitioners need the best systems 

available to assess the effectiveness of their conservation management.  

 

Protected area practitioners, however, have been frustrated by gaps in knowledge 

supporting such evaluation. Despite important new developments in this field in 

the last 10 years such as the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) 

evaluation framework, practitioners still do not know the most important subjects 

of evaluation to use. In addition there was no guidance about what evaluation 

methods were commonly used. Nevertheless, people were still conducting 

evaluations and saw the need to do this, but there were many different subjects 

being evaluated. The evaluation workload was very large. These real world issues, 

corroborated by the literature and needing a research response, became the focus 

for this thesis. The thesis aims were to identify both the most important subjects 

that were required for evaluation and the evaluation methods that were commonly 

used. The research would be a direct contribution to more effectively managed 

protected areas. 

 

The need for this research was confirmed by 14 practitioners through three focus 

groups conducted in Durban in conjunction with the 2003 Vth World Parks 

Congress. They highlighted a need to be effective in what evaluation information 

was collected and to standardise what methods were used since many people were 

feeling the impact of evaluation work overload. 

 

Data for this research needed to be collected in an ordered and systematic way. 

However the language of evaluation was a mess, with a single subject such as the 

evaluation of flora, being discussed at a range of specificity levels from general 

(discussing the vegetation of an entire park) to quite specific (the distribution of a 

single plant species). A categorisation method was required. This research 
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developed such a method based on the WCPA protected area effectiveness 

evaluation framework. The framework was expanded horizontally, to be 

comprehensive in the data that it could collect, and vertically to provide 

opportunities to categorise very specific subjects of evaluation. Insights obtained 

from the focus groups, an extensive review of park management literature, general 

evaluation theory and my 34 years of personal experience in park management all 

contributed to the development of an expanded-WCPA framework. 

 

Using the expanded-WCPA framework and guided by questionnaire theory and 

insights from the focus groups, a questionnaire was developed to collect data. A 

purposeful sampling method was used and protected area senior executive, senior 

manager and external stakeholders were targeted as these personnel had the 

highest potential to provide data of greatest relevance. The scope of data 

collection included many protected area management organisations in many 

countries (an international survey), many organisations in one country (an 

Australian survey), and many people in one organisation in one park (Kosciuszko 

National Park survey) to ensure that comprehensive data was available for 

analysis. The three data sets were analysed to identify the most common 

evaluation subjects-required and commonly used evaluation methods. 

 

All respondents considered evaluation to be an essential part of management. Data 

from 97 international practitioners (from 38 countries and Taiwan) was analysed 

and identified 35 common subjects that were required (from a range of 246) and 

21 different types of evaluation methods from 298 evaluation report titles. The 

data from 46 Australian practitioners identified 39 common subjects (from a range 

of 225) and 14 different types of evaluation methods from 208 titles. For the third 

survey (Kosciuszko National Park), data from 35 practitioners identified 36 

common subjects (from a range of 208) and nine evaluation method types from 98 

titles. All three surveys identified science technical, and administration- New 

Public Management evaluation method types as being the most commonly used, 

and that protected area organisations used at least one to nine different evaluation 

methods for any 12 month period. The research information serves as a baseline 

data set for commonly required evaluation subjects and methods for the world in 

2005. 
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The most important finding of this research, 30 core subjects (Figure 10.1), were 

identified by combining the ‘most common’ evaluation subject lists from three 

surveys and further analysis of the 56 subjects identified. The core subjects can be 

used to assist global evaluation information collection for the Biodiversity 

Convention; the institutional improvement of evaluation management; the 

establishment of evaluation management for new protected areas; and, the 

creation of personal computer evaluation software. It can assist practitioners to 

determine ‘what’ should be evaluated; develop a situational suite of evaluation 

subjects needed; develop evaluation indicators; and improve their management of 

evaluation. 

 

Twelve evaluation method types that were commonly used were identified from 

21 different types of evaluation methods sourced from 601 examples of report 

titles from the three surveys. Information collected by these methods was 

predominantly for accountability, impact (outcome) and status assessment 

purposes and there was a predominance of long duration science technical 

evaluation methods. Specialist evaluation methods (such as those used by NGOs) 

were not commonly used. Knowing what evaluation methods were commonly 

used will help practitioners worldwide, and in conjunction with core subjects, 

could be used to improve how the management of evaluation is conducted thus 

leading to more effectively managed protected areas and improved conservation 

of the planet. 
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TERMINOLOGY 

Adaptive management 
‘A process of integrating project design, management, and monitoring to provide 

a framework for testing assumptions, adaptation and learning’ (FOS 2005).  

Assessment 
Assessment has been defined as “the act of determining the standing of an object 

on some variable of interest” (Hockings et al. 2000). Similar to Hockings et al. 

2000, this thesis, uses it interchangeably with evaluation (see evaluation). 

Baseline data 
‘….the benchmark to which project monitoring activities refer, in order to 

determine change in measured attributes over time’ (WWF cited in FOS 2005). 

Baseline values 
Baseline values are baseline data for values that are being measured. Such data are 

often collected at the beginning of a project and provide a benchmark against 

which change that occurs during the project can be assessed (After Margulois and 

Salafsky, 1998). 

Benchmarking 
Benchmarking involves studying the best practices used by other organisations 

and the associated performance results and establishing performance standards 

based on this analysis. 

Core subjects 
Are commonly required evaluation subjects which have very high potential for 

use by most protected area management organisations. They are the evaluation 

subjects from which evaluation information is most likely to be needed. 

Core variables to be evaluated 
Are commonly required subjects of evaluation which have very high potential for 

use by most protected area management organisations. They are the evaluation 

variables from which evaluation information is most likely to be needed. 

Element 
See evaluation element. 
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Evaluand 
The thing that is being evaluated (Patton 2002) or the thing that is measured 

(Stake 2004) is described as an evaluand. For example, the program of protected 

area management is an evaluand. 

Evaluation 
Protected area management evaluation is the judgement of performance against 

predetermined criteria (usually a set of standards or objectives) including the 

objectives for which the protected areas were established (Hockings et al. (2006). 

See Chapter 2 for additional definitions. 

Evaluation area 
A category of the expanded-WCPA protected area management evaluation 

framework which is subordinate to evaluation criteria. (See evaluation criteria and 

expanded-WCPA framework).  

Evaluation criterion 
A major category of conditions or processes (quantitative or qualitative) which 

together help define the thing being measured’ (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006). For 

this research, it is a categorisation title for variables to be evaluated (Hockings et 

al. 2000, 2006), but are less specific than the evaluation area category.  

Evaluation element 
A major component of the WCPA protected area management evaluation 

framework defined by the aspect of management that is being assessed. The 

elements relate to the steps in a strategic planning and management cycle. 

Performance within each element is assessed by reference to a number of defined 

criteria (Hockings et al. (2000, 2006). 

Evaluation framework 
A system for designing management effectiveness evaluations, but not an 

evaluation method in itself (Stem et al. 2005). 

Evaluation indicator 
 A unit of information measured over time documenting change in condition 

(Margoluis and Salafsky 1998). Measurable entities used to assess the status and 

trend of a specific factor. A good indicator is measurable, precise, consistent and 

sensitive (TNC cited in FOS 2005). 
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Evaluation method 
Evaluation methods are approaches and tools used to conduct evaluations (Stem et 

al. 2005) (see also Section 1.3.6). 

Evaluation study 
An evaluation report generated following an assessment using an evaluation 

system or evaluation method. For example, the RAPPAM South Africa study 

report (Goodman 2003) was generated using the RAPPAM system. 

Evaluation subject 
An evaluation subject is the categorisation title for a variable to be evaluated at a 

relatively detailed level of specificity (Chapter 4). They are more specific than 

evaluation area, but less specific than the category evaluation topic. They include 

subjects for evaluation such as flora and fauna (natural phenomena) and poaching, 

weeds, pest animals and fire (identified threats). They are the category level at 

which evaluation is most commonly discussed by practitioners. Two hundred and 

fifty one evaluation subjects were recognised by this research. 

Evaluation (or assessment) system 
A single system of evaluation developed for evaluating protected areas and 

protected area management such as the WWF RAPPAM system (Hockings 2006, 

Ervin 2003a). 

Evaluation topic 
The most specific level of categorisation for variables to be evaluated recognised 

by this research (Chapter 4). This level of specificity is often discussed by 

practitioners. The number of evaluation topics is potentially very large. 

Expanded-WCPA framework 
The categorisation method developed by this research based on the WCPA 

protected area effectiveness evaluation framework by Hockings et al. (2000). The 

WCPA framework was expanded horizontally, to be comprehensive in the data 

that it could collect, and vertically to provide opportunities to categorise very 

specific subjects of evaluation. 

Impact assessment 
Impacts have been defined as “measurable outcomes that can be independently 

checked and show changes in resource condition and socio-economic condition of 

producers” (CMP 2005). Impact assessments determine the effect of a particular 

intervention (FOS 2004). 
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Management effectiveness evaluation 
Management effectiveness evaluation is defined by Hockings et al. (2006) as: 
‘the assessment of how well the protected area is being managed – primarily the extent to which it 

is protecting values and achieving goals and objectives. The term management effectiveness 

includes three main issues including 1) design issues relating to both individual sites and protected 

area systems; 2) adequacy and appropriateness of management systems and processes; and, 3) 

delivery of protected area objectives including conservation of values’. 

Monitoring 
Monitoring is the process of collecting information on indicators repeatedly over 

time to discover trends in the status of the protected area and the activities and 

process of management (Hockings et al. 2006). 

New Public Management 
A recent, but dominant paradigm for public management worldwide (O’Donnell 

1999, Borins 2002, McLaughlin and Osborne 2002). It is a marriage between 

economic theories and a variety of private sector management techniques that 

have been introduced into the public sector (Sourced from Hood 1991 cited in 

O’Donnell et al. 1999). The approach focuses on the introduction of private sector 

management practices into the public sector, strengthening the prerogatives of 

managers, measuring performance, increasing competitive pressures and cost-

cutting (O’Donnell et al. 1999). It has seen the introduction of initiatives such as 

decentralised wage bargaining, individual employment contracts, total quality 

management, performance based pay, downsizing and contracting out (O’Donnell 

et al. 1999). 

Practitioners 
Conservation management practitioners have been described by Salafsky et al. 

(2002.) as: ‘individuals who value conservation and have the skills and knowledge to make it 

happen. Individuals involved in conservation [at the most basic level] include resource users, field 

practitioners, program and portfolio managers, researchers, donors and policy makers’. 

Standardised evaluation methods 
Evaluation methods (including indicators) which are recognised by protected area 

management as being best practice and which are recommended for universal 

application for protected area management. 

Subject of evaluation 
Used synonymously with variable to be evaluated. It is a sub-evaluand of the 

program of protected area management. 
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Utilisation focused evaluation 
Evaluation managed in conjunction with the primary users of evaluation and in a 

context of the intended use of the evaluation information (Patton 1997). 

Variable to be evaluated 
This is the “thing” which is specifically evaluated, or, the subject of evaluation. It 

is a more detailed description of what is being evaluated than offered by the term 

“evaluand”. For this research, they are recognised as sub-evaluands of the 

evaluand titled, “the program of protected area management”. 

Values 
Protected area values may be anthropocentric (instrumental); or biocentric or 

ecocentric (intrinsic). Instrumental values include extractive values such as direct 

use and ecosystem services as well as relational values such as existence values, 

spiritual, cultural, identity values and social values (Worboys et al. 2005). These 

values may be described in terms of their relative significance. Protected area 

significance may include critically important habitats (Olsen et al. 2000), unique 

and/or rare natural heritage, and cultural and spiritual values (Hockings et al. 

2000). 

WCPA protected area management effectiveness evaluation framework 
Hockings et al. (2000, 2006) stated that the WCPA framework: 

‘is a system for designing management effectiveness evaluation for protected areas based around 

six elements: context, planning, inputs, processes, outputs and outcomes. It is not a methodology 

in itself, but it is a guide to developing comprehensive assessment systems’. 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapter 1 introduces the principal research issues for this thesis. Management 

subjects commonly evaluated by protected area organisations and the evaluation 

methods commonly used to do this were not known, and this information was 

needed to improve evaluation theory and park management practice. Before these 

issues are described, the chapter provides background information about protected 

areas, their history and management and the role of effectiveness evaluation as an 

integral part of such management. This sets a context for protected area 

management and the evaluation of its effectiveness. Four specific research issues 

were identified which were a need to: 1) develop a method for categorising 

subjects of evaluation; 2) identify commonly required evaluation subjects; 3) 

identify commonly used evaluation methods; and 4) identify core subjects of 

evaluation. The outline and structure of the thesis is also presented. 

1.2 PROTECTED AREAS 

1.2.1 Definition 
Protected areas are society’s principal method to conserve important examples of 

the earth’s heritage for the long term (Worboys et al. 2005). They are defined as 

an: 
‘area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological 

diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other 

effective means’ (IUCN 1994). 
The concept of protected areas is a cultural construct (McNeely 1998), reflecting 

society’s needs, aspirations and values (Putney 2003). They are the product of a 

political process (Machlis and Tichnell 1985), either through democratically 

elected governments and legislation, or through laws, regulations or rules 

developed by other means. From the long term point of view, conserving 

biodiversity and the services it provides is essential to human self-interest 

(Balmford et al. 2005), and this has driven the recent expansion of the number and 

area of protected areas. 
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1.2.2 History 
Areas of protected land and water have been set aside for varying reasons for 

centuries. Written records of protected areas date back as far as 252 BC, in India, 

when the Emperor Asoka passed an edict for the protection of animals, fish and 

forests (Mackinnon et al. 1986). Over time the extent of protected areas and the 

purposes for which they were reserved has changed (Chape et al. 2003). However, 

the modern concept of protected areas only developed in the mid to late 1800’s, in 

a number of countries (Phillips 2003). Protected areas were established in many 

countries including Tijuca Park in Brazil in 1861 and Yellowstone National Park 

in the USA in 1872 (Phillips 2003). By the 20th Century the idea had spread 

around the world (Phillips 2003), and Yellowstone National Park, which was 

‘reserved and withdrawn from settlement, occupancy or sale…and set apart as a 

public park or pleasuring ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people’ 

(Chape et al. 2003) was recognised as the benchmark for modern protected areas 

(Chape et al. 2003). This concept defended the park against resource use (such as 

from hunters and miners), as well as excluding activities of local communities and 

indigenous peoples (Lockwood et al. 2006). It was an exclusionary model of 

protected area management. 

1.2.3 Extent of protected areas 
The number of protected areas has increased rapidly from just 1,823 in 1972 

(Chape et al. 2003, 2005, Lockwood et al. 2006) to 113,707 protected areas in 

2005 when they occupied 13.21% of Earth’s terrestrial surface and 1.4% of 

Earth’s coastal shelf ocean areas (Chape et al. 2005, Oliviero 2005, UNEP-

WCMC 2005a). This growth over 33 years reflects increasing awareness of the 

benefits of protected areas and the need for responses to rapidly increasing human 

impacts on the Earth’s ecosystems and life support systems (Chape et al. 2003, 

MEAB 2005). The growth in protected areas has been recognised as one of the 

greatest landuse and seause changes in the history of humans on Earth (Lockwood 

et al. 2006). 

1.2.4 Purpose and function 
The purpose and function of protected areas is very important for contemporary 

society (Lockwood et al. 2006). They are areas of land and sea established to 

conserve samples of the world’s biological diversity and natural, social and 
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cultural phenomena (Phillips 2003; Worboys et al. 2005). They help preserve 

genetic diversity (Mackinnon et al. 1986) and they are a critical part of retaining 

essential ecosystem services, ecosystem processes and life support systems of the 

planet (Wilson 1992; Mackinnon et al. 1986). They provide opportunities for a 

basic human need for interrelationships with nature (biophylia) (Wilson 1992) and 

they protect areas of special spiritual and cultural significance (Bernbaum 1996, 

1997, 2004; Worboys et al. 2005). They are part of a landscape and ecosystem 

approach to conservation and they are an important part of the sustainable 

ecological, cultural and economic well-being of local communities (Phillips 2003, 

Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004a).  

 

Properly designed and managed protected areas offer major sustainable benefits to 

society (Mackinnon et al. 1986) and they are a cost effective way of conserving 

biodiversity (Balmford et al. 1995). They help ensure that utilisation of species by 

humans is sustainable. They play a central role in the social and economic 

development of rural environments and contribute to the economic well-being of 

urban centres and the quality of life of their inhabitants (Mackinnon et al. 1986). 

They provide opportunities for outdoor recreation, tourism and experiencing 

nature for millions of people on Earth (Ceballoas-Lascuráin 1996, Eagles and 

McCool 2002, Eagles et al. 2002, Newsome et al. 2002, Pederson, 2002, Worboys 

et al. 2005). Protected areas are a critically important form of landuse and seause 

for all species on Earth, and especially humans (Wilson 1992). 

 

Protected areas are also a principal tool of the Convention on Biological Diversity 

attaining its global objective of the conservation of biological diversity (SCB 

2001). Article 8 of the Convention calls parties (to the Convention) to ‘establish a 

system of protected areas or areas where special measures are required to 

conserve biological diversity, covering both marine and terrestrial areas’ (SCB 

2001). Protected areas are one indicator for measuring global achievements of the 

Convention (SCB 2001, 2005abc). They are also used as indicators of success for 

achieving aspects of the Millennium Development Goals (Chape et al. 2005). 

1.2.5 Categories 
Protected areas are established and managed for different purposes. This was 

formally recognised by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature’s 
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(IUCN) (The World Conservation Union) (IUCN 2005b) World Commission on 

Protected Areas (WCPA) (IUCN 2005c) when it defined six distinct categories of 

protected areas (IUCN 1994) (Table 1.1). The categories are non-hierarchical, and 

are differentiated on the basis of their management objectives (Leaver 1999). 

1.2.6 A new paradigm for protected areas 
Following the rapid growth in protected areas after the 1960’s, the conceptual 

basis for protected areas evolved away from the traditional Yellowstone National 

Park model. Adrian Phillips (2003) described this as a global protected area 

‘paradigm shift.’ 
 
Table 1.1 IUCN (The World Conservation Union) management categories for protected 
areas (IUCN 1994, IUCN 2002) 

 

The ‘new paradigm’ includes: building a wider constituency that is supportive of 

protected areas; placing protected areas in a wider agenda of sustainable 

development; and recognising the rights of local communities and indigenous 

peoples (Lockwood et al. 2006) (Table 1.2). This ‘paradigm shift’ was primarily 

influenced by: a different view of how people and protected areas interrelated; the 

evolution of sustainable development and biodiversity conservation concepts; 

rapid advances in professional protected area management; a rapidly increasing 

population; and increasing impacts to the natural world (Phillips 2003, Chape et 

al. 2003, Barber 2004a, MEAB 2005, Lockwood et al. 2006). 

 

However the shift in emphasis was not supported by all, with some (e.g. Locke 

and Deardon 2005) advocating that there was too great an emphasis on protected 

Category Title and purpose 

Ia Strict Nature Reserve: Protected area managed mainly for science 

Ib Wilderness Area: Protected area managed mainly for wilderness protection 

II National Park: Protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection and 
recreation 

III Natural Monument: Protected area managed mainly for conservation of specific 
natural features 

IV Habitat/Species Management Area: Protected area managed mainly for 
conservation through management intervention 

V Protected Landscape/Seascape: Protected area managed mainly for 
landscape/seascape conservation and recreation 

VI Managed Resource Protected Area: Protected area managed mainly for the 
sustainable use of natural ecosystems 
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area benefits flowing to humans for poverty alleviation and other human 

assistance, and that wild biodiversity was not well served. They viewed that the 

protected area management focus should move away from IUCN Categories V 

and VI and be focused more on IUCN categories I-IV (Table 1.1). Phillips (2003) 

however, had also stated that strictly protected government owned and managed 

protected areas (many with an emphasis on Categories I-IV) will remain a 

cornerstone of the reserve system for many countries. Others (Chape et al. 2003) 

observed that the ‘new paradigm’ was not new, but rather one that was 

rediscovered, with global communities recognising a spectrum of values and 

benefits of lands and waters protected from unsustainable use and despoilation. 
Table 1.2. Contrasting paradigms for protected areas (Phillips 2003) 

Topic As it was: protected areas were … As it is becoming: protected areas 
are … 

Objectives • set aside for conservation 
• established mainly for spectacular 

wildlife and scenic protection 
• managed mainly for visitors and tourists 
• valued as wilderness 
• about protection 

• run also with social and economic 
objectives 

• often set up for scientific, economic and 
cultural reasons 

• managed with local people more in mind 
• valued for the cultural importance of so-

called ‘wilderness’ 
• also about restoration and rehabilitation 
 

Governance • run by central government • run by many partners 
 

Local people • planned and managed against people 
• managed without regard to local opinions 

• run with, for, and in some cases by local 
people 

• managed to meet the needs of local 
people 

 
Wider context • developed separately 

• managed as ‘islands’ 
• planned as part of national, regional and 

international systems 
• developed as ‘networks’ (strictly 

protected areas, buffered and linked by 
green corridors) 

Perceptions • viewed primarily as a national asset 
• viewed only as a national concern 

• viewed also as a community asset 
• viewed also as an international concern 
 

Management 
techniques 

• managed reactively within short 
timescale 

• managed in a technocratic way 

• managed adaptively in long term 
perspective 

• managed with political considerations 
 

Finance • paid for by taxpayer • paid for from many sources 
 

Management 
skills 

• managed by scientists and natural 
resource experts 

• expert led 

• managed by multi-skilled individuals 
• drawing on local knowledge 
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This greater emphasis on the environmental, social, economic, managerial and 

political context for protected areas was reinforced by recommendations arising 

from the 2003 Vth World Parks Congress (IUCN 2005a) and other authors 

(Redford et al. 1998, Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004b, Brown et al. 2005, 

Worboys et al. 2005, Borrini-Feyerabend 2006, Lockwood et al. 2006). It is this 

contemporary understanding of, and expectation for, protected areas which helps 

establish a basis for the management of protected areas. It highlights why social, 

cultural, economic and political considerations are important for protected area 

management and why information on the evaluation of management is important. 

1.2.7 Management 
The reservation of protected areas is just the start of a process for achieving the 

purpose for which they were reserved (Lockwood et al. 2006). Active 

management is required for a wide range of direct and indirect human threats 

including adjacent land use, population growth pressures, poaching, mining, 

resource extraction, visitor use, fire, weeds and pest animals that need to be dealt 

with to maintain the purpose and integrity of protected areas (Mackinnon et al. 

1986, McNeely 1995, Brandon et al. 1998, Dudley et al. 1999, Carey et al. 2000, 

Van Schaik et al. 2002, Chape et al. 2003, Du Toit et al. 2003, Barber 2004a, 

SCB 2004, Chape et al. 2005, Hockings et al. 2005, United Nations 2005b, 

Worboys et al. 2005, Chester 2005, Leung and Monz 2006, Lockwood et al. 

2006). The phenomenon of ‘paper parks,’ where protected areas are designated 

but never managed is increasingly recognised as an issue (Dudley et al. 1999, 

Carey et al. 2000). Simply designating protected areas does not ensure their 

conservation and protection, nor guarantee that social and economic benefits are 

derived from them such as contributing to the Millennium Development Goals 

and the Convention on Biological Diversity objectives (SCB 2001, Chape et al. 

2003, United Nations 2005a). 

Management is a process which achieves planning goals through the efficient and 

effective coordination of human and technical resources (Robbins et al. 2003, 

Worboys et al. 2005). Protected area (and other) organisations typically manage 

by undertaking at least four functions which are: 1) planning; 2) organising; 3) 

leading; and 4) controlling (Ivancevich et al. 1997, Bartol et al. 1998, Robbins et 

al. 2003, Worboys et al. 2005). This research deals with aspects of all four 



9 

management functions. How evaluations are undertaken are influenced by a 

number of factors, including how an organisation is governed. 

1.2.8 Governance 
Governance has been defined as ‘the interactions among structures, process and 

traditions that determine how power is exercised, how decisions are taken on 

issues of public concern, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say’ 

(Graham et al. 2003). It is directly linked to the achievement of protected area 

objectives (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2003, 2006, Barber 2004b). Four governance 

types (with distinct sub-types) are recognised: 1) government managed protected 

areas; 2) co-managed protected areas; 3) private protected areas; and 4) 

community conserved areas (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004a) (Table 1.3). 

Protected areas with different IUCN categories may be managed by organisations 

from any of the governance types (Table 1.3).  

1.2.9 Factors influencing management actions 
In addition to the requirements of governance, protected areas within each IUCN 

protected area category may be planned, organised and managed in different ways 

depending on a number of factors, which include (Worboys et al. 2005):  

1) management requirements (such as the dominant management paradigm and 

subsequent organisational policies, priorities and management emphasis); 

2) intrinsic qualities (such as endangered species management needs); 

3) social and cultural settings (such as community needs); 

4) environmental circumstances (such as the characteristics of an ecoregion or 

biome); 

5) political circumstances (such as government investment programs); and  

6) economic imperatives (such as tourism revenue and visitor needs).  

 

For public organisations, the dominant paradigm for management across the 

world is called New Public Management (Hood 1991, O’Donnell et al. 1999, 

Borins 2002, McLaughlin et al. 2002) (Terminology p.xxv). This paradigm is 

based on managerialism (Enteman 1993) and is a marriage between economic 

theories and a variety of private sector management techniques (O’Donnell et al. 

1999). New Public Management applies to public sector organisations managing 

protected areas and emphasises matters such as management performance, 
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corporate planning, business planning, goal establishment, performance targets, 

indicators, output and outcome measurement and other private sector management 

tools. It also includes cost-cutting, and rationalisation (doing more with less) 

(O’Donnell et al. 1999). 

 
Table 1.3 Governance types and protected area management categories (after Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2004a) 

Governance types IUCN Protected Area Categories 
 I II III IV V VI 
A. Government managed protected areas       
Federal or national ministry or agency in charge ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Local/municipal ministry or agency in charge ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Government-delegated management (eg to an 
NGO) 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

B. Co-managed protected areas       
Transboundary management ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Collaborative management (various forms of 
pluralist influence) 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

Joint management (pluralist management 
board) 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

C. Private protected areas       
Declared and run by individual landowner ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Declared and run by non-profit organisation (eg 
NGOs universities, co-operatives) 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

Declared and run by profit organisations (eg 
individual or corporate land-owners) 

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

D. Community conserved areas       
Declared and run by indigenous peoples ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Declared and run by local peoples ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Key 
I = IUCN Category I - Strict Nature Reserve/wilderness area  
II = IUCN Category II - National Park:  
III = IUCN Category III - National Monument 
IV = IUCN Category IV - Habitat-Species Management Area 
V = IUCN Category V - Protected Landscape - Seascape 
VI = IUCN Category VI - Managed Resource Protected Area 
 

There can be a diversity of management actions such as: the implementation of 

government programs; responding to threats; conducting educational and 

information programs; responding to incidents; and providing visitor use facilities. 

A diversity of protected area management actions has also been recognised by the 

IUCN and the Conservation Measures Partnership (IUCN-CMP 2006a). They 

identified seven ‘classes’ of actions: 1) land and water protection; 2) land and 

water management; 3) species management; 4) law and policy; 5) education and 

awareness; 6) livelihood, economic and other incentives; and 7) external capacity 

building. For most actions, evaluation information is needed to determine whether 

the management actions were effective. Consequently there is potential for a wide 

range of evaluation information to be collected for protected area management. 
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1.2.10 Effective management 
Effectiveness management of protected areas has been defined as ‘the degree to 

which a protected area is protecting its values and achieving its goals and 

objectives’ (Leverington and Hockings, 2004). Successful (effective) long term 

protected area management may be assessed by: 1) the retention of the purpose 

and values for which protected areas are reserved; 2) a supportive social, 

economic, political, and management context; and 3) a capacity to manage 

through adequate financial and staff resources (MacKinnon et al. 1986, Thorsell 

1999, Wright and Rollins 2002, Leverington and Hockings, 2004, Worboys et al. 

2005, Hockings et al. 2006). The Nature Conservancy (for example) identifies 

effective biodiversity conservation for protected areas (and other conservation 

sites) as the nexus of viable biodiversity status, acceptable threat status and 

adequate conservation management status (TNC 2006). These differences identify 

that many definitions of success apply to protected area management actions and 

that evaluations need to be linked to clear objectives and a planned approach 

(Margoluis and Salafsky 1998, Tucker et al. 2005). 

1.3 EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 
MANAGEMENT OF PROTECTED AREAS 

1.3.1 Effectiveness evaluation 
It is widely recognised that evaluation is needed for the effective management of 

protected areas (e.g. Hockings 1998, Dudley et al. 1999, Hockings 1999, Kelleher 

1999, Pomeroy et al. 2004, Hockings et al. 2006). Effectiveness evaluation is 

defined as the ‘judgement or assessment of achievement against some 

predetermined criteria (usually a set of standards or objectives)’ (Hockings et al. 

2000) and is an essential tool for assessing the effectiveness of conservation 

actions and the overall program of the management of protected areas (Hockings 

2003). Evaluating effectiveness differs to status assessment (Chapter 2), given 

there are direct links between goals, objectives, actions taken, processes used, 

indicators used, and progress to goals, with likely cause and effect relationships 

being important (Stem et al. 2005). Evaluating the effectiveness of management 

provides a means for determining which management interventions (actions) are 

effective (successful) and which should be avoided or improved (Stem et al. 

2005). Evaluation has an ultimate purpose, being the improvement of the entity 

being evaluated (Alkin et al. 2006).  
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1.3.2 Some evaluation terms 
Evaluation methods and frameworks 

One of the general problems with theory and application for evaluating the 

effectiveness of management has been the variety of terms that have been used 

and the lack of common understanding of these terms. Some order and 

standardisation however has been proposed by Stem et al. (2005) who have 

defined terms, and relationships between ‘evaluation frameworks’, ‘evaluation 

approach’ and ‘tools’ (Table 1.4). In this thesis the distinctions between 

evaluation approach and tools are recognised, but for simplicity, the term 

evaluation methods has been used to refer to both since they have a similar 

function - they are methods for conducting evaluations. The term evaluation 

framework (consistent with Stem et al. 2005) will be used to refer to a system for 

designing management effectiveness evaluations (but it is not a method in itself) 

(Hockings et al. 2006) (Terminology, p.xxv). 

A term for ‘what is evaluated’ 

The term used to describe ‘what is evaluated’ has not been adequately defined by 

the literature. Traditionally, management focus has been on defining evaluation 

information required and the associated evaluation indicators. However, what 

people were evaluating is also important. What is evaluated is referred to in the 

literature under various terms including: the ‘thing being measured’ (Patton 

2002); ‘an evaluand’ (Patton 2002); the ‘object being evaluated’ (House 1980); 

the ‘subject matter of programs’ (Scriven 1993); ‘key variables to monitor’ (FOS 

2004); a ‘subject’ (Dutton 2003); a ‘variable’ (Stem et al. 2005); an ‘element’ 

(TNC 2003); an ‘entity’ (Stem et al. 2005, Alkin et al. 2006); a ‘case study’ with 

the evaluand as the ‘case’ (Stake 2004a); and an ‘evaluation target’ (IUCN-CMP 

2006a). Miguel Cifuentes and his colleagues  for example, used the term 

‘indicators’ to identify ‘what’ should be evaluated, and recognised different levels 

of specificity for these (Cifuentes et al. 2000). They categorised them as ‘fields’, 

‘variables’, ‘sub-variables’ and ‘parameters’ (and described them generically as 

different ‘areas’) (Cifuentes et al. 2000). Their focus was on the ‘variable’ level of 

specificity. Their work was based on practical experience from protected areas in 

South America.  
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Variables to be evaluated 

This research describes what is being evaluated generically as ‘variables to be 

evaluated’ (or ‘variables’). The term ‘variables’ includes evaluations of different 

specificities (for example flora, a flora species, or a flora subspecies). Protected 

area management practitioners (professionals and external stakeholders) may 

speak about evaluation at any of the different specificity levels, and thus a method 

to categorise these variables was needed. 

Table 1.4 Definitions of common terms proposed by Stem et al. to be used in monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) (after Stem et al. 2005) 

Term Proposed definition Relationship to other 
terms 

Example 

Monitoring and 
evaluation 
approach 

A specific process for 
doing M&E generally 
accompanied by a series of 
steps or guidance 

One of two main 
components of an M&E 
system 

TNC Enhanced 5-S 
project 
management 
process (TNC 
2003) 

Conceptual 
framework 
 

A representation of cause-
and-effect relationships in 
a generic fashion 

One of two main 
components of an M&E 
system (a generalised 
representation of reality 
used to develop specific 
conceptual models) 

Pressure-State-
Response 
(OECD 2003) 

Evaluation 
framework 

A representation of the 
management processes and 
expected results to be 
considered in an 
evaluation 

The application of an 
evaluation framework is 
a step in an approach to 
determine the 
management processes 
and expected results that 
should be considered 

WCPA framework 
(Hockings et al. 
2000) 

Tool An instrument that aids in 
the actual undertaking of 
M&E activities 

A tool provides the 
means to accomplish 
M&E. An M&E 
approach will often 
involve the use of many 
tools 

TNC Site 
consolidation 
scorecard (TNC 
1999) 

1.3.3 An evaluation framework 
Many protected area management actions may require evaluation. When 

evaluating each action, information may be required by different levels within an 

organisation, such as reporting at a site level, a protected area level, or a whole of 

organisation level (Margoluis and Salafsky 1998; Owen and Rogers 1999). 

Different evaluation methods may be needed to achieve this (Hockings 2003, 

Hockings et al. 2006). Historically, most evaluation methods focused on single 

issues or sets of issues with little integration (Ervin 2003b) (Chapter 2). However, 

in 2000, an evaluation framework for the management of protected areas (the 

WCPA framework) was developed by Dr Marc Hockings and colleagues 

(Hockings et al. 2000) (Chapter 2). This WCPA framework related evaluations 
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needed for effective management to the cycle of management undertaken for 

protected areas (Figure 1.1) (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006). Hockings WCPA 

framework was seen as a ‘significant advance in helping to unify the concept of 

assessing protected area management effectiveness into a cohesive whole’ (Ervin 

2003b). 

1.3.4 The WCPA framework 

 
Figure 1.1 The WCPA framework for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas 
(simplified from Hockings et al. 2006) 

The WCPA framework recognises six evaluation elements (context, planning, 

inputs, process, outputs and outcomes) as part of a cycle of management (Figure 

1.1 (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006). For each element, there is one or more specific 

criteria (Figure 1.2).  
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Figure 1.2 WCPA framework categories (Hockings et al. 2000) 
Key 
Mgmt = management 
 
 

Context Planning Inputs Process Output Outcomes 

Systems 
level 
planning, 
legislation, 
system 
design 

Mgmt 
input 

Mgmt  
process 

Mgmt 
Output 

Significance 

Evaluation 
element 

WCPA framework 
category level of 

specificity 

Evaluation 
criteria 

(10) 

Identified 
threats 

National 
context 

Mgmt 
objectives 

WCPA framework categories (Hockings et al. 2000) 

Vulnerability Individual 
protected 
area 
planning 
and design 
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1.3.5 Different evaluation purposes 
The WCPA evaluation framework helps to organise the different evaluation needs 

of users. The key questions of the WCPA framework help identify these needs 

(Hockings et al. 2000, 2006). The key questions are: 

1) context (status and threats); Where are we now? 

2) planning; Where are we going and how are we going to get there? 

3) inputs; What do we need? 

4) management processes; How do we go about it? 

5) output; What did we do and what products and services were provided? 

6) outcome; What did we achieve? 

Effectiveness evaluation information is derived from the six evaluation elements 

using a range of different evaluation methods (Hockings 2003) and is encouraged 

to be utilised in an integrated way. 

1.3.6 Evaluation methods 
Evaluation methods are ‘evaluation approaches’ and ‘tools’ (Stem et al. 2005) 

used to conduct evaluations (Table 1.4) (Chapter 2). Depending on the purpose of 

the evaluation, they may obtain information from one or more variables to be 

evaluated and may use one or more indicators to achieve this. The methods may 

use qualitative data (such as scoring data) or quantitative data (such as monitoring 

data) (Patton 1997, Hockings 2003, Stem et al. 2005), or both. They may operate 

at different scales, such as at a site level, protected area level, organisational level 

and multi-organisation level, and may be short in duration, or reliant on long term 

monitoring (Hockings 2003, Stem et al. 2005). The purpose and scale of the 

evaluation helps to determine the nature of the evaluation method, and this is 

situational (Shadish et al. 1991). Each evaluation method is used to obtain 

information from variables for use by protected area management practitioners. 

1.3.7 Variables to be evaluated and indicators 
Evaluations provide information for a range of uses and evaluation indicators are 

used to collect the information needed from variables to be evaluated. Indicators 

are defined by Margoluis and Salafsky (1998) as a ‘unit of information measured 

over time that documents changes in specific condition’. A given variable being 

evaluated ‘can have multiple indicators’ and a good indicator is ‘measurable, 

precise, consistent and sensitive’ (Margoluis and Salafsky 1998). Clear objectives 
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for the program to be evaluated are critical for identifying indicators (Silsbee and 

Peterson 1991). Situational variation and user needs determine the nature of 

indicators which is why standardisation of evaluation indicators for protected area 

management is not considered practical by many researchers (Patton 1997, 

Margoluis and Salafsky 1998, Hockings et al. 2006). 

1.3.8 Utilising evaluation information 
The use of evaluation information is driven by a number of internal and external 

factors, and is situational (Shadish et al. 1991, Patton 1997). Some information is 

used for statutory and policy imposed (New Public Management and 

administration) reporting requirements of protected area organisations such as 

annual reports, financial reports, staff reports, corporate plans and state of the 

parks reports (Fenna 1998, Parks Canada 1998, PV 2000, DEC 2005c, Worboys et 

al. 2005). These reports focus on the transparency and accountability of the 

performance of organisations to government and to the community. Many actions 

within protected areas are funded by donor organisations, and evaluation reporting 

may focus on issues such as goal achievement, cost effectiveness and lessons 

learned (Margoluis and Salafsky 2001, TNC 2003, 2004). Some Non Government 

Organisations (NGOs) and other non-protected area organisations, such as IUCN 

and Universities, may use evaluation information to determine the nature and 

extent of threats to protected areas, the degree and effectiveness of management 

responses, and the progress of biodiversity conservation investments (WWF-

World Bank 2003, Ervin 2003b, Hockings et al. 2004).  

 

Other evaluation information is collected and used to improve the internal 

administration of protected area organisations (e.g. organisational systems and 

procedures). Such evaluation may be initiated for best practice management, for 

legal or other reasons and focuses on the question: How do we go about it? (NPS 

1996, DENR 1996, QNPWS 1996, DEC 2004). Evaluation information is also 

used as part of adaptive management by organisations where actual results of 

conservation actions are compared with forecast (desired) results, and with 

improvements being introduced where required (Margoluis and Salafsky, 1998, 

Salafsky et al. 2001, Biggs and Rogers 2003, Rogers 2003, Stem et al. 2005, 

Hockings et al. 2006, Salafsky and Dolan 2006). 
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Evaluation information is also generated for improving knowledge (Patton 1997), 

such as determining the significance of natural and cultural values of protected 

areas, and determining the status (condition) of variables to be evaluated, such as 

fauna and flora (NSW NPWS 2004). This information may be used for planning, 

including determining the objectives of management and prioritising management 

actions in a protected area plan of management (DEC 2004a, 2006, Parks Canada 

2004). 

1.3.9 Conducting evaluations 
Evaluations are typically planned prior to their implementation (Margoluis and 

Salafsky 1998). Utilisation focused evaluation emphasises that users need to be 

involved in such planning with an important focus being how the information 

collected will be used (Patton 1997). Each evaluation information need is planned 

and this includes: 1) establishing the objectives of an evaluation; 2) identifying the 

evaluation method; 3) choosing the variables to be evaluated, the evaluation 

indicator(s) and the process for implementation; and 4) choosing the method for 

analysing and using the results (Patton 1997, Margoluis and Salafsky 1998, 

Hockings et al. 2006) (Chapter 2). Evaluation theoretical information provides 

guidance for this planning and management of evaluation. However, many aspects 

of the development of such a theory are either formative or absent. 

1.3.10 Practical issues 
There is an absence of guidance information for users on: 1) what variables were 

commonly required for evaluation; and 2) what evaluation methods were 

commonly used. The need for such information was identified by participants to 

the 2003 World Parks Congress (IUCN 2005). The WCPA framework provides 

the best theoretical guidance available to practitioners for the first issue, but it 

does not provide sufficient detail. It advises users to select evaluation indicators 

relative to the management evaluation needs identified at an evaluation criteria 

level of specificity (Figure 1.2). However more specific guidance than this was 

sought by practitioners (IUCN 2005). Such guidance would mean identifying 

more specific categories of variables and this would require a vertical expansion 

of the WCPA framework. For evaluation methods, practitioners were seeking 

information about what was commonly used, and this information was not 

available. 



19 

1.4 ISSUES FOR RESEARCH 

Utilisation focused evaluation is a process which does not advocate any particular 

evaluation content, model, method, theory or use for evaluation information 

(Patton 1997). It relies (in this instance) on protected area managers and external 

stakeholders identifying exactly what variables were required for evaluation. This 

would include knowing what variables were evaluated and what additional 

variables were wanted for evaluation. Part of these requirements would also be 

influenced by what evaluation methods would be used to collect the information 

(Patton 1997). But this information was not available from the literature. This 

absence of information was a source of frustration for practitioners and a gap in 

theoretical knowledge. 

This research therefore focuses on the key issues of identifying what variables 

were required and what evaluation methods were commonly used. These two 

issues are discussed in detail and relative to evaluation theory in Chapter 2 

(Research issues). There were two additional research issues. Because a 

categorisation method was needed before ‘variable’ data could be collected and 

because practitioners needed to know the most important variables to evaluate, 

these were also identified as research issues. Four specific research issues were 

therefore identified for evaluating the management of protected areas. They were:  

1) a method was needed for organising and categorising variables that need to be 

evaluated; 

2) determining what variables (to be evaluated) were used, what were wanted and 

if there were commonly required variables; 

3) determining what evaluation methods were commonly used by protected area 

practitioners; and 

4) determining if there was a core set of variables to be evaluated. 

These issues are discussed in detail in Chapter 2. 
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1.5 RESEARCH AIMS 

The principal research aims derived from these specific research issues were: 

1) To establish a suitable method for categorising the range of variables to be 

evaluated 

2) To identify which variables were being evaluated, what were wanted for 

evaluation and what were required for evaluation 

3) To identify commonly used evaluation methods; and 

4) To identify core variables to be evaluated 

This research contributes to the theory and practice of evaluation of protected area 

management by identifying the range of variables that were required for 

evaluation; a core set of variables to be evaluated; and evaluation methods that 

were commonly used. Such knowledge extends the theoretical information 

available for protected area management effectiveness evaluation. For 

practitioners it provides guidance information for planning, prioritising, and 

organising the management of evaluation of protected areas. The research has 

implications for establishing a universal system for global protected area 

evaluation through the concept of core variables. 

1.6 RESEARCH METHODS 

To determine important evaluation requirements the views of protected area 

management experts were obtained in a series of focus groups. From this initial 

assessment, a categorisation method for variables to be evaluated was developed. 

This in turn provided a basis for a questionnaire to be developed to survey 

protected area practitioners about variables that were evaluated and wanted for the 

methods used and other evaluation requirements. The categorisation method 

identified three new levels of specificity by expanding the WCPA framework to 

recognise evaluation areas, evaluation subjects and evaluation topic categories. 

Selecting from these three levels, the research was completed using the evaluation 

subject level. Three questionnaire surveys were completed. An international 

survey was conducted to identify the evaluation needs of practitioners including 

for low, medium and high Human Development Index (HDI) countries that 

included a range of environmental and management settings. A national survey of 

Australia was completed to help ground (check) part of the international data for a 
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relatively uniform HDI, environmental and management setting. A survey of a 

single protected area (Kosciuszko National Park, Australia) was completed to 

ensure that the scope of the evaluation subjects for a typical single protected area 

was known. This information was then analysed to identify core variables and 

commonly used evaluation methods. 

1.7 KEY ASSUMPTIONS 

This research assumes that there is a broadly consistent set of values for people 

working in protected area management in different organisations and in different 

countries. This assumption is based on the internationalisation (consensus) of a 

concept for protected areas (IUCN 1994, SCB 2001, IUCN 2004c, 2005a). It is 

also based on the consistency of agreed standards and objectives for protected 

area management achieved through the IUCN management best practice series; 

through the international literature; and, through debates and discussions at 

international conventions and conferences. The research also assumes that 

completing management evaluation leads to better decision making and therefore 

achieves improved conservation. There is also an assumption that not all 

practitioners will value evaluation. 

1.8 THESIS STRUCTURE AND OUTLINE 

This thesis has been divided into three major sections: 1) research issues and 

categorisation; 2) data collection; and 3) core subjects and commonly used 

methods. It includes a total of 10 chapters and has supporting appendices. 

SECTION ONE: RESEARCH ISSUES AND CATEGORISATION 

Chapter 1 Introduction 
The introduction includes a short overview of protected areas including their 

history, extent, purpose and function. How they are managed is discussed 

including evaluating the effectiveness of the management and the role of the 

WCPA evaluation framework. Issues for research are introduced, and the research 

aims described. 

Chapter 2 Research issues 
The literature on evaluation, including protected area management evaluation, is 

reviewed and detailed background to the research issues identified by the thesis is 

presented. 



22 

Chapter 3 Expert input 
Three focus groups of senior managers, senior executives and external 

stakeholders from around the world were held to identify what the evaluation 

needs of protected area agencies and other stakeholders were. The results are 

discussed and the implications for this research identified. 

Chapter 4 A categorisation method 
Based on the results from the focus groups, and a review of evaluation literature, 

the WCPA framework was expanded to establish a method for categorising 

variables to be evaluated. The framework was expanded horizontally to recognise 

three new evaluation criteria and vertically to recognise three new (increasingly 

specific) evaluation categories (evaluation area, evaluation subject and evaluation 

topic). 

SECTION TWO: DATA COLLECTION  

Chapter 5 The questionnaire 
A questionnaire was developed to collect data on the range of variables that were 

evaluated; what people wanted to evaluate; and what evaluation methods were 

commonly used. 

Chapter 6 International survey 
Chapter six reports on the findings of the survey of 97 protected area managers 

and external stakeholders from 38 nations and Taiwan. The category, ‘evaluation 

subjects’ was selected as the optimum level for collecting and analysing the 

variables data for this research, and these data were analysed to determine 

commonly required evaluation subjects. Commonly used evaluation methods 

were identified. 

Chapter 7 Australia survey 
The chapter reports on the findings of the survey of 46 protected area managers 

and external stakeholders associated with protected areas in a single country. 

These data were also analysed to determine commonly required evaluation 

subjects and commonly used evaluation methods. 

Chapter 8 Kosciuszko National Park survey 
The Park chapter reports on the findings of a survey of 35 protected area 

managers and external stakeholders associated with Kosciuszko National Park. 

These data were also analysed to determine commonly required evaluation 

subjects and commonly used evaluation methods. 
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SECTION THREE: CORE SUBJECTS AND COMMONLY USED METHODS 

Chapter 9 Most common to core 
This chapter compares commonly required evaluation subject data obtained from 

the three surveys, and identifies 30 core subjects from a range of 251 evaluation 

subjects-required. 

Chapter 10 Discussion and conclusion 
The final chapter discusses the key research findings including the expanded-

WCPA framework categorisation method; the evaluation subjects used, wanted 

and required; the types of evaluation methods commonly used; and the set of core 

subjects. It discusses the implications of the results and future directions for 

research. 

SECTION FOUR: APPENDICES 
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CHAPTER 2 RESEARCH ISSUES 

2.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapter 1 provided an introduction and overview for this thesis highlighting the 

importance of its research issues and its four aims. Chapter 2 provides a review of 

the evaluation literature (Part A) and a more detailed discussion of the research 

issues underlying the aims (Part B). A context for evaluation subjects and 

evaluation methods in evaluation theory is established. Part A reviews 

contemporary evaluation theory and aspects of its historical development and 

identifies a number of epistemological contexts and paradigms for the 

effectiveness evaluation of protected area management. Protected area 

management evaluation is a type of program evaluation and it is reviewed 

including: its principal purpose; the forms it can take; the framework in which it is 

commonly used; and the process used for conducting the evaluations. The review 

confirmed that theoretical information about commonly required evaluation 

variables and commonly used evaluation methods were needed, but absent. Part B 

describes, in more detail, how the aims of this thesis respond to these gaps in 

knowledge. 

PART A: EVALUATION THEORY AND PROTECTED 
AREA MANAGEMENT EVALUATION 

2.2 EVALUATION 
Evaluation is about social inquiry, social accountability and fiscal inquiry (Alkin 

2004a). It is about determining merit or worth (Chelimsky and Shadish 1997), and 

it is undergirded by the seminal work of many evaluation theorists, particularly 

since the 1970’s (Alkin 2004a). Evaluation deals with many matters; ‘It is 

possible to evaluate anything, including evaluation itself’ (Scriven cited in 

Chelimsky, 1997), and the concept and theories of evaluation help guide what 

people are going to evaluate and how they are going to do it. 

 

The epistemological and ontological background to evaluation theory and practice 

provide different contexts for the use of evaluation as a tool in managing protected 

areas. They influence the ways in which protected area evaluation is defined and 

conducted and the ways in which evaluation data are collected and used. 
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Improvements to evaluation theory and practice stem from understanding these 

contexts. 

2.2.1 Summative, formative and ascriptive evaluations 
In a typical cycle of management conducted for protected areas (Figure 1.1), 

summative evaluations aim to establish the effectiveness of a program; formative 

evaluations aim to form, shape and improve a program (Scriven 1993); and, 

ascriptive evaluations evaluate programs as a concept (independent of the process 

of conducting the program) (Scriven 2004). These evaluation types are 

undergirded by different research paradigms, with contemporary effectiveness 

evaluation being based on more than one paradigm (Patton 1997). 

Theoretical traditions 
Contemporary summative evaluations (Scriven 1993, 1997, 2004) are typically 

based on a quantitative-experimental paradigm, conducted in a post-positivist 

philosophical and epistemological setting (Patton 2002, Shadish and Luellen 

2004). A post-positivist paradigm recognises that: 1) discretionary judgements are 

made; 2) that knowledge is embedded in historically specific paradigms and is 

relative (not absolute); 3) that research methods are imperfect; and 4) that both 

qualitative and quantitative methods are needed to generate and test theory (Patton 

2002). 

 

Formative evaluations (Scriven 1993, 1997, 2004), in contrast, are commonly 

qualitative and are undergirded by the philosophical tenets of phenomenology 

(how people make sense of experience and transform this into consciousness, both 

individually and as shared meaning) (Patton 1997, 2002). They use methods 

which may be based on naturalistic inquiry (studies of the real world as it unfolds) 

and detailed descriptive methods which involve people described as case study; 

introspection; interview; and personal experience methods (Patton 1997, 2002; 

Denzin and Lincoln 2004). These paradigms undergird what is accepted as 

knowledge. It is the basis for which evaluation and the findings of evaluation are 

used in society.  

 

However, there is still not complete agreement for these different paradigms. 

Some quantitative (positivist) theorists do not fully accept qualitative research 

paradigms (Denzin and Lincoln 2004). Some qualitative researchers do not accept 
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the post-positivistic research paradigm (Denzin and Lincoln 2004). These 

methodological and philosophical differences identify a continuation of an intense 

debate by researchers over many years, known as the ‘paradigms’ debate. 

The qualitative-quantitative paradigms debate 
Before the 1960’s, there was a pro-positivist dominance in evaluation research. 

Advocates of this paradigm employed a hypothetico-deductive (quantitative) 

experimental methodology. It was seen as being ‘objective’ and the only true 

evaluation method or ‘true science’ (Rossi and Freeman 1993, Patton 1997, 2002). 

This perceived dominance was challenged by advocates of a qualitative approach 

(and others), and the ensuing (often) controversial exchanges have been described 

as a ‘methodological paradigms war’ (Patton 2002) or the ‘qualitative versus 

quantitative debate’ (Patton 1997, Alkin 2004, Lincoln and Guba 2004, Denzin 

and Lincoln 2004). The epistemological debate was centred on the nature of 

reality and knowledge, and on two competing paradigms (Patton 2002). A 

summary of the emphasis of each paradigm is provided (Table 2.1). 

 
Table 2.1 Summary of emphasis, quantitative and qualitative methods (Patton 1997) 
 Quantitative Qualitative 
Purpose Summative Formative 
Measurement Quantitative data Qualitative data 
Design Experimental design Naturalistic inquiry 
Researcher stance Objectivity Subjectivity 
Inquiry mode Deduction Induction 
Conceptualisation Independent and dependent 

variables 
Holistic interdependent system 

Relationships Distance, detachment Closeness, involvement 
Approach to study of 
change 

Pre-post measures, time series, 
static portrayals at discrete 
points in time 

Process-oriented, evolving, 
capturing ongoing dynamism 

Relationship to prior 
knowledge 
Sampling 

Confirmatory, hypothesis 
testing 
Random, probabilistic 

Exploratory, hypothesis 
generating 
Purposeful, key informants 

Primary approach to 
variations 

Quantitative differences on 
uniform, standardised variables  

Qualitative differences, 
uniqueness` 

Analysis Descriptive and inferential 
statistics 

Case studies, content, pattern 
analysis 

Types of statements Generalisations Context-bound 
Contribution to theory Validating theoretical 

propositions from scientific 
literature 

Grounded theory 

Goals Truth, scientific acceptance Understanding, perspective 
 

The debate ensured that the strengths and weaknesses of both paradigms were 

exposed and helped develop awareness that both approaches were necessary for 

effective evaluation (Lincoln and Guba 2004). The intensive debate is now mostly 

seen as being part of the heritage of qualitative inquiry (Patton 2002, House 
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2004b). Different theorists have influenced each other, and some theoretical views 

and conceptions were seen to ‘accrete’ (Alkin 2004c). A broad methodological 

approach is now used for evaluation including acceptance of qualitative, 

quantitative and mixed approaches (Datta 2006). However there are some serious 

vestiges of the qualitative-quantitative debate that still prevail (Denzin and 

Lincoln 2004), with some theorists believing that the ‘truce’ may be impacted by 

continuing concerns for issues such as causality, performance assessment and 

accountability (Datta 2006). 

Contemporary position 
Many contemporary theorists however agree with the following epistemological 

aspects of evaluation (Shadish et al. 1991): 

• Epistemology and methodology are essential topics in evaluation; 

• All theorists postulate a real world; 

• Logical positivism is an inadequate epistemology; 

• Program evaluation is an empirical endeavour in a social science tradition; 

• Knowledge of many different kinds (causation, generalisation, description) 

must be constructed in most evaluations; 

• All methods are fallible; and 

• Multiple studies are preferred to single studies for constructing knowledge. 

Given this position, supplementary theoretical differences of emphasis were 

identified by evaluation theorists, including the more specific theoretical basis for 

this research. 

2.2.2 Three branches of evaluation  
Alkin (2004a) stated that all evaluation has roots in social science research 

methodology and accountability, including social accountability, fiscal control 

and social inquiry. Using a diagrammatic tree metaphor, Alkin and Christie 

(2004ab) argued that evaluation theories can be conceptually classified into three 

branches distinguished by their relative emphasis on: 1) the methods used to 

conduct evaluation; 2) valuing; and 3) the use or utilisation for the evaluation. 

Each branch is dominated by a group of theorists. Alkin and Christie (2004a) 

suggest that there are multiple acceptable ways to conduct evaluations. The 

concepts on which the three branches of evaluation categorisation are based are 

presented in order to clarify the options available in undertaking management 

evaluation. Protected area management evaluation, and consequently the research 
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for this thesis, is (dominantly) located within the utilisation-focused branch of 

evaluation theory tree (Patton 1997).  

Methods 
The methods branch of the evaluation theory tree deals with evaluation as 

research, and is dominated by knowledge construction (Alkin and Christie 2004a). 

The purpose of knowledge construction is to improve understanding about the 

factors underlying public problems and the fit between the factors and solutions 

planned and the theory of implementation (Chelimsky 1997). Prominent theorists 

(Alkin and Christie 2004a) and some of their research into methods include 

Campbell and Stanley (1963), Cook and Campbell (1979), Cronbach et al. (1981), 

Chen and Rossi (1987), Chen (1990), Shadish, Cook and Leviton (1991), Rossi 

and Freeman (1993), and Weiss (1998). Contemporary knowledge construction is 

often undergirded by a post positivist paradigm. 

Valuing 
The valuing branch emphasises the role of the evaluator in making judgements 

including placing socially constructed value on data (Alkin 2004a). It was found 

to be impossible to make choices in the political world of social programming 

without values being a part of choices about evaluative criteria, performance 

standards or criteria weightings (Shadish et al. 1991). Some theorists (Alkin and 

Christie 2004a) actively involved in this area of evaluation (and their research) 

include Scriven (1993), Guba and Lincoln (1989), Stake (2004ab) and House 

(1980, 2004ab). Theoretical considerations for values (Shadish et al. 1991) state 

that evaluations cannot be value-free and inputs from multiple stakeholders 

increase the chances that all (or most) relevant value perspectives will be 

included. 

Use 
The third branch focuses on the way in which evaluation information will be used, 

and on those who will use the information (Alkin and Christie 2004a). 

Researchers identified that active steps were needed to increase the use of 

evaluation findings (Shadish et al. 1991). Researchers working in this area (Alkin 

and Christie 2004a) included Stufflebeam (1983), Patton (1997), Owen and 

Rogers (1999), and Alkin (2004b). Theoretical considerations for use and practice 

(Shadish et al. 1991) included: 
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• There are many kinds of use of evaluation information including instrumental 

and conceptual use; 

• Short term use is more compelling for resourcing; 

• Evaluations rarely determine decisions instrumentally, but increased 

awareness influences change over time; 

• Evaluations were typically conducted under time and resource constraints; and 

• Evaluators must take active steps to facilitate the use of evaluation 

information. 

2.2.3 Defining evaluation 
There are many definitions of evaluation (Mark et al. 2006). Epistemological 

differences, two paradigms undergirding evaluation theory, and differences in 

emphasis by theorists help explain this variation. Some of these definitions are 

presented in Figure 2.1. 

 
‘Evaluation is about judging merit. Someone is assessing a phenomenon (a person, a thing, an 

idea) against some defined yardstick’ (Weiss 1998).  

‘Evaluations examine and judge the processes and outcomes aimed at understanding and 

improving societal problems’ (Patton 2002).  

‘Evaluation is a type of disciplined inquiry undertaken to determine the value (merit and/or worth) 

of some entity – the evaluand – such as a treatment, program, facility, performance, and the like – 

in order to improve or refine the evaluand (formative evaluation) or to assess its impact 

(summative evaluation)’. (Lincoln and Guba 1986 cited in Mark et al, 2006). 

‘Evaluation is the systematic assessment of the operation and/or outcomes of a program or policy, 

compared to explicit or implicit standards, in order to contribute to the improvement of a program 

or policy’ (Weiss 1998).  

‘Evaluation is the process of determining the merit, worth, or value of something (or the product, 

or the process)’ (Scriven 1991). 

‘Evaluation is the judgement of performance against some predetermined criteria (usually a set of 

standards or objectives)’ (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006) 

Figure 2.1 Different definitions of evaluation 
 
The ultimate goal of evaluation has been described by Mark et al. (2000) as 

‘social betterment, to which evaluation can contribute by assisting democratic 

institutions to better select, oversee, improve and make sense of social programs 

and policies’. Program evaluation forms one aspect of evaluation. 
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2.3 PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Social science evaluation covers a range of evaluation fields including program 

evaluation, product evaluation, personnel evaluation, policy evaluation, 

performance evaluation, proposal evaluation, and meta-evaluation (the evaluation 

of evaluations) (Shadish et al. 1991; Scriven 1993, 2004). Two (similar) 

definitions of a program are: 1) ‘a standing arrangement that provides a social 

service’ (Cronbach et al. 1981) and 2) ‘a structured intervention which improves 

the well-being of people’ (Weiss 1998). Programs vary in their characteristics, 

such as size, scope, duration and goals and are simply ways of getting things done 

(Scriven 1993). Thus protected area management is considered to be a program. 

The evaluation of a program (program evaluation) is defined as: 
‘the systematic collection of information about the activities, characteristics and outcomes of 

programs to make judgements about the program, improve program effectiveness, and/or inform 

decisions about future programming’ (Patton 1997). 

Theorists agree that evaluation should ameliorate social problems (Cronbach et al. 

1981, Shadish et al. 1991, Weiss 2004) and that social programs (including 

evaluation) exist in a political and organisational context, and evaluation is an 

omnipresent political activity (Cronbach et al, 1981, Shadish et al. 1991, 

O’Faircheallaigh 1992, Weiss 1998). Program evaluation may also include as sub-

programs: project evaluation; personnel evaluation; product evaluation and 

proposal evaluations (Scriven 1993). 

2.3.1 Forms of program evaluation 
Protected area management is a social program and evaluation is an integral part 

of its operation. A conceptual classification for program evaluation was developed 

by Owen and Rogers (1999) and Owen (2004, 2006) who recognised five forms 

of evaluation, each of which identified a unique set of evaluation knowledge 

products. They were: 

1) Proactive evaluation (which takes place before a program is designed to assist 

planners in order to make decisions about what type of program is needed); 

2) Clarificative evaluation (which concentrates on identifying the internal 

structure and functioning of a program); 

3) Interactive evaluation (which provides information about the delivery or 

implementation of a program); 
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4) Monitoring evaluation (which is appropriate when a program is well 

established and on-going); and 

5) Impact evaluation (which assesses the impact of a long standing program). 

Each form may have a number of different evaluation methods which are used to 

conduct the evaluation; with, each form having a particular focus. These five 

theoretical ‘forms’ also help identify different purposes of program evaluation 

with the purpose being directly linked to the use of evaluation and the utilisation 

of evaluation findings.  

2.4 THE PURPOSE OF PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Mark et al. (2000) state that evaluation exists to improve the way that programs 

function by providing information to advance social betterment. More 

specifically, researchers Patton (1997, 2002) and Chelimsky (1997, 2006) 

recognise three overall purposes for program evaluation: 

1) for knowledge (knowledge for the sake of knowledge and for generating 

understanding and explanation);  

2) for improvement (which includes the strengthening of organisations and 

improvement of management performance, and program improvement); and 

3) for judgement-accountability, including the overall merit (intrinsic value), 

worth (extrinsic value) or value of a program (such as determining whether an 

organisation is meeting its obligations to an entity such as a government, the 

public, or to a donor, such as value for money, costs, and efficiency evaluations). 

The primary purposes for program evaluation are therefore to gather information 

that is useful and that is used for the improvement of programs (Mark et al. 2000, 

Alkin 2004b, Preskill 2004) and the advancement of science (Patton 2002). 

Governments (particularly western democracies) for example utilise evaluation 

information for evidence-based policy and practice and for improving 

management (Davies et al. 2006). 

 

For the field of conservation management, the Foundations of Success (FOS), a 

Non Government Organisation, conducted more specific work on the origins and 

purpose of conservation evaluation (FOS 2004). They based their research on the 

work of Mark, Henry and Julnes (2000). Mark et al. (2000) had identified four 

purposes of evaluation including 1) accountability and oversight (e.g. summary 

indicators of program performance); 2) knowledge development (e.g. evidence 
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which adds to or challenges existing knowledge); 3) program and organisational 

improvement (e.g. information which demonstrates how process changes can 

improve outcomes); and 4) assessment of merit or worth (e.g. the information 

motivates change by an audience external to the program) (Mark et al. 2000, 

Henry 2006). These purposes were similar to those identified by Chelimski (1997) 

and Patton (1997). Foundations of Success supported these findings, but further 

refined them for conservation management (FOS 2004) to achieve a focus on 

biodiversity conservation. The four purposes of evaluation for conservation 

management (including protected area management) they identified were (FOS 

2004): 

1) Basic research which obtains evaluation information for knowledge purposes; 

2) Status assessment which obtains evaluation information to determine the 

condition, status and potential threats to biodiversity and other natural and cultural 

phenomena at a particular point in time. The evaluations are not linked to any 

specific intervention; 

3) Effectiveness measurement which obtains evaluation information to assess 

specific interventions to determine if they have had the intended effect. It includes 

impact (outcome) assessments and adaptive management (Terminology p.xxv); 

and 

4) Accounting and certification, which is conducted to determine if an 

organisation or program is meeting its obligations to donors, the public, 

governments or some other organisation. It is evaluation to assess performance 

against externally imposed standards (accounting) or self-imposed standards 

(certification). 

A single evaluation may have more than one purpose (Mark et al. 2000). The 

purpose of an evaluation directly influences the methods used to conduct the 

evaluation (Mark et al. 2000, Alkin 2004b) and conditions the use that can be 

expected of it (Chelimsky 1997). Evaluation frameworks help to organise these 

different purposes (FOS 2004).  

2.5 EVALUATION FRAMEWORKS 

Evaluation frameworks portray or organise (often visually) concepts or sets of 

evaluation relationships (FOS 2004). They help to differentiate and structure 

different forms of evaluation including evaluations conducted for different 

purposes. They are not evaluation methods as they contain no guidance 
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information (FOS 2004), but they do specify the management elements to be 

considered in an evaluation of a program (FOS 2004). They are distinguished 

from conceptual evaluation frameworks such as the Pressure-State-Response 

conceptual framework of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and 

Development (OECD) (OECD 2003, FOS 2004), which are defined as models 

depicting generalised cause and effect relationships. Evaluation frameworks 

provide guidance for what should be evaluated and may also be used to help 

identify evaluation indicators (FOS 2004, Hockings et al, 2006). They may apply 

to an entire program (such as the WCPA framework for protected areas (Hockings 

et al. 2000, 2006) or parts of a program. For example, visitor impact management 

frameworks are used to assess and report on visitor use of protected areas (Moore 

et al. 2003). 

 

Because frameworks help recognise what is being evaluated, the (detailed) 

purpose of the evaluation and its relationship to the process of management, there 

was potential for adopting or modifying a framework to serve as a method for 

categorising variables to be evaluated. Five evaluation frameworks used for 

conservation programs were considered. 

2.5.1 The CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) model 
This widely applied framework has been used for formative and summative 

evaluations for programs and for other types of evaluands (such as products and 

personnel) (Stufflebeam 1983, 2004). It is used in internal evaluations, project 

team evaluations, or mandated external evaluations and it is ‘use focused’ (Alkin 

and Christie 2004ab). The model facilitates the role of evaluation in strengthening 

and improving enterprises. It focuses on four aspects of evaluation (Stufflebeam 

1983, 2004): 

1) Context evaluations to assess ‘needs, problems, assets, and opportunities to 

help decision makers define goals and priorities and help the broader groups of 

users judge goals, priorities and outcomes’ (It asks the questions: What needs to 

be done? and, Were important needs addressed? 

2) Input evaluations to assess and judge action plans, staffing plans and budgets 

(for feasibility and cost-effectiveness). (It asks the questions: How should it be 

done? and, Was the effort guided by a defensible design and budget? 
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3) Process evaluations to assess the implementation of plans to help staff carry out 

activities, and later to help ‘users judge program performance and interpret 

outcomes’ (It asks the questions: Is it being done? and, Was the service design 

executed competently and modified as needed?) 

4) Product evaluations to assess outcomes to help ‘users gauge the effort’s success 

in meeting targeted needs’ (It asks the questions: Is it succeeding? and Did the 

effort succeed?). 

The evaluation information obtained is focused on the decision making process, 

and is used in an integrated way to assess programs. It is used as a continual 

stream of information to assist decision makers (Alkin and Christie 2004a). 

2.5.2 Logical framework (Logframe) 
The Logical Framework (LFA) approach (Logframe) was developed by Practical 

Concepts Inc in 1969 for the United States of America Agency for International 

Development (CIDA 2007b) to provide a structure for identifying a program’s 

goals, and objectives, the activities needed to achieve them, and the measures 

needed for identifying progress (FOS 2004). It has been used extensively for 

environmental projects by international development agencies. The Logframe is a 

matrix which identifies, in four columns: 1) project goals, purpose, outputs and 

inputs; 2) verifiable indicators for the goals; 3) the means for verification, and 4) 

important assumptions (World Bank no date). It uses an underlying assumption 

that change occurs in a linear, logical process (FOS 2004). 

2.5.3 Project cycle management framework 
In project cycle management, evaluation is fully integrated into the cycle of 

management (IUCN 2000, FOS 2004) (Figure 1.2) and indicators of success were 

linked to program goals, objectives and activities (FOS 2004). Most project 

cycles, including the project cycle used by the WCPA (Hockings et al. 2000, 

2006) include at least planning, implementation and monitoring in the framework, 

and others include the context in which the interventions take place (FOS 2004, 

IUCN 2000). 

2.5.4 Results Based Management 
The results based management approach to monitoring and evaluation (FOS 2004, 

AGC 2007, CIDA, 2007a) has been defined by the Canadian Government as:  
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‘a comprehensive, life cycle approach to management that integrates strategy, people, resources, 

processes, and measurements to improve decision making, transparency and accountability. The 

approach focuses on achieving outcomes, implementing performance measurement, learning and 

changing, and reporting performance’ (TBC 2007).  

It is a framework commonly used by multi lateral development agencies and 

national level environmental organisations (FOS 2004) which uses a 

developmental results chain of ‘inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact’ 

(CIDA 2007a). The approach has been criticised for its focus on results and lack 

of attention to improving management processes (FOS 2004). 

2.5.5 The WCPA framework  
The WCPA framework (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006) focuses on evaluation of 

protected area management and has been based on the work of an IUCN task 

force led by Dr Marc Hockings. It sought to establish a consistent approach to 

evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management. The framework is 

based on theoretical principles and a management cycle for protected areas which 

includes six main assessment elements responding to formative and summative 

evaluation questions (Figure 1.1). The six elements reflect three major themes of 

protected area program management evaluation: 1) design and planning; 2) 

adequacy and appropriateness; and 3) delivery (Figure 1.1). 

In comparison to the more generally applicable CIPP model (Stuffelbeam 2004), 

and other frameworks, the WCPA framework has been purpose designed for the 

evaluation of the effectiveness of management of protected areas. The WCPA 

framework includes aspects of the CIPP model, but identifies additional 

management considerations including planning and outputs. It responds to the 

linear evaluation process issue of the Logframe framework by being based on a 

cycle of management and by using an iterative (and integrated) approach to 

evaluation. It provides a comprehensive and integrated approach in contrast to 

approaches such as the WWF/CATIE method which target major evaluation 

variables (Cifuentes et al. 2000) and checklists (Mackinnon et al. 1986). The six 

elements of the WCPA framework (Figures 1.1, 1.2) are described in detail here 

(Hockings et al. 2000, 2006): 

1) Context which evaluates the natural, cultural, social, and economic values, the 

significance of values, threats, vulnerability and policy; 

2) Planning which evaluates objectives, legal status, site design, system design 

and status of planning; 
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3) Inputs which evaluates resources available for management including staff, 

finances, infrastructure, and communication and information; 

4) Process which evaluates operational planning, operational systems and 

practices, research, and monitoring and assessment; 

5) Outputs which evaluates the results of management actions, the services and 

products provided and the extent of actions completed; and 

6) Outcomes which assess the results of management relative to planned 

objectives. 

 

The framework has been formally adopted by the IUCN WCPA as part of its best 

practice guidelines (Hockings et al. 2000); by the Secretariat of the Biodiversity 

Convention for their Action Plan (Dudley et al. 2005); and has been adapted for 

use for a number of evaluation methods including: 1) RAPPAM (Ervin 2003a); 2) 

Enhancing our Heritage (Stolton et al. 2006); 3) the World Bank/ WWF site level 

management effectiveness tracking tool (Stolton et al. 2003); and 4) State of the 

Parks reporting, such as for Finland (Gilligan et al. 2005) and New South Wales 

Australia (DEC 2004c). 

2.5.6 Use of the WCPA framework by this research 
The WCPA framework has been used by this research. It provides a 

comprehensive framework for organising variables to be evaluated. The 

framework is use and user focused; it includes formative and summative 

evaluation requirements; and helps integrate qualitative and quantitative methods 

used for the collection of evaluation data. It has been specifically designed for the 

effectiveness evaluation of the management of protected areas, and since its 

official release in 2000 (Hockings et al. 2000), it has been widely accepted 

internationally as the principal evaluation framework for protected area 

management (Hockings et al. 2006). It has been used by this research in response 

to the principal research issues identified by this thesis in Sections 2.7 and 2.8. 

2.6 CONDUCTING PROGRAM EVALUATION 

2.6.1 Utilisation focused evaluation 
Utilisation focused evaluation is a methodological approach to program 

evaluation. It focuses on evaluation which is managed in conjunction with the 

primary users of evaluation and in a context of the intended use of the evaluation 



38 

information (Patton 1997). It is defined as ‘evaluation done for and with specific 

intended primary users for specific, intended uses’ (Patton 1997). It is a process of 

evaluation which may use all or many of the above theoretical approaches and 

many different qualitative/quantitative evaluation methods (Patton 1997). It 

focuses on how evaluation will be used and what users want. Whilst there are 

differences of emphasis by use-focused theorists on the role of the evaluator (as 

either an advisor or as an expert guide) (Patton 1997, Alkin 2004b), the focus of 

this research is guided by use focused evaluation theory and the definition 

provided by Patton (1997). It is practical and centred on users, and what they 

require for protected area management effectiveness evaluation. The approach has 

broad acceptance by evaluation specialists and by users (Datta 2006). It is a focus 

for protected area management that is reinforced by the literature (e.g. Douglas 

1994, Schmitt and Sallee 2002, Biggs and Rogers 2003). 

2.6.2 Evaluation requirements for protected area management 
Evaluation theory identifies a number of requirements for undertaking evaluation 

of protected area management in countries around the world. It includes (for 

example) being explicit about assumptions made (Margulois and Salafsky 1998, 

FOS 2004) and some of these requirements are briefly described. 

Shared values 
There is an implicit assumption made by researchers that there is a world view for 

protected area management, and that protected area practitioners world wide have 

similar values. This assumption holds true for concepts such as globally accepted 

definitions of protected areas (IUCN 1994, SCB 2001), and global protected area 

management best principles and practice (Lockwood et al. 2006). For other issues, 

such as the new paradigm for protected area management, there is not always 

consensus (Chapter 1) (Phillips 2003, Locke and Deardon, 2005). 

Professional standards 
Professional standards have been established by the American Evaluation 

Association to guide the selection of evaluation methods (Patton 1997). These 

reflect, in part, the situational needs which influence the choice of methods used. 

They include: appropriateness, utility, practicality, accuracy, propriety, credibility, 

and relevance. Use focused evaluations need to consider the degree and nature of 

participation of stakeholders. Understanding the history and social context of a 

program is also important prior to evaluation (Stake 2004b). A program’s 
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philosophy may be phenomenological (how humans make sense of experience 

and transform it to meaning); participatory (involvement of the perspectives of 

others); instrumental (use focused); or, in the pursuit of accountability (social 

accountability and accountability to different publics) (Patton 2002, Alkin 2004a, 

Stake 2004b). The evaluation methods used need to fit these situational contexts. 

Professional conduct 
In addition to situational needs, Chelimsky (1997) identifies the following 

professional evaluator attributes needed for conducting evaluation. She states that 

an evaluator needs: 

• A healthy scepticism about conventional wisdom; 

• Meticulous measurement of achievements; 

• Persistence in getting the information out; and 

• Commitment to improvement based on evaluation information. 

Validity and reliability 
Concepts such as validity (the extent to which an indicator measures what you 

want to measure) and reliability (the extent to which repeated efforts to measure 

the same phenomenon come up with the same answer) are essential considerations 

in a process of conducting program evaluation (Scriven 1991, Weiss 1998). 

Staff time and costs 
The commitment of staff time and costs is a key factor in conducting evaluations. 

Most protected area organisations have scarce resources available to achieve the 

required protected area management tasks, including evaluation. If evaluation is 

poorly managed including poor systems; lack of training; absence of clarity for 

what is required; duplication of effort; and start and stop management of 

evaluation tasks, then precious staff time will be wasted, and this will be costly for 

organisations. 

Data management 
Systems for storing and using evaluation information need to be an integral part of 

protected area management. Systems need to have the capacity to integrate 

information from different evaluation sources and to respond to the dynamic 

information needs of users (Sallens 2006). Arrangements for ensuring people have 

the skills to manage these systems also need to be in place. 
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2.6.3 Conducting program evaluation 
Hockings et al. (2006) describe an implementation process for evaluation as part 

of their WCPA framework document. It is protected area management and use 

focused, having been developed: from Hockings’ action research on protected 

area management evaluation (Hockings 2002); from experience in implementing 

an evaluation method for World Heritage Areas (Stolton et al. 2006); from 

experience in developing state of the parks reporting for New South Wales 

Australia (DEC 2004); and from six years of experience in implementing the 

WCPA framework. It is based on theoretical concepts for evaluation and guidance 

from other established procedures used for conducting evaluations such as World 

Heritage evaluation (UNESCO 2002). The process recognises four phases 

(Hockings et al. 2006): 1) define objectives; 2) choose or develop a methodology; 

3) implement the assessment; and 4) analyse and communicate the results (Figure 

2.2). 

 
 
Phase One: Define the assessment objectives 

• Clarify the purpose of the assessment 
• Determine the scope of the assessment (scale and frequency) 
• Agree capacity and level of assessment 

 
Phase two: Choose or develop a methodology and plan an assessment process 

• Choose or develop an overall methodology 
• Decide how to conduct the assessment and who to involve 
• Develop a plan or Terms of Reference for the assessment process and for analysing, 

communicating and implementing the results 
 
Phase three: Implement the assessment 

• Gain approval and support for the assessment plan 
• Carry out the assessment 
• Collect information [from variables to be evaluated] 
• Conduct consultations 

 
Phase four: Analyse, communicate and implement the results 

• Analyse results and develop recommendations 
• Implement recommendations for improved management 
• Report results 

 
Figure 2.2 A process for conducting protected area management effectiveness evaluation 
(after Hockings et al. 2006). Bold text identified the focus of this research.  
 

An absence of theoretical information 

Variables to be evaluated 

Hockings et al. (2006) identify that evaluation information needs to be obtained 

and that evaluation indicators need to be carefully chosen. Identifying what 
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variable should be evaluated prior to selecting indicators is not described but it is 

implicit. This is probably a phase one task (Figure 2.2). In addition, the WCPA 

framework does not attempt to identify indicators, but as part of the assessment 

process, and explanatory information, it provides some examples of indicators that 

could be used. Some evaluation methods such as WWF/CATIE (Cifuentes 2000) 

and RAPPAM (Ervin 2003) identify variables to be evaluated, however, they may 

not be what are required by practitioners. Understanding what is commonly 

evaluated could provide guidance for practitioners at this stage in implementing 

the evaluation process. It is a gap in knowledge and an issue that could be 

researched. 

Evaluation methods 

The process defined by Hockings et al. (2006) identifies that the choice of 

evaluation methods is situational. Some guidance is provided through case study 

examples of commonly used evaluation methods. However, more specific 

guidance on what methods could be used is sought by protected area management 

practitioners (IUCN 2005a). Knowledge of commonly used evaluation methods 

would provide such advice, but this is not available in the literature. This gap in 

knowledge is identified as an issue for this research. 

PART B RESEARCH ISSUES 

2.7 WHAT VARIABLES ARE EVALUATED? 

Variables to be evaluated are part of the evaluation vernacular for protected area 

management practitioners and theorists. These variables are commonly discussed 

in decision making about evaluation management, and in particular about the 

selection of evaluation indicators. However we do not know what variables are 

commonly evaluated for protected areas at a global, national or even at an 

individual protected area level. In addition, we do not know the range or scope of 

what is evaluated, or even if there is a core set of variables to be evaluated. Core 

variables are commonly required variables (Terminology p.xxv). They are very 

important for effective protected area management and have high potential for use 

by global evaluation initiatives such as the action plan of the Convention on 

Biological Diversity (Dudley et al. 2005). In the process of conducting 

evaluations (Figure 2.2) identifying what is to be evaluated is a part of the process 

of implementing evaluation and comes before identifying evaluation indicators. 
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2.7.1 Variables to be evaluated 
In managing evaluation a variable is either evaluated or it is not. This contrasts to 

evaluation methods and evaluation indicators which are subject to the situational 

needs of users. They may or may not be used. Different evaluation indicators (for 

example) may provide evaluation information from a single variable at a protected 

area site level, protected area level, and at a whole of organisation level. Different 

methods may be used to collect the information at these different levels. Thus the 

constant status of variables has important theoretical and practical ramifications. If 

commonly required variables were known, it could help researchers and 

organisations: 1) prioritise what evaluation information was required and where it 

was needed; 2) select what evaluation methods and evaluation indicators were 

needed; 3) determine what indicators should be scalable (indicators where the 

information collected just once provides information for multiple different levels 

within an organisation); and 4) prioritise evaluation management support systems 

of organisations (such as software, data storage, data exchange protocols, training 

and other support needs). 

 

Most protected area management organisations were aware they needed to 

manage effectively and that evaluation was an essential part of this process (IUCN 

2005, Hockings et al. 2006). But how do they establish priorities from amongst 

the range of variables to be evaluated? Researchers have shown that practitioners 

will usually select more variables than what is practical to evaluate (Dahl-Tacconi 

2006). If there was information on what variables were commonly evaluated, it 

could assist organisations to prioritise their evaluation programs. 

 

What is actually evaluated? The literature provides some insight for this question. 

Using research on evaluation methods completed by Hockings (2000) (to avoid 

duplication of effort), and the comprehensive Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation 

of Protected Area Management (RAPPAM) evaluation method (Ervin 2003a), 335 

different variables were identified (Appendix 2.1). They were found across all six 

evaluation elements of the WCPA framework (Figure 1.2). They were identified 

by researchers who compiled the evaluation methods and this does not necessarily 

reflect the needs of users. They did demonstrate, however, that a very large 

number of variables could be evaluated. 
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Evaluation indicators and variables to be evaluated 
Many practitioners and theorists attempt to prioritise and manage evaluation using 

evaluation indicators, and some have identified the generic evaluation indicator(s) 

(e.g. Montreal Process 2006, Williams et al. 2001, Jones 2004, FOS 2004). This is 

difficult and some guidelines have been prepared such as those for conservation 

project management (Margoluis and Salafsky 1998). Others identify that the 

selection of indicators is situational and that universal indicators are problematic 

(e.g. Leverington and Hockings 2004, Dahl-Tacconi 2006, Hockings et al. 2006). 

However, the Foundations of Success view that there has been insufficient work 

by conservation management researchers on standardising evaluation indicators in 

a manner similar to other professional fields such as for public health (FOS 2004). 

They state: 
‘The primary appeal to these types of indicator standardisation efforts is that they provide 

guidance on key variables to monitor, and they offer the potential to gather comparable data across 

regions and nations’ (FOS 2004). 

Using reverse logic, if the ‘key variables to monitor’ were known, then they could 

provide guidance for what evaluation indicators were required. 

Categorising variables to be evaluated 
There is a great deal of variation for variables to be evaluated, including subject, 

purpose and level of specificity (Appendix 2.1). To identify commonly used 

variables, there needs to be a method for categorising and organising them. 

However there is no current method available for doing this and this is an issue for 

this research. It will require resolution in order to collect and analyse data on 

variables to be evaluated for this thesis. 

2.8 WHAT EVALUATION METHODS ARE USED? 

An absence of information in the literature about what evaluation methods were 

commonly used for protected area management is a key research issue. There is, 

however, an understanding of what evaluation methods are available for use for 

conservation management (including protected area management) and how some 

of those methods were used by some organisations. This background information 

is summarised before further assessment of the research issue is made. 

2.8.1 Evaluation methods: background 
The term evaluation method is used by this thesis to describe methods for 

conducting evaluations. It includes the concepts of ‘evaluation approach’ and 
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‘evaluation tools’ used by some of the literature and defined by Foundations of 

Success as ‘how one goes about implementing monitoring and evaluation’(FOS 

2004). They are usually accompanied by ‘a series of steps or guidance’ (FOS 

2004). Evaluation methods provide guidance for how variables are assessed, and 

an evaluation framework (such as the WCPA framework) provides guidance for a 

range of different evaluation methods. Formative and summative evaluations are 

required, and a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods may be used despite 

epistemological and ontological differences (Weiss 1998). 

 

The user and utilisation focus of evaluation information (Patton 1997, Alkin 

2004b) for protected area management influences the methods selected. This will 

be situational, being particularly influenced by the purpose of the evaluation and 

how the information will be used. It is folly to consider that one evaluation 

method will be suitable for all needs (Shadish et al. 1991). The four broad 

purposes of evaluation (FOS 2004) have been used to broadly categorise a range 

of different evaluation frameworks and evaluation methods (FOS 2004). The work 

by FOS presents a range of evaluation methods that are used in conservation 

management and the context for why they are being used (Figure 2.3) (Table 2.2). 

The range of different evaluation methods used for conservation is indicative 

(Figure 2.3). This categorisation also provides a tool for ordering and presenting 

the many different evaluation methods and this has been used to create a table of 

evaluation methods for this thesis (Table 2.3). 

A range of evaluation methods 
There is a wide range of formal, published (and unpublished) evaluation methods 

used for evaluating the effectiveness of protected area management. Many of 

these have been presented and have been organised consistent with the four broad 

purposes of evaluation described by the Foundations of Success (Table 2.3). This 

thesis takes a broad view about what is described as an evaluation method, and 

recognises that some reports, such as an Annual Report for an organisation, are 

evaluation methods as well as a reporting instrument. This is because evaluation 

information was collected, there was guidance material provided for the process 

of developing the report (FOS 2004), and (based on my protected area 

management experience) many practitioners recognise such reports as evaluation 

reports. 
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Figure 2.3 (Adapted-simplified) Foundation of Success conservation evaluation evolutionary tree (This is an indicative diagram based on purpose of evaluation and showing some types of 
evaluation frameworks and evaluation methods used and their spatial arrangement relative to each other (after FOS 2004). A more complete depiction of evaluation methods and evaluation 
frameworks is provided in Table 2.3) 
 

1900 

2006 

1970 

1980 

1990 

Basic research Measuring effectiveness  Accounting and 
Certification 

Biological surveys 
conducted by the US 

Division of Biological 
Survey 

Status assessment 

Impact assessment Adaptive management 

Rapid assessment 
(CI, TNC, WWF) 

Population monitoring 
(Christmas bird count) 

Priority setting 
(CI, TNC, WWF) 

State of the Environment monitoring 
(UNEP, WorldWatch, WRI) 

National report cards 
(WWF Canada) 

Scorecards 
(IUCN, TNC Parks in Peril) 

Biodiversity Impact Assessment 
(IUCN, CBD) 

Environmental 
Impact Assessment 

(NEPA) 

Logical framework 
(GEF, IUCN, USAID) 

Project cycle management 
(IUCN WCPA Framework, 

TNC, BSP) 

Eco-certification 
(FSC, SFI, PAN Parks) 

Results based 
management 
(NEPPS-EPA) 
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Table 2.2 Key: Terms and acronyms used in the indicative diagram developed by FOS (Figure 2.3) including background information (FOS 2004) 
Status assessment  
Rapid assessment Rapid assessment approaches to evaluating flora and fauna (biodiversity) pioneered by Conservation International in the 1990’s 
Priority setting Targeted monitoring strategies developed to assist in determining program priority setting 
State of the environment monitoring Systematic evaluation of higher level indicators to track the national environmental status and change in condition 
National report cards Presentation of the state of the environment monitoring in the form of a national report card 
Scorecards Scoring systems for site level activities to measure progress against goals pioneered by The Nature Conservancy in the 1990’s  
Measuring effectiveness  
Environmental Impact Assessment Emerged in the 1960’s and involves assessing the effects of development, beneficial or adverse for input to planning and decision making 
Biodiversity Impact Assessment Emerged from the 1992 Convention on Biological Diversity to help minimise the negative effects of development on biodiversity 
Logical framework A framework developed by USAID in the 1970’s to provide guidance for project planning and implementation 
Results-based management A life cycle approach to management that integrates strategy, people, processes and measurement to improve decisions and to drive change 
Project cycle management Evaluation is fully integrated into the management cycle and indicators of success are linked to goals, objectives and activities 
Accounting and certification  
Ecological certification Emerged in the 1980’s to ensure that goods produced met pre-determined ecologically-sound standards and criteria 
  
Acronyms   
BSP Biodiversity Support Program 
CBD Convention on Biological Diversity 
CI Conservation International 
FSC Forestry Stewardship Council 
GEF Global Environment Facility 
IUCN International Union for the Conservation of Nature (The World Conservation Union) 
NEPA (United States) National Environmental Policy Act  
NEPPS-EPA National Environmental Performance Partnership System – (United States) Environmental Protection Agency 
PAN Parks (Europe) Protected Area Network of Parks 
SFI Sustainable Forestry Initiative 
TNC The Nature Conservancy 
UNEP United Nations Environment Program 
USAID United States Aid 
WRI World Resources Institute 
WWF World Wide Fund for nature 
World Watch World Watch Institute 
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Table 2.3 Examples of evaluation methods used for conservation programs (with particular 
reference to protected area management and organised by dominant purpose - adapted and 
expanded from FOS 2004, Figure 2.3). (Note: ‘Project’ may vary from a single site to a global 
assessment ) 

Dominant 
purpose 

(FOS 2004) 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
method title 

Organisation Site or Project 

PA
 

M
any PA

’s 

Background 

BASIC RESEARCH      
Knowledge 

research 
Qualitative and 

quantitative 
research 

Research 
organisations 

and individuals 

●   Focus:  
• All aspects of the context, values, 

and management of protected 
areas 

Method: 
• Qualitative and quantitative 

research methods 
STATUS ASSESSMENT      

Rapid 
assessment 

Rapid Assessment 
Program 

(RAP) 
(CI 2001) 

Conservation 
International 

●   Focus:  
• Biodiversity hotspots 
• Fill gaps in knowledge 
Method: 
• Multi disciplinary teams 
• Poorly assessed regions 
• Quick inventory 

 Rapid Ecological 
Assessment 

(REA) 
(Sayre et al. 2000) 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

●   Focus: 
• Landscape level conservation 
• Develop conservation strategies 
Method: 
• Coarse grained methods 

(satellite data) 
• Fine grained methods (field 

sampling) 
 Rapid Assessment 

and Prioritisation 
of Protected Area 

Management 
(RAPPAM) 

(Ervin 2003a) 

World Wide 
Fund for 
Nature 

  ● Focus:  
• Multiple protected areas 
• Identify management strengths, 

weaknesses, threats, pressures, 
priority values 

• Prioritise interventions 
Method: 
• Involves protected area 

managers, and stakeholders 
• Participatory workshop 

Priority setting Conservation 
priority setting 
process: Global 

gap analysis 
(Rodrigues et al. 

2003) 

Conservation 
International 

●   Focus:  
• Establish conservation priorities 

to strategically expand the 
global protected area network 

Method: 
• Use of global data bases 
• Priorities based on assessments 

of irreplaceability and threat 
and assessments from experts 

 Gap analysis 
(Dudley and Parrish 

2006) 

Secretariat 
Convention on 

Biological 
Diversity 
Technical 
Series 24 

●   Focus:  
• Degree to which native species 

and communities are 
represented in existing protected 
areas 

Method: 
• Identify focal biodiversity 
• Set key conservation targets 
• Assess the occurrence and 

status of biodiversity 
• Identify gaps  
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Dominant 
purpose 

(FOS 2004) 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
method title 

Organisation Site or Project 

PA
 

M
any PA

’s 

Background 

 
State of the 

Environment 
reporting 

Global 
Environmental 

Outlook 
(UNEP 2003) 

United Nations 
Environment 

Program 

●   Focus:  
• Global environmental reporting 
• Environmental trends 
Method: 
• High level indicators 
• Multiple expert inputs 

 Millennium 
Ecosystem 
Assessment 

(MEAB 2005) 

Millennium 
Ecosystem 
Assessment 

Board 

●   Focus:  
• Ecosystems: current condition 

and historical trend 
• Ecosystem services 
• Conservation options 
Method: 
• Multi scale assessment, local to 

global 
• 1000 specialists providing input 

 Living planet 
report 

(WWF 2003) 

World Wide 
Fund for 
Nature 

●   Focus:  
• Ecological footprint of humans 
• Trends 
Method: 
• Resource availability 
• Resource integrity 
• Human consumption 

National report 
cards 

Australia: State of 
the Environment 

Report 
(ASEC 2001) 

Australia State 
of the 

Environment 
Committee 

●   Focus:  
• Environment condition 
• Trends 
Method: 
• Expert committees 
• Specialist research 
• Range of environmental 

parameters (air, water, 
biodiversity etc) 

Organisation 
report cards 

Canada: State of 
the Parks 1997 

Report 
(Parks Canada 

1998) 

Parks Canada   ● Focus:  
• Evaluation of progress in 

protecting and preserving 
protected areas and fostering 
understanding and appreciation 

• Impact assessment 
Method: 
• Assessing ecological integrity 

for parks 
• Assessing commemorative 

integrity for historic sites 
• Reports on financial 

investments and human 
resource investments 

 
 Finland: State of 

the Parks Report 
(Berghall and 

Heinonen 2005, 
Gilligan et al. 2005) 

Metsähallitus 
Finland 

  ● Focus:  
• Biodiversity condition 
• Management status 
Method: 
• Expert committee 
• WCPA Framework 
• RAPPAM 
• Site visits and information 

research 
 
 
 



49 

Dominant 
purpose 

(FOS 2004) 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
method title 

Organisation Site or Project 

PA
 

M
any PA

’s 

Background 

 
 Australia: NSW  

State of the Parks 
Report 

(DEC 2004; 
Hockings 2006b) 

NSW 
Department of 
Environment 

and 
Conservation 

  ● Focus:  
• Achievement of objectives 
• Resource allocation 
Method: 
• Qualitative staff based 

assessment 
• Quantitative assessment 

Scorecards The enhanced 5-S 
Project 

Management 
Process 

(TNC 2003) 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

●   Focus:  
• Framework for site based 

conservation 
• Measures for conservation 

success 
Method: 
• 5-S method 
• Handbook guidance 
• Effectiveness of conservation 

strategies measured 
 The Parks in Peril 

Site Consolidation 
Scorecard  

(TNC 1999, 2004a) 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

 ●  Focus:  
• Individual protected areas 
• Capacity strengthening 
Method: 
• Measures processes that 

consolidate a protected area and 
the capacity of a given site 

• Measures: Human resources, 
infrastructure, finances, 
technical resources, stakeholder 
support, policies, scientific 
information 

• Measures conservation impact 
 WWF/CATIE 

scorecard 
(Cifuentes et al 
2000; Hockings 

2000) 

WWF, Central 
American 
Office and 

CATIE 

 ●  Focus:  
• Evaluates management 

effectiveness 
• Identifies eight fields and 64 

variables to be evaluated 
Method: 
• Scoring system guided by 

TNC’s 5S system 
• Comparison with desired 

standards 
 Enhancing our 

Heritage 
(Hockings et al. 

2004, Stolton et al. 
2006) 

UNESCO-
IUCN 

 ●  Focus:  
• World Heritage sites 
• Assess current activities 
• Review problems and issues 
Method: 
• Toolkit of evaluation methods 
• Suggested indicators 

 WWF/World Bank 
Tracking tool 

(Stolton et al. 2003; 
Higgins-Zogib and 
MacKinnon 2006) 

WWF- World 
Bank 

 ●  Focus:  
• Individual protected area 
• Monitor effectiveness relative to 

the alliance target 
Method: 
• Scorecard 
• All 6 elements WCPA 

framework 
• Emphasis on context, planning, 

inputs and processes 
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Dominant 
purpose 

(FOS 2004) 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
method title 

Organisation Site or Project 

PA
 

M
any PA

’s 

Background 

 State of the Parks 
Stewardship 

capacity 
(Gamble et al. 

2002, Gamble 2002, 
Kugler and Pierce 

2002, NPCA 2003) 

National Parks 
Conservation 
Association 

 

 ●  Focus:  
• Individual protected area 
• Assessment of natural and 

cultural resource condition 
Method: 
• Use of indicators and scoring 

against  indicators 
• Scoring used 
• State of the parks assessment of 

the condition of the natural 
resources given the stresses and 
the way it is managed 

MEASURING EFFECTIVENESS      
Impact Assessment      
Environmental 

Impact 
Assessment 

Environmental 
Impact Statement 

(Rice Daubney 
1988) 

Thredbo 
Village Master 

Plan, 
Kosciuszko 

National Park 

 ●  Focus:  
• Individual protected area 
• Tourism development 
Method: 
• Response to statutory EIS 

requirements 
• Full description of a 

development proposal 
• Assessment of the impacts of a 

development proposal 
 Review of 

Environmental 
Factors 

(Environmental 
Partnership (NSW) 

2004) 

Lane Cove 
River National 

Park, NSW 
DEC 

 ●  Focus:  
• Individual protected area 
• Visitor use development and 

rehabilitation works 
Method: 
• Site evaluation of impacts 
• Use of a checklist 

 Biodiversity 
Impact Assessment 

(Brooke 1998, 
Geneletti 2003) 

Biodiversity 
impact 

appraisal as 
part of impact 
assessment.  
Part of CBD 
requirements 

●   Focus:  
• Developments affecting 

biodiversity 
Method: 
• Impacts to biodiversity 

adequately dealt with by impact 
appraisals 

• Mapping ecosystem types 
• Assessing significance for 

biodiversity conservation 
Logical 

framework 
Logical framework 

(World Bank no 
date) 

A project cycle 
management 
framework 

developed by 
the US Agency 

for 
International 
Development 

●   Focus:  
• Investment operations (such as 

conservation projects) by donor 
agencies such as the World 
Bank and US AID 

Method: 
• Documents the full project 

cycle from design, to 
implementation monitoring to 
evaluation 
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Dominant 
purpose 

(FOS 2004) 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
method title 

Organisation Site or Project 

PA
 

M
any PA

’s 

Background 

 Results based 
management 

(CIDA 2007a, TBC 
2007) 

 ●   Focus:  
• Life cycle approach to 

management evaluation with 
stakeholder input 

Method: 
• Integrates strategy, people, 

resources, processes and 
measurements to improve 
decisions and accountability 

• Focuses on achieving outcomes, 
performance measurement, 
learning and changing and 
reporting performance 

Adaptive Management      
Project cycle 
management 

IUCN program 
(IUCN 2000) 

 ●   Focus:  
• Planning, monitoring and 

evaluating programs and 
projects 

Method: 
• Project cycle involving scoping, 

formulation and design, 
financing, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation, and 
final evaluation 

 
 
 
 

 WCPA evaluation 
framework 

(Hockings et al. 
2000, 2006) 

   ● Focus:  
• Evaluation framework for 

protected area management 
based on a project cycle 

Method: 
• The cycle includes 6 evaluation 

elements 
• The framework is iterative, with 

all evaluation elements being 
important 

• The framework encourages 
adaptive management and 
action management approaches 

 Measures of 
Success 

(Margoluis and 
Salafsky 1998) 

 

Biodiversity 
Support Group 

●   Focus:  
• Design, management and 

evaluation approach for 
conservation projects 

Method: 
• Uses an ongoing project cycle 

utilising adaptive management 
and strategic threat reduction 
assessment 

• Integrates project design, 
management and monitoring for 
testing assumptions, adaptation 
and learning 
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Dominant 
purpose 

(FOS 2004) 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation 
method title 

Organisation Site or Project 

PA
 

M
any PA

’s 

Background 

 Conservation by 
Design 

(TNC 2004b) 

The Nature 
Conservancy 

●   Focus:  
• Integrated conservation process 

to achieve TNC’s vision and 
goals 

Method: 
• Cyclical process with four 

components: setting priorities, 
developing strategies, taking 
action and measuring success 

 
ACCOUNTING CERTIFICATION      
Accountability Organisation 

Annual reporting 
(DEC 2005e) 

NSW 
Department of 
Environment 

and 
Conservation 

(DEC) 

  ● Focus:  
• Statutory reporting-performance 

accountability 
• Includes the Department’s 

performance and deals with the 
NSW protected area system 

Method: 
• Performance measured against a 

range of organisational 
objectives 

• Includes protected area system 
management, cultural heritage, 
financial reporting, staff 
reporting 

 Individual 
protected area 
administration 

unit: annual 
reporting 

(DEC 2004d) 

NSW DEC 
South West 

Slopes Region 

  ● Focus:  
• A number of protected areas 
Method: 
• Performance against operational 

plan and plan of management 
objectives 

 
 Compliance 

monitoring 
Discharge licence 

(DEC 2006) 

Statutory 
licence sewage 
waste, Perisher 

Valley, 
Kosciuszko 

National Park 

 ●  Focus:  
• A single operational system 

within a protected area 
Method: 
• Comparison of discharge water 

quality against benchmarked 
(minimum) standards 

Certification PAN Parks 
Certification 

(PANParks 2007) 

  ●  Focus:  
• Tourism and conservation 

certification of protected areas 
• Europe based 
Method: 
• Certification that candidate 

protected areas meet certain 
standards (criteria) including 
size, management and 
sustainable use 

Abbreviations 
Proj = project; UNESCO = United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation; IUCN =  International Union 
for the Conservation of Nature; CATIE = The Agricultural Centre of Tropical Investigation and Teaching 

Use of evaluation methods 
Protected area management organisations use different evaluation methods for 

different organisational needs. They may also be used at different levels of an 

organisation and may be needed at different frequencies and time scales. A state 
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of the parks report (for example) may be generated for an organisation every five 

years (Vincent 2005); an annual report is generated each year (DEC 2003); and an 

operations report may be generated by part of an organisation each year (DEC 

2004d). This variation needs to be considered in any assessment of commonly 

used evaluation methods. Some guidance on how evaluation methods are used is 

available from some published literature such as WWF and TNC’s methods (TNC 

1999, Ervin 2003b, Stolton et al. 2003, TNC 2003, 2004, 2005) and government 

agency evaluation reports such as state of the parks reports and annual reports (PV 

2000, DEC 2005) (Table 2.3). However there is no published information about 

what evaluation methods are commonly used by practitioners. 

Evaluation methods as a research issue 
Protected area management practitioners assessing how to conduct the 

management of evaluation within their organisation need to know which 

evaluation methods are commonly used, since they may be suitable for their own 

use. There are many different evaluation methods used and many are used for 

different management purposes by a single organisation (Table 2.3). For use-

focused evaluation (Patton 1997, Alkin 2004b), the decision about choice of 

evaluation method is influenced by the needs of the user, the evaluation goal and 

the intended use of the evaluation information (Patton 1997). Patton (1997) 

disagrees with some theorists who advocate that the role of the evaluator (with 

input from stakeholders) is to decide what evaluation method should be used 

(Weiss 1998, Stake 2004). He states that users play a key role in selecting 

evaluation methods, with advisory inputs from professional evaluators about 

technical evaluation needs, relevance, purpose, scope and focus. He states that 

such involvement of users will minimise any potential debate about methods 

when evaluation information is presented (Patton 1997). The evaluator, according 

to Patton (1997), fulfils the role of technical adviser, consultant and teacher, and 

users remain the final decision makers about the evaluation method used. Patton’s 

theoretical view is important given that many protected area organisations have 

this approach, conduct evaluations for their own management purposes and make 

decisions about what evaluation methods they need (Parks Canada 1998, PV 

2005, DEC 2003). 

This research explores the question of what evaluation methods were commonly 

being used for protected area management. It is important since it is a gap in 
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knowledge and would provide guidance for protected area management 

evaluation. It could also provide an insight into the potential for standardisation of 

evaluation methods (eg FOS 2004, Salafsky and Margoluis 2003). 

2.9 CONCLUSION  

A review of evaluation theory and specifically program evaluation for protected 

area management identified key issues to be researched by this thesis. No 

information was available about commonly required evaluation variables nor was 

there any method to categorise such variables in order to identify the most 

important variables needed for evaluation. In addition, commonly used evaluation 

methods were not known. Based on these issues, four aims for this thesis were 

determined which were: 

1) To establish a suitable method for categorising the range of variables to be 

evaluated; 

2) To identify which variables were currently being evaluated, what were wanted 

for evaluation and what were required for evaluation; 

3) To identify commonly used evaluation methods; and,  

4) To identify core variables to be evaluated. 

Before responding to these research issues, their relevance to users was tested 

using focus group research (Chapter 3). 
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CHAPTER 3 EXPERT INPUT 

3.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapter Two identified key research issues and four research aims for this thesis. 

Chapter 3 reports on focus group interviews of protected area management experts 

to test the relevance and importance of these issues. Whilst this research 

developed theoretical aspects of evaluation an applied focus was still required. 

Senior manager, senior executive and external stakeholder focus group 

participants were asked to identify their most important needs for protected area 

evaluation. Analysis of their responses identified that evaluations were needed: for 

a range of purposes; for different uses; and for different variables. They identified 

that improvements were needed to evaluation methods, and the process of 

evaluation. Other issues were high workloads, a desire to be more efficient and 

cost effective, and a need for innovation and improvement. Most importantly, the 

focus groups confirmed the relevance and importance of the research issues and 

aims. In addition, the focus group data provided information that assisted in the 

development of a categorisation method for evaluation variables (Chapter 4) and 

the questionnaire (Chapter 5). 

3.2 INTRODUCTION 

Focus group research is a means of gathering qualitative empirical data from 

groups of experts. It is an ideal method for a forum, such as a conference where 

specialists convene for a brief period. In September 2003, three focus groups were 

conducted for this research at the Vth IUCN World Parks Congress in Durban 

South Africa, which involved 3000 protected area management delegates from 

154 countries (IUCN 2005). The objective was to obtain information based on 

focussed discussion of a key question: What were the protected area management 

effectiveness evaluation needs of protected area practitioners? From these data, an 

analysis could be made of the management effectiveness evaluation needs of 

users, and this could be used to assess the relevance of theoretical evaluation 

issues identified from the literature review (Chapter 2). 
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3.3 AIM 

The specific aims of the focus group research were: 

1. To determine what protected area organisation senior managers, senior 

executives and external stakeholders considered to be the most important 

protected area management effectiveness evaluation needs; 

2. To identify if the key research issues and aims identified in Chapter 2 were 

relevant to users; and 

3. To identify guidance information to assist with the development of a 

categorisation method and questionnaire to be used for this research. 

3.4 METHOD 

3.4.1 The focus group method 
Focus group research involves organised discussion with a small selected group of 

people on a specific topic to gain different perspectives about their views and 

experiences (Sarantakos 1998, Weiss 1998, Kitzinger and Barbour 1999, Patton 

2002). Focus group research is a primary social science method of gathering data 

(Frey and Fontana 1993; Morgan 1997, Kitzinger and Barbour 1999, Fern 2001) 

and can produce concentrated data on a precise topic (Morgan 1997). The research 

data are generated by the explicit use of group interaction (Kitzinger and Barbour 

1999). The groups are a way of listening to people and learning from them 

(Morgan 1998ab, Madriz 2000). 

3.4.2 Pre-planning 
The research was planned well in advance, as advised by Krueger and Casey 

(2000) and Patton (2002). This included documenting the focus group research 

goals, logistics planning, participant recruitment and briefing information, and 

developing a moderator’s guide (focus group plan) (Morgan 1998b, Greenbaum 

1998) (Appendix 3.1). The planning accounted for: potential problems including 

restrictions in the available response time for participants; potential dominance by 

some participants; silence by participants with perceived minority views; and the 

focus group setting (Patton 2002). A pilot focus group (Krueger 1998a) was 

planned and conducted in Australia and three focus groups were planned for the 

Vth IUCN World Parks Congress in Durban South Africa in 2003. 
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3.4.3 Pilot focus group 
The proposed questions and focus group plan were reviewed by social scientists 

Dr Alan Curtis and Dr Marc Hockings, prior to conducting a pilot focus group 

session (Krueger 1998a). The pilot was completed at the Queanbeyan office of the 

NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS), Australia in September 2003. 

Four senior managers of the NPWS, including Mark Adams (planner), Olivia 

Bush (ecologically sustainable forests officer), Laura Holbeck (technical officer), 

and Sam Rando (planner) participated in the session. The planned focus group 

processes were trialled. The pilot was conducted formally and consistent with the 

focus group plan and the session was recorded using a tape recorder. Using the 

tape and the moderator’s notes, a transcript was developed. Based on this 

experience, feedback from the pilot participants and further expert advice, the 

focus group plan was improved by reducing the number of questions for the 

planned hour session. 

3.4.4 Participants: purposeful sampling method 
Focus group participants were selected using a purposeful sampling method 

(Patton 2002). Selected protected area management organisation senior 

management and senior executive staff and external stakeholders attending the 

World Parks Congress were invited to participate. The sampling was based on two 

objectives, firstly to obtain a worldwide cross-section of practitioners directly 

involved with protected area management and, secondly, to secure experts in the 

management and evaluation of protected areas. Expertise was especially important 

given the lack of opportunity to conduct more than one focus group session for 

each of three types of focus groups recognised. The three types of participants 

were: 1) senior protected area managers; 2) senior protected area executives; and 

3) external stakeholders (Table 3.1). External stakeholders were included since 

independent institutions such as Universities, NGO,s and other organisations have 

contributed to the evaluation of protected area management and government 

policies (Davies et al. 2006). Dr Marc Hockings provided guidance for the 

sampling process and provided recommendations for participants. 

 

The separation by position status, skills, knowledge and experience among the 

three groups was planned in order to achieve homogeneity within groups, and to 

allow for the free flow of discussions (Morgan 1997, Weiss 1998). This is 
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preferred as there is a greater chance for group cohesion or a sense of closeness 

and common purpose amongst group members and therefore a greater chance of 

success for the research (Fern 2001). Participants in the groups of senior managers 

and senior executives were strangers with similar professional backgrounds and 

experience (Morgan 1997). The external stakeholder group knew (or knew of) 

each other through their professional work. Participants were not mixed across 

authority or status lines (Morgan 1997) (Table 3.1). 

Senior managers 
Senior managers (Table 3.1) were invited to participate as they were regularly 

required to evaluate management performance, and they may also be directly and 

indirectly involved in the collection of data for evaluation purposes (Worboys et 

al. 2005, Lockwood et al. 2006). Their understanding of evaluation stems from 

both direct (extensive) experience and theoretical knowledge. 

Senior executives 
Senior executives (Table 3.1) were invited as they were responsible for the 

efficient and effective functioning of protected area management organisations, 

and they may have instigated internal and external evaluations and responded to 

political demands for evaluation information (Worboys et al. 2005, Lockwood et 

al. 2006). They have a capacity to provide a strategic overview of the evaluation 

needs of protected area organisations. 

External stakeholders 
External stakeholders included representatives of organisations directly and 

indirectly involved in evaluating the effectiveness of management of protected 

areas, including the World Bank and Non Government Organisation’s (NGOs) 

such as the World Wide Fund for Nature and The Nature Conservancy. These 

organisations were directly involved with the management of protected areas and 

were committed to biodiversity and heritage conservation outcomes (Ervin 2003b, 

Salzer 2003, MacKinnon 2004). 
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Table 3.1 Focus Group participants 
Name Position Organisation 

SENIOR 
EXECUTIVES 

  

Mr Gregor Manson Executive Director Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority, 
Australia 

Mr Moses Mapesa Executive Manager Uganda Wildlife Authority 
Dr Adrian Phillips Vice Chair World 

Heritage; former CEO 
International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature, World Commission on Protected 
Areas. Countryside Commission, United 
Kingdom 

Dr Robbie Robinson Former Chief Executive 
Officer 

South Africa National Parks Service, 
Uganda Wildlife Authority 

Dr Raino Vaisanen Chief Executive Officer Metsähallitus, Finland (Which manages 
Finland’s protected area system) 

SENIOR 
MANAGERS 

  

Mr Brett Cheatley Regional Manager West Parks Victoria, Australia 
Ms Diane Garrood Regional Manager, South 

Coast 
New South Wales National Parks and 
Wildlife Service, Australia 

Dr Peter Goodman Manager, Biodiversity 
Research 

Ezemvelo KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife, South 
Africa 

Dr Michael Green Director Broads Authority, United Kingdom 
Mr Niranjan Kuma 
Vasu 

Director Kaziranga National Park, India 

EXTERNAL 
STAKEHOLDERS 

  

Dr Ian Dutton Country Director,  The Nature Conservancy, Indonesia 
Dr Jamieson Ervin President Hard Scrabble Associates, consultant 

organisation, USA 
Dr Leonardo Lacerda Manager, Protected Areas 

Initiative 
World Wide Fund for Nature, Gland, 
Switzerland 

Dr Dan Salzer Conservation Ecologist The Nature Conservancy, USA 

3.4.5 Conducting focus group sessions 
Group size 
The size of the focus groups was slightly smaller than the recommended six to ten 

participants (Morgan 1997; Kitzinger and Barbour 1999; Bernard 2000). There 

were five senior manager participants, five senior executives and four external 

stakeholders (Table 3.1). Unforecast, last minute cancellations resulted in fewer 

numbers from the planned six participants per group. This could have influenced 

the breadth of the comments made, the dynamics of the discussions, and some key 

points may have been missed by some groups. 

Venue, time and duration 
The sessions were held in small meeting rooms organised as part of the World 

Parks Congress. They were conducted for one hour first thing in the morning and 

just prior to each day’s official Congress commencement. The three sessions were 

held over three days. The duration of the focus group sessions fell within the 

average of one to two hours for such sessions (Patton 2002). 
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Focus group sessions 
Focus group research projects typically consist of three to five separate groups 

since any more groups than this seldom provide meaningful new insights (Morgan 

1998b). Three focus group sessions for each focus group type (senior manager, 

senior executive and external stakeholder) may have been a more ideal approach 

for this research, however it was not logistically possible. 

Moderator’s guide and implementation method 
A single moderator’s guide (focus group plan) (Greenbaum 2000) was used for all 

three focus groups to achieve consistency of approach (Appendix 3.1). 

Comparative analysis of inductive information may be an important part of focus 

group analysis, and such consistency helps the analysis (Krueger 1998a). The 

focus group research was designed using a semi structured ‘funnel’ method where 

each group discussion begins with less structured general questions that provide 

for free interactive discussion. The method then moved toward a more structured 

discussion of specific questions (Morgan 1997, 1998a, Krueger 1998a). This 

method encourages input from participants and minimises the role of the 

moderator. The questions were short, one dimensional and clear (Krueger 1993, 

1998) (Appendix 3.1). The participants were from a professional background and 

the language of the questions was tailored accordingly. In addition, to ensure 

clarity prevailed, definitions of some of the terms were provided (Appendix 3.1).  

Preparatory information 
Prior to the focus group, each invitee was provided a brief written explanation of 

the nature of the research and its purpose. Practical information was also provided 

including who was in each group, logistic details, the order and purpose of the 

questions and the finishing time (Morgan 1998b). They were also advised that the 

researcher proposed to tape the session. The focus group method was sensitive to 

the nature of the venue, the size of the group, the composition of the group, the 

potential for noise and distractions, the adequacy of the advance preparation 

including timing and the provision of sustenance for participants (Greenbaum 

1998). All of the focus group venues were organised consistent with an ideal 

focus group setting for a moderately structured focus group (Krueger 1993, 

Morgan 1998). 
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Sessions and transcripts 
The researcher fulfilled the role of moderator. Note taking and a tape recorder 

were used to record the session. A volunteer recorder assisted with two focus 

groups (senior executive and external stakeholder) and was present as an observer 

at the Senior Manager Group. Great care was taken by the moderator not to 

influence the content and flow of the discussions. The session transcripts were 

prepared by generating a complete record of the audio tape as faithfully as 

possible. Standard transcript procedures were used (Krueger 1998b, Krueger and 

Casey 2000). Written records compiled by the observer and researcher were used 

to clarify the content of tapes where background noise or poor recording 

interfered. One tape (for the senior executive focus group) was regrettably lost in 

transit between South Africa and Australia and the transcript for this part of the 

focus group was compiled from moderator and observer notes. The transcripts 

were completed immediately following the focus groups (Krueger 1998b). 

3.4.6 Data analysis 
Long table method 
The focus group transcripts were analysed using the long-table method of analysis 

(Knodel 1993, Krueger and Casey 2000) and the data coded. This method 

involved key statements made by participants being identified and grouped into 

common themes, coded, and selected combinations of codes being used to identify 

information patterns emerging from the data (Krueger 1998b, Strauss and Corbin 

1998). This inductive approach to analysing empirical information was used to 

identify common patterns in the evaluation needs of the participants (Stake 2004). 

3.5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Inductive analysis of the focus group data identified five key needs, and these five 

were common to all three groups. However there were differences of emphasis 

between the groups. The data were generated primarily in response to the question 

‘What do you think are the most important protected area management 

effectiveness [evaluation] needs?’ (Appendix 3.1). The five important needs based 

on their experience were: 

1) Evaluations were required for a range of different purposes; 

2) Many different variables needed to be evaluated; 

3) Improvements were needed to evaluation methods; 
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4) Evaluation information was required for a range of different uses; and 

5) Improvements were needed for managing the process of evaluation.  

The responses provided by each focus group are presented relative to the five 

needs identified (Tables 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4). Each of these needs is discussed in 

further detail. 
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Table 3.2 Senior manager focus group responses relative to five common evaluation needs 
What are the purposes of evaluation?  

(PA = protected area) 
What variables 

need to be 
evaluated? 

Improvements needed for evaluation 
methods  

Needs for managing the process of evaluation 
 

(ESD = Ecologically Sustainable Development) 
Need to determine if management is 
achieving its establishment goals 

Values (eg 
endemic species) 

Need for clear objectives of management (as a 
basis for evaluation) 

Need for a thorough process for identifying all protected 
area values including context 

Need for annual status reporting (of 
biological and other information) 

Cultural heritage Some global benchmark management 
effectiveness measures are required 

Need to refine outcome indicators so that they are 
practical for implementation 

Need to identify values  Community 
support 

Protocols to guide monitoring work are required Need to employ the right staff to undertake evaluation 

 
Evaluation information use needs 

Community 
values 

Guidance is needed for determining priorities 
for competing values  

Evaluation of more than one subject is needed for 
management effectiveness evaluation eg ESD 

Need to identify values for use in 
establishing objectives of management 

Threats (eg pests) Streamlined performance indicators which can 
deal with multiple actions identified by a plan of 
management are required 

A cooperative approach across the landscape, 
surrounding landowners and communities is required 

Need for baseline value reporting for 
adaptive management 

Baseline values 
(eg fauna transects) 

Guidance is required for establishing performance 
goals for cultural, sites of significance 

Evaluation obtained at a site level needs to be able to be 
used upward within an organisation 

Need to synthesise information collected 
at protected area level for use at higher 
corporate levels 

Political support Guidance for conducting social science is 
needed 

Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD) approach 
is particularly needed for marine protected areas 

Need for information from multiple 
effectiveness evaluations 

Legislative 
framework 

Simplicity is needed for any evaluation methods 
that are used 

Need to streamline evaluation workload and reduce 
paperwork Too many actions 

 Plan of 
management 

 Too many different organisation and Government 
processes to report on 

 Process (eg waste 
reduction) 

 Too many different performance measures, many of 
which are very similar 

 Resource 
allocation 

 Objective way of resource allocation is required 

 Output measures 
(eg visitor services) 

 Involvement of partners in management. Need for 
evaluation to deal with this 

 Outcome 
measures (eg 
biodiversity changes 

 Need to deal with changing priorities in parks and the 
dynamic of operations 
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Table 3.3 Senior executives focus group responses relative to five common evaluation needs 
What are the purposes of evaluation? What variables need to be 

evaluated? 
Improvements needed for 

evaluation methods  
Needs for managing the process of evaluation 

 (NGO = Non Government Organisation) 
Required for accountability of decision making Values International benchmark measures Partnerships with scientific bodies and NGOs 
Need for transparency of decision making Benchmarking Need standardised methodologies to 

avoid wasted effort 
There is more than one critical management 
effectiveness need, both external and internal 

Government auditing requirements Resource allocation More comparison and interaction 
about the effectiveness of 
management processes 

Strategic selection of evaluation information 
collected is required 

Need for increased understanding (eg of ecological 
processes) 

Process (constraint) 
evaluation 

 Opportunity to use evaluation information for 
benchmarking and networking at the WCPA scale 

Knowledge required for landuse planning Cost effectiveness  Need to take care about placing faith in 
establishing targets 

Need to identify key threats Outputs  Need to properly fund and train on-ground 
personnel 

Requirements for determining the status of species  
(eg endangered species) 

Goal achievement 
(objectives achieved) 

  

Management performance feedback to staff needed 
(Professional feedback) 

Outcomes   

Balanced scorecard internal monitoring needs    
Sustainable use reporting requirements (Triple 
bottom line reporting) 

   

Feedback on effectiveness of communication with 
stakeholders and partners is needed 

   

Need for management efficiency and effectiveness 
evaluation 

   

Need to strengthen the capacity to manage    
Evaluation information use needs    

Use for adaptive management    
Information to government and public relations use    
Reporting on management at various levels    
Reporting resource allocation and budget    
Performance comparison with other sectors    
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Table 3.4 External stakeholder focus group responses relative to five common evaluation needs 
What are the purposes of evaluation? What variables need 

to be evaluated? 
Improvements needed for evaluation 

methods 
(PA = protected area) 

Needs for managing the process of evaluation 
 

Need to complete triple bottom line reporting Values of a protected 
area 

Need for thresholds of potential 
concern for key threats 

Need to improve methods of communicating the results of 
evaluation 

Need to evaluate standards implemented for 
protected area management 

Environmental 
aspects 

Need to have methods for assessing 
change in condition from baseline 

Need to distinguish the audience for evaluation 
information (protected area, system, portfolio levels) 

Need for accountability for protected area 
management actions 

Economic aspects Need to ground truth qualitative and 
quantitative data 

Need an evaluation tool to measure the extent or degree of 
impact of threats 

Need to know if management is meeting the 
expectations of stakeholders 

Social aspects Need to try and understand indicators 
which really indicate 

Need to ensure that establishing multiple evaluations does 
not burden managers (workload) 

Need to report against targets that have been 
established for improved management 

Ecological integrity Need for integration between site level 
data and system level data and perhaps 
institutional data 

Need to identify the key monitoring tools that need to be 
put in place for a portfolio 

Need to determine if management actions are 
delivering expected outputs and outcomes 

Baseline value of 
condition 

Need to select indicators carefully  Need for different evaluation tools for the one organisation 
(manager, pa system, country, institution portfolio)  

Need to evaluate if threat abatement delivers 
benefits to biodiversity or cultural targets 

Resource allocation 
prioritisation 

Need to identify if the methods being 
used are the most cost-effective 

Careful selection of quantitative methods because of the 
workload, cost and marginal benefit 

Need for periodic reporting to see how things 
progress over time 

Outputs Need to link evaluation of PA’s to state 
of the environment reports 

Need to ensure information collected at the site can be 
used at different scales (manager is not overburdened) 

Need to measure weaknesses which drive 
ecological degradation 

Change in condition Need for simplicity in evaluation tools 
given the enormity of the evaluation 
task for some portfolios…but 
limitations 

Need for greater understanding of cause and effect 
relationships and management effectiveness 

 
Evaluation information-use needs 

Outcomes  Need to identify the benefits and costs of investing in 
evaluation 

Need for regular reporting of performance   Need for tool kits and training, simplicity 
Need for monitoring and adaptive management 
at the site, system and portfolio levels 

  Need for increased awareness by PA managers 
 

Need to communicate the results of monitoring 
of the trends in protected areas 
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3.5.1 Different purposes of evaluations  
Focus group participants needed protected area management effectiveness 

evaluations for the four purposes identified by evaluation researchers (Table 3.5). 

Foundations of Success (supported by Patton’s 1997 and 2002 research) 

recognised basic research, status assessment, effectiveness evaluation, and 

accountability and certification as the four purposes for evaluation for 

conservation management organisations (FOS 2004) (Chapter 2). This wide range 

of purposes identified by participants will require many different evaluations to be 

conducted. 

Table 3.5. Purposes of evaluation identified by focus group respondents (relative to four 
purposes of evaluation identified from the literature) (FOS 2004) 

Evaluation 
purpose  

(FOS 2004) 

Evaluations 
required by 

senior managers 

Evaluations required 
by senior executives 

Evaluations required by 
external stakeholders 

1) Basic research 
 
2) Status 
assessment 

• Identifying 
values 

• Understanding of 
ecological processes 

• Status of species 
• Landuse planning 

knowledge 
• Identify key threats 
 

• Periodic reporting (trends) 

3) Effectiveness 
evaluation 
 
• Impact 
 
• Adaptive 

management 

• Goal 
achievement 

 

• Performance feedback 
(staff) 

• Balanced scorecard 
feedback 

• Efficiency and 
effectiveness 

• Capacity to manage 
 

• Management standards 
• Effectiveness of threat 

abatement for biodiversity 
• Sustainable organisation 
• Improvement targets 
• Outputs 
• Outcomes 
 

4) Accountability 
and certification 

• Annual status 
reporting 

• Accountability for 
decision making 

• Transparency of 
decision making 

• Auditing requirements 

• Triple bottom line 
• Stakeholder expectations 
• Accountability of actions 
 

 

Senior managers focused on the need for impact (outcome) evaluation (with some 

basic research development) (Tables 3.2, 3.5). Senior executives identified their 

need for strategic organisational evaluation for all four purposes (Tables 3.3, 3.5), 

and, external stakeholders stressed the importance of accountability reporting for 

external organisations (such as funding organisations). External stakeholders also 

needed evaluations for the purpose of effectiveness evaluation and research 

(Tables 3.4, 3.5). 

 

Senior executives identified a need for organisations to develop a capacity to 

perform through their people, and identified evaluation which supported the 



67 

process of management as a critical function. It was a preferred approach to 

organisations only focusing on performance (outcome) evaluation and this view 

was shared by some of the literature (eg Kleiman et al. 2000, Stufflebeam 2004, 

Hockings et al. 2006). One participant stated: 
‘Building the capacity of managers to perform…from this will flow managers doing their job 

better…they will have a greater impact on what they do…how can we manage resources is the 

driver….rather than accountability’ 

Both senior managers and senior executives identified the importance of adequate 

knowledge for understanding the values and status of protected areas (Table 3.2). 

The data identify differences in emphasis about the purpose of the evaluation 

needed. Many of these differences can be expected given how people in different 

levels of an organisation are accountable for different functions and given the 

different functions and needs of external stakeholders (Weiss 1998). It was for this 

reason that the three different focus groups were conducted. 

3.5.2 Variables to be evaluated 
The 14 focus group participants identified 31 variables that needed to be evaluated 

(Tables 3.2, 3.3, 3.4). These varied in specificity from a specific threat (such as 

pests), to a more general level of threats, and sometimes to an even more generic 

level, where participants talked about ‘outputs’. The discussion about what should 

be evaluated or was evaluated was usually more specific than the WCPA 

framework evaluation elements and evaluation criteria (Table 3.6) (Hockings et 

al. 2000). The three focus groups identified that evaluations were needed from all 

six WCPA framework evaluation elements. 



68 

Table 3.6. Thirty-one variables to be evaluated identified by focus group participants 
organised relative to the WCPA framework 

WCPA 
framework 

element 
(Hockings et al. 

2000) 

Identified by Senior 
Managers 

Identified by Senior 
Executives 

Identified by 
External 

Stakeholders 

Context Values Values Values 
 Cultural heritage  Environmental aspects 

Ecological integrity 
 Community support 

Community values 
 Economic aspects 

Social aspects 
 Threats   
 Baseline values (eg 

fauna transects) 
(Benchmarking*) (Baseline value of 

condition*) 
 Political support 

Legislative framework 
  

 
Planning 

 
Plan of management 

  

 
Inputs 

 
Resource allocation 

 
Resource allocation 
Cost effectiveness 

 
Resource allocation 
and prioritisation 

 
Process 

 
Process eg waste 
reduction 

 
Constraint (process) 

 

 
Outputs 

 
Output measures 
(eg visitor services) 

 
Outputs 

 
Outputs 

Outcomes  Goal achievement (Change in 
condition*) 

 Outcome measures 
Measures 
(eg biodiversity 
changes*) 

Outcome measures Outcome measures 

(*) Designates an approximate placement against the WCPA framework 
 

Focus group comments  
Senior managers identified 13 variables to be evaluated, which spanned all six 

WCPA framework evaluation elements (Table 3.6). Particular emphasis was given 

to: identifying the values of protected areas; establishing clear objectives for a 

plan of management; and determining outcomes of management from a baseline 

measurement. Understanding community values and assessing specific threats 

(such as feral animals) were also important.  

 

Senior executives identified fewer (eight) variables and they were provided at a 

more strategic organisational level (Table 3.6). Variables from five of the six 

WCPA framework elements were identified. The focus group session highlighted 

that process evaluation and effective goal setting and goal achievement were very 

important. 

External stakeholders identified 10 variables that needed to be evaluated and these 

related to four of the six WCPA framework elements (Table 3.6). Most these were 
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either context or outcome based, with requirements for resource allocation 

evaluation (inputs) being important. In relation to baseline values one external 

stakeholder stated: 

‘I don’t think managers [know] what has fallen through the cracks….they don’t have a way of 

knowing if their research and monitoring is identifying what is being lost…(…)…they don’t have 

a baseline of condition report, nor do they have the methodology for assessing changes in the 

condition’ 

External stakeholders highlighted the importance of evaluating targets (outputs 

and outcomes) for portfolio management. One commented: 

‘a very important point for us is reporting against targets because we have specific targets for 

addressing the issues of improved management’ 

In contrast, senior executives stressed the importance of evaluations linked to the 

capacity of an organisation to perform. They also cautioned about the use of 

targets in the real world. A senior executive stated: 

‘excessive use of targets and perhaps some of the personal excesses are political….targets being 

discredited….because too many political targets put forward have not been reached…people do 

not believe the interpretation of them…so we should not put all our faith in targets’ 

Discussion 
A number of observations may be made about variables that were needed. Focus 

group participants identified a range of variables, but they identified them at 

different levels of specificity. The needs covered all six elements of the WCPA 

evaluation framework and a balanced and integrated approach to evaluation (in 

preference to individual evaluations) was also required. However, some of the 

variables discussed such as baseline values, change in condition and the full range 

and nature of threats were not covered by the evaluation elements and evaluation 

criteria of the WCPA framework (Hockings et al. 2000). Finally, some of the 

variables identified as being needed for evaluation were common to all three 

groups (Table 3.6), indicating some potential for recognising common variables to 

be evaluated by organisations and external stakeholders. If common (and even 

core) variables could be identified (Chapter 2), then workloads could potentially 

be reduced by organisations concentrating on these variables and achieving 

efficient data collection. 
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3.5.3 Improvements to evaluation methods 
Participants identified five areas of improvements needed for evaluation methods 

(Table 3.7). They required improvements to: process of evaluation; how 

evaluation data were collected; how monitoring for evaluation was implemented; 

how evaluation indicators were selected; and improvements to the cost-

effectiveness of evaluation. The primary reasons of these improvements were to 

reduce workload, to improve efficiency and for innovation. Some of these needs 

are discussed in further detail. 

Table 3.7 Evaluation method improvements needed 
Issues identified by 

the focus groups 
Senior managers Senior executives External 

stakeholders 
Evaluation methods • Clear objectives of 

management 
• Guidance for 

performance goals 
for cultural heritage 

• Simplicity 
 

• Standardised 
methods needed to 
avoid wasted effort 

• Thresholds of 
potential concern 
for threats 

• Change in condition 
assessment 

Data • Global 
effectiveness 
benchmarks needed 

• International 
benchmarks needed 

• Ground truthing of 
data 

• Integration of data 
at different 
organisation levels 

Monitoring • Protocols for 
guiding monitoring  

 

  

Indicators • Streamlined 
indicators which 
can deal with 
multiple actions 

 • Determine which 
indicators indicate 

• Select indicators 
carefully 

 
Cost effectiveness   • Are methods cost 

effective 
 

Clarity of objectives 
Establishing very clear objectives of management for the protected area and for 

the evaluation was needed prior to selecting an evaluation method. A senior 

manager stated: 
‘A thorough process of identifying protected area values from which you then set some very 

specific objectives and targets…is critical to management assessment’ 

Standardised evaluation methods 
Standardised evaluation methods are methods which would be used by many 

practitioners in many different protected area organisations to secure particular 

evaluation information (Terminology p.xxv). They would be efficient and 

effective in producing such information. Participants identified that they need 

standardisation to help minimise workload, to achieve benchmarking comparisons 
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with other organisations, and to maximise the benefit of evaluation data collected 

across many countries (Table 3.7). Two participants stated: 

‘[We] need standardised methodologies to avoid wasted effort…..link here to CBD requirements’ 

‘Because we overburden the system with monitoring with lots of requests that are very costly and 

the marginal benefit that you get from the increased numbers and figures are very small, so I 

think….(…)….globally we need to make this effort of criticising and trying to understand the 

indicators that really indicate’ 

The experience and research of some protected area management theorists 

(Leverington and Hockings 2004, Hockings et al. 2006, Dahl-Tacconi 2006) 

identifies that protected area management evaluation indicators were established 

based on the situational needs of users. This is linked to their local environmental, 

social, political, management and legal circumstances (Chapter 2), and 

standardised evaluation indicators were not considered practical. However, the 

Foundations of Success have identified (Chapter 2) that other professional fields 

(such as Health) have standardised some evaluation indicators, and such efforts 

help identify key variables to monitor (FOS 2004). These ‘key variables’ are 

described by this research as ‘variables to be evaluated’. If we use reverse logic, 

(as discussed in Chapter 2) an understanding of the variables to be evaluated 

needed could lead to the selection of suitable indicators and even standardised 

indicators for some purposes. 

Evaluation indicators 
Senior managers sought the collection of one set of evaluation information for use 

at different levels of an organisation to help reduce work loads. One participant 

stated: 

‘At the protected area level, we do a site level assessment. We need that to be able to be 

synthesised and taken upward within the organisation where decisions are being made about 

resource allocation. (…). The kinds of assessments and information that are needed at those 

different levels is different…they become broader as you go upwards…what is critical at the 

moment is to try and look at how detailed information at the protected area level can be 

synthesised into the various levels of decision making’ 

This concept is described as scalable evaluation information and is based on the 

collection of evaluation information from a single variable and where this 

information is used for multiple organisational purposes (Chapter 2).  

Senior managers and external stakeholders reinforced the need for indicators to be 

chosen carefully (Table 3.7). One external stakeholder commented: 
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‘Selection of indicators are critical…there is a high cost to do it well [monitoring] tending to know 

a broad array of information that is impossible and impractical [sic]….plus monitoring needs to be 

used’ 

Simple evaluation methods 
Focus group participants called for simple and practical evaluation methods. 

There were some logical inconsistencies however, since some participants sought 

improvements to the use of thresholds of potential concern (Table 3.7) and such 

concepts require a degree of sophistication in scientific research (Biggs and 

Rogers 2003). Resolution of this logic difference however has been identified by 

the literature including (for example) evaluation work conducted for the Great 

Barrier Reef Marine Park, Australia and the Tasmanian Wilderness World 

Heritage Area (TPWS 2004; GBRMPA 2005a). In these two protected areas, 

technical development of thresholds of potential concern for evaluation indicators 

was delegated to scientists and other specialists. The use of evaluation information 

for management was achieved by introducing ‘user friendly’ indicators that were 

based on this technical information (TPWS 2004; GBRMPA 2005a). 

 

Most of the evaluation methods identified by participants were used for 

accountability functions and reflect a New Public Management (Fenna 1998, 

McLaughlin et al. 2002) emphasis to management by protected area practitioners. 

Participants identified seven evaluation methods they were using including: 

WWF’s Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation Protected Area Management 

(RAPPAM) (Ervin 2003a) method; State of the Parks reporting; Annual Reports; 

a method developed for evaluating World Heritage sites, Enhancing our Heritage 

(Hockings et al. 2004); Corporate Governance reporting such as financial reports; 

Plan of Management preparation; and Ecologically Sustainable Forest 

Management (NFI 2003).  
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3.5.4 Uses of evaluation information 
A comparison of the information use needs of participants identifies that adaptive 

management and accountability evaluation information were needed by all three 

groups (Table 3.8). Such evaluation information is clearly very important. It also 

implies that baseline and change in condition evaluations will be needed as part of 

achieving this information. Further insights into these issues are provided here. 
Table 3.8 Evaluation information use needs 
Information uses identified 

by Senior Managers 
Information uses identified 

by Senior Executives 
Information uses identified 
by External Stakeholders 

• Adaptive management • Adaptive management • Adaptive management 
 • Public relations • Communicating results of 

monitoring 
• Synthesising and reporting of 

performance to higher levels 
• Reporting on management at 

various levels 
• Regular reporting of 

performance 
• Effectiveness evaluation 

(integrated use of 
information) 

• Reporting on resource 
allocation and budget 

 

 • Performance comparison 
with other sectors 

 

Adaptive management  
All three focus groups identified that they required information for adaptive 

management and for performance reporting at a number of levels within an 

organisation (Table 3.8). Two participants stated: 

‘To me the most important need is to have an adaptive management tool for the manager at the 

site, system, or portfolio level’ 

‘…one need that I see is to stop monitoring for monitoring’s sake and make sure that the 

monitoring links as you were suggesting back to adaptive management…[that] there is really 

action based on monitoring’… 

Adaptive management (Salafsky and Margoluis 2001) is a major step forward 

from contemporary management of protected areas for most organisations 

(Lockwood et al. 2006). There were exceptions however, such as the adaptive 

management approaches being implemented in Kruger National Park (Du Toit et 

al. 2003) and the Australian Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (GBRMPA 2005b). 

Accountability 
Senior executives identified a need for evaluation information that could be used 

widely such as: influencing the social and political operating environment of 

protected areas (public relations) (Weiss 1998); for financial accountability; and 

for benchmarking management performance with other government organisations 

(Table 3.8). These needs identify evaluations for accountability and organisational 

process improvement functions (Patton 1997, FOS 2004), and highlight a New 
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Public Management and organisational response for how evaluation information 

will be used (Fenna 1998, McLaughlin et al. 2002). Annual performance reporting 

(for example) was an important need. One external stakeholder commented: 

‘status reporting is a need….conservators….wardens need to be able to report annually on the 

status of their protected areas, biologically and otherwise.’ 

3.5.5 Improvements to the process of evaluation  
All three focus groups identified improvements that were needed for managing the 

process of evaluation (Table 3.9). Some of these needs are described in greater 

detail. 

Minimising workload 
Senior managers and external stakeholders were particularly concerned about 

minimising the workload of evaluations (Table 3.9). Streamlining evaluation 

processes, eliminating duplicate processes and, the very careful selection of 

quantitative methods for evaluation were identified as being needed (Table 3.9). 

An external stakeholder stated: 

‘I think it [evaluation] needs to be streamlined so that field managers aren’t weighed down with a 

lot of paper work so that they stay field managers…so status reporting…streamlined status 

reporting is a need’. 

Partnerships 
Senior managers and senior executives felt that partnerships with other 

organisations (such as scientific bodies and NGOs) were important. Such 

partnerships could introduce new efficiencies and could permit the delegation of 

specialist tasks such as conducting complex, scientific based evaluations (Table 

3.9). 

Recruitment of expertise and training 
The employment of appropriate staff to undertake evaluation was needed. One 

senior manager stated this was needed: 

‘because the whole area of monitoring is something that the older style personnel who would have 

liked to have just got in and undertake pest control and not understand well why we should be 

trying to evaluate the program and a lot of money may be ineffectively allocated because we are 

not achieving the objectives that we set’ 

In addition investment in staff training and the development of training 

information for evaluation was needed (Table 3.9). 
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Resource allocation 
Effective resource allocation was needed to improve the process of both protected 

area management and the individual management task of evaluation. Evaluation 

of how resources were to be allocated was needed. One senior manager stated: 

‘there needs to be a really objective way of streamlining resource allocation prioritisation from a 

manager’s perspective’ 

Table 3.9 Improving the process of managing evaluation (needs) 
Issues 

identified by 
focus groups 

Identified by Senior 
Managers 

Identified by 
Senior Executives 

Identified by External 
Stakeholderss 

Workload • Refine outcome indicators so 
they are practical 

• Streamline workload and 
reduce paperwork 

• Too many processes to work 
on 

• Too many performance 
measures, many which are 
similar 

 

 • Do not burden 
managers 

• Careful selection of 
quantitative methods 

• Use of same 
information at 
different levels 

Partnerships • Cooperative approach with 
landowners and communities 

• Method to deal with 
evaluation for partnerships 

 

• Partnerships with 
scientific bodies 

• Partnerships with 
NGOs 

 

What is 
evaluated 

• Issue of changing priorities 
in the dynamic of protected 
area operations 

• Several critical 
management 
effectiveness 
needs 

• Caution about 
use of targets 

 

What 
information is 
collected 

• Process for identifying all 
values needed 

• Site level information used 
upwards through an 
organisation 

• ESD information is needed 
 

• Strategic 
selection of 
evaluation 
information 

• Different tools for one 
organisation at 
different levels 

• Information collected 
used at different levels 

 

Levels of use of 
information 

 • Use for 
comparison at 
WCPA scale 

 

 

Type of use • Objective way of resource 
allocation 

• Use for 
benchmarking 

 

Communicating 
the information 

  • Improve 
communication of 
information 

 
Costs   • Careful selection of 

quantitative methods 
• Benefits and costs of 

evaluation 
 

Research   • Cause and effect 
relationships 

Staff • Need to employ the right 
staff 

  

Training  • Training of on-
ground personnel 

• Toolkits and training 

Manager 
awareness 

  • Increased awareness 
by managers 
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Integrated evaluation 
Evaluation of a number of variables at any given time and in an integrated manner 

was identified as being needed for effective management. An external stakeholder 

stated that: 

‘All too often management problems are dealt with in isolation’.  

It was a means of using evaluation information to achieve a holistic approach to 

management. The senior executives were cautious about just evaluating targets or 

goals (summative evaluation), and stressed the need for adequate evaluation of 

management processes (formative evaluation) (Weiss 1998, Patton 2002, Scriven 

1993, 2004). This role of process evaluations is now more commonly accepted by 

evaluators (Datta 2006), even though ‘the distinction between studies that ask how 

good a service is and those that ask how the service can be improved has been 

around for years’ (Cronbach et al. 1981). Participants also stressed the need for 

evaluating multiple variables to determine management effectiveness. One senior 

executive stated: 

‘I think there are several critical needs…(…)…some are internal, some are external and some are 

about the resources, some are about the people that manage the resource…(…)’ 

In implementing integrated evaluation, more than one evaluation method will be 

needed. External stakeholders identified a need for organisations to use more than 

one evaluation method to conduct their business, with different evaluation ‘tools’ 

providing different roles, such as those required by managers at the protected area 

level, systems level, country level, and institution portfolio level (Table 3.9). 

Identifying the suite of key evaluation methods (and the audience for the 

information) will be needed by institutions, as part of a process of conducting 

evaluation. 

Benchmarking 
Senior executives reinforced a need for benchmarking and for comparative 

performance assessment, reflecting the performance accountability needs of 

governments and funding organisations (Table 3.9). Often such government 

accountability seeks evaluative comparisons with international best practice 

(ANAO 2002). 
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3.6 RELEVANCE OF THE KEY RESEARCH ISSUES 

The research issues identified in Chapter 2 were directly relevant to protected area 

practitioners. Focus group participants wanted to establish priority areas where 

evaluation information was needed by their organisation. This could be facilitated 

by understanding what was commonly evaluated by protected area management 

organisations around the world. Although there was information in the literature 

about a range of evaluation variables it was not known what was actually 

commonly evaluated. 

Focus group participants also required information on commonly used evaluation 

methods in order to guide the development of a suite of methods. Although 

information about the range of methods was available, published information 

about what was commonly used was not available. 

3.7 QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT GUIDANCE 

The focus group research also provided important guidance information for the 

development of a questionnaire for this research. The questionnaire sought data 

about what practitioners were evaluating, what they want to evaluate and what 

evaluation methods they used. Observations made from this focus group research 

assisted in the design and development of the questionnaire. The observations are 

described here.  

3.7.1 Categorising variables to be evaluated 
There was no common language for what was evaluated. Although evaluations 

were commonly discussed by practitioners, the level of specificity varied. Order 

needed to be established before data on ‘what was evaluated’ could be firstly 

collected and subsequently analysed. A categorisation method was needed and a 

unique niche needed to be established for each variable to be evaluated. 

3.7.2 Use of the WCPA framework 
Practitioners identified that evaluations were needed from all six elements of the 

WCPA framework (Hockings et al. 2000) to ensure that protected area 

management was effective. This infers the potential use of the WCPA framework 

either as a guide to the development of a categorisation method or as part of such 

a method. 
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3.7.3 Additional variables to be evaluated 
Practitioners identified additional variables that were not recognised by evaluation 

criteria of the WCPA framework guidelines (Hockings et al. 2000). They included 

baseline values, change in condition, and the nature (severity) of threats. Baseline 

condition (for example) reporting was seen as being critical for establishing a 

context from which change in condition could be measured. These additions 

needed to be incorporated into any categorisation method developed. 

3.7.4 Standardised approaches for evaluation 
Practitioners identified a need to standardise evaluation methods (including 

indicators), to minimise workloads. They also sought refinement for how 

evaluation indicators were selected, and improved efficiencies for how evaluation 

information was collected and used. 

3.7.5 Commonly used evaluation methods 
Practitioners identified that organisations require a suite of evaluation methods for 

their management of evaluation. Identifying commonly used evaluation methods 

was needed to assist with the development of such a suite of tools by 

organisations. 

3.7.6 Relationship between variables and evaluation methods 
An improved understanding of commonly required variables to be evaluated and 

commonly used evaluation methods could provide opportunities for understanding 

new theoretical relationships between the two evaluation parameters. This 

potential was considered in the questionnaire design to ensure the appropriate data 

are collected. 

3.8 CONCLUSION 

The focus group research has identified the most important protected area 

management evaluation needs of 14 expert protected area management 

practitioners. They confirmed that: evaluation was needed for a range of 

management purposes; information collected was needed for a range of different 

uses; many different variables to be evaluated were needed for assessment; 

evaluation methods needed improvement; and the process of managing evaluation 

also needed improvement. Other issues included: high workloads, a desire for 

greater efficiency and cost effectiveness; and a need to improve management, 
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such as through benchmarking and establishing global effectiveness standards. In 

addition: organisations needed a suite of evaluation methods to conduct their 

management; and evaluation indicators needed to be capable of collecting 

information for use at different levels within an organisation (scalable 

information) and externally from other organisations. The focus groups also 

provided guidance information for the development of the questionnaire. 

3.9 APPLYING THESE OBSERVATIONS 

These observations have been applied by this research principally in Chapter 5. 

However, the task of categorising variables to be evaluated needed to be 

developed initially in order to develop the questionnaire. Chapter 4 responds to 

this need and describes the development of a categorisation method for this 

research. 
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CHAPTER 4 A CATEGORISATION 
METHOD 

4.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapter 3 reported on focus group research and confirmed the relevance of the 

research issues and aims of this thesis from a practitioner’s perspective. It also 

identified that, in order to analyse variables, a categorisation method would be 

needed. Chapter 4 describes the development of such a categorisation method 

based on an expanded-WCPA framework which classifies variables at an 

increased level of specificity (vertical expansion) and for a range of additional 

variables to be evaluated (horizontal expansion). The categorisation method 

included three new evaluation criteria (baseline values, change in condition and 

severity of threat), and three new increasingly specific categories (evaluation area, 

evaluation subject and evaluation topic). The expanded-WCPA framework 

provided a basis for developing the questionnaire for this research. 

4.2 AIM 

The aim of this chapter was to develop a method, based on the WCPA framework, 

to categorise the variables to be evaluated. 

4.3 CATEGORISING VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED 

The WCPA framework (Hockings et al. 2000) broadly describes what variables 

should be evaluated, relative to the cycle of management, for protected areas 

(Figure 1.1). It provides a basis for categorisation of variables to the broad level of 

evaluation criteria (Figure 1.2), and is therefore an ideal starting point for 

developing a method for categorising empirical data on what practitioners are 

evaluating and what needs to be evaluated. It was described by the executive 

manager group during the focus group research, as a means of achieving effective 

protected area management as a result of its equal emphasis for formative and 

summative evaluation needs and its integrated approach to evaluation (Chapter 3). 

A review of the literature (Chapter 2) also highlighted its suitability and 

applicability as an evaluation framework (FOS 2004). 
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4.3.1 Rationale for an expanded-WCPA framework 
A categorisation method was needed that would include the majority of relevant 

variables to be evaluated. The focus group research (Table 3.6) and the literature 

review (Chapter 2, Section 8) both identified that variables to be evaluated were 

recognised and described by practitioners: at a generic issue level (such as threats 

to a protected area); at more specific levels (such as bush meat poaching); and at 

very specific levels (such as elephant ivory poaching). Miguel Cifuentes and his 

colleagues also recognised these different levels of specificity for evaluation 

‘indicators’, and described (and used) for their WWF/CATIE evaluation method 

four different ‘indicator’ categories which they described (for increasing 

specificity) as ‘fields’, ‘variables’, ‘sub-variables’ and ‘parameters’ (Cifuentes et 

al. 2000). Usually, the practitioners speak and write about the variables to be 

evaluated at the more specific level rather than at the generic ‘threats to protected 

areas’ level. However, the generic level is the level at which the WCPA 

framework identifies what should be assessed with its evaluation criteria. ‘Threats 

to protected areas,’ for example, are one of the 10 evaluation criteria of the 

WCPA framework (Figure 1.2). 

Thus, a questionnaire was developed to survey protected area practitioners about 

what variables they assessed, and a method to categorise more specific 

information was also developed. The WCPA framework was expanded 

(vertically) to categorise more specific variables. The focus group research also 

identified that the 10 evaluation criteria (Figure 1.2) (Hockings et al. 2000) did 

comprehensively cover variables identified by users. Therefore, the WCPA 

framework was expanded horizontally to include these additional evaluation 

criteria. 

4.3.2 Developing an expanded-WCPA framework  
The WCPA framework was expanded vertically (to categorise very specific 

variables to be evaluated) and horizontally (to categorise the range of variables) to 

provide an effective categorisation method for this research. This process was 

completed in three steps (Figure 4.1): 

1) vertical expansion of the WCPA framework; 

2) horizontal expansion of the WCPA framework; and, 

3) finalising the expanded-WCPA categorisation method. 
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Figure 4.1 Steps taken in expanding the WCPA protected area management evaluation framework. (The white 
boxes are the original WCPA framework elements and criteria) (Hockings et al. 2000) 
 
Step 1. Vertical expansion was required to provide three increasingly specific categories (Indicated by grey boxes).  
Step 2. Horizontal expansion was required. Three evaluation criteria shown to be important to protected area practitioners were added (Indicated by 
dotted boxes). 
Step 3. Finalising the expanded-WCPA framework 
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WCPA framework category: 
Each evaluation element 
represents one of the 6 stages of 
management identified by the 
IUCN evaluation framework

WCPA framework category 
Evaluation criteria provide the 
broadest subdivision of each 
evaluation element. They 
differentiate important areas of 
evaluation 

Evaluation area 
Expanded-WCPA framework 
category: Evaluation area 
categorises groups of evaluation 
subjects of a similar theme within 
an evaluation criteria

Evaluation subject 
 

Expanded-WCPA framework 
category: Evaluation subjects are 
variables to be evaluated commonly 
identified for assessment at a 
protected area management 
operational level 

Evaluation topic 

Evaluation 
Indicators 

Expanded WCPA framework 
category: Evaluation topics are an 
aspect of an evaluation subject. 
There may be a number of different 
evaluation topics for a given 
evaluation subject 

Evaluation indicators 
are specific and 
identify what 
evaluation data is 
collected. Indicators 
may be used to 
collect data from 
variables at different 
levels of specificity 
as shown. 

Evaluation criteria 
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(total of 13) 
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Conceptual diagram of the expanded-WCPA framework method for categorising variables to 
be evaluated 
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[Figure removed, please consult print copy of the thesis held in Griffith University Library]
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Step 1: Vertical expansion 
The WCPA framework (Hockings et al. 2000) creates order for what is to be 

evaluated by describing six evaluation elements and 10 evaluation criteria (Figure 

1.2). Three new increasingly specific categories of variables to be evaluated were 

developed by categorising the list of 335 variables identified from the literature 

review (Chapter 2 and listed in Appendix 2.1). They were categorised according 

to evaluation element, then by evaluation criteria and then by grouping similar 

variables into 40 unique ‘evaluation areas’ that were more specific than the 

evaluation criteria (Table 4.1). Within each evaluation area, a number of 

‘evaluation subjects’ were recognised (Appendices 4.1-4.6) and finally, an even 

more specific third level ‘evaluation topics’ was identified (Figure 4.1) 

(Appendices 4.1–4.6). It was at the level of evaluation subject that examples of 

variables were commonly discussed by practitioners. This observation is based on 

aspects of the focus group discussions and my professional 34 years of protected 

area management experience. 
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CONTEXT 

Significance 
Natural (biotic) phenomena 
Natural (abiotic) phenomena 
Cultural and social heritage 
Natural heritage condition 
Cultural heritage condition 
Social and economic condition 
 
Threats 
Threat issue and threat status 
Physical threats 
Biological threats 
Direct human threats 
Indirect human threats 
 
Vulnerability 
Legal status 
Boundary demarcation 
On-ground management status 
On-ground adverse social issues 
On-ground potential for impacts 
 
National context 
National policy context 
National conservation performance 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING 
Systems level planning, legislation 
and design 
Adequacy of legislation 
Adequacy of policy 
Adequate and representative system 
of protected areas 
Landscape processes and ecosystem 
services 
Systems level management planning 
Individual protected area planning 
and design 
Protected area design 
Protected area planning 
 
INPUTS 
Management inputs 
Adequacy financial resources 
Adequacy human resources 
Adequacy equipment and 
infrastructure 
Adequacy of information resources 
Resource allocation 
External partner investments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PROCESS 
Management process 
Management processes 
Administration support 
Operations management 
Monitoring  
Performance standards 
 
OUTPUTS 
Management outputs 
Delivery of products 
Delivery of services 
Delivery of work programs 
 
OUTCOMES 
Management objectives 
Objectives achieved 

Table 4.1 Forty evaluation areas (boxed) derived from 335 examples of variables to be evaluated. (Presented by evaluation element (upper case) and evaluation 
criteria (italics). They were sourced from multiple evaluation methods) (Appendix 2.1)  
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Step 2: Horizontal expansion 
A capacity to comprehensively categorise the range of variables to be evaluated 

was a key issue in developing a method for categorising. The 40 evaluation areas 

identified (Table 4.1) were able to be categorised below the 10 evaluation criteria 

of the WCPA framework, but these were sourced from theoretically derived 

evaluation methods (Appendix 2.1). Consequently they may not include the range 

of variables used by practitioners. To respond to this issue, feedback from the 

focus groups provided a practitioner focused view, and identified additional 

variables to be evaluated not recognised by the WCPA framework evaluation 

criteria or the 40 evaluation areas (Chapter 3, Section 5; Table 4.1). To ensure the 

method for categorising variables was comprehensive, these additional variables 

would need to be included. Therefore the WCPA framework was expanded 

horizontally to include new evaluation criteria which included ‘baseline values’, 

‘change in condition’ and ‘severity of threat’ (Figure 4.2). The basis for the 

inclusion of these new evaluation criteria is described further below. 

Baseline values 
Two of the three focus groups identified the importance of evaluating baseline 

values (see Terminology), and the third identified the need for benchmarking (see 

Terminology) (Table 3.6). They initially emphasised the importance of 

understanding the significance of values (see Terminology) of protected areas and 

the condition of those values at a point in time (that is, baseline values) (Table 

4.2). They also stated that baseline condition of values was needed for adaptive 

management and for establishing management performance relative to inputs 

(Tables 3.2-3.4).  

Establishing the baseline condition of values of a protected area prior to works is 

undertaken: for adaptive management; for providing a capacity to measure change 

in condition; and for measuring change in threat status (Margoluis and Salafsky 

1998, World Bank 1998, Jones and Dunn 2000, Salafsky et al. 2001, Day et al. 

2002, Parrish et al. 2003, Wilkinson et al. 2003, Leverington and Hockings 2004). 

The need to collect such baseline information early in a management program is 

recognised (Figure 1.2) (World Bank 1998, Jones and Dunn 2000, Salafsky et al. 

2001, Leverington and Hockings 2004, TNC 2004, Stem et al. 2005). This is 

interpreted as establishing a baseline condition assessment and provides support 

for the baseline values being assessed early in a project management cycle. 
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Caution is however provided by the literature concerning shifting baselines 

(baseline values that reflect a human modified environment, not a natural 

environment) and this would need to be managed for (Lindenmayer and Burgman 

2005). Some practitioners may oppose the concept given they do not wish to 

establish a baseline measure for their performance. However, given the merits for 

the concept, baseline values were included by this research as an additional 

WCPA framework criterion for the evaluation element context (Figure 4.2). 

Table 4.2 Variables to be evaluated identified by focus group participants and organised 
relevant to the 40 evaluation areas. (PA = protected area) 
Evaluation 

element 
Evaluation 

criteria 
Evaluation area 

(Categories derived from the 
evaluation method 

information, Appendix 2.1) 

Variables to be evaluated derived 
from all needs identified by focus 

group participants (Tables 3.2-3.4) 
Context Significance Natural (biotic) phenomena • Protected area values  

• Ecological integrity  
• Identify values 
• Increased knowledge 
• Knowledge for landuse planning 
• Establish the status of species 

  Natural (abiotic) phenomena • Increased knowledge 
• Knowledge for landuse planning 

  Cultural and social heritage • Increased knowledge 
• Knowledge for landuse planning 

  Natural heritage condition • Baseline value of condition 
• Baseline value reporting for adaptive 

management 
  Cultural heritage condition • Baseline value of condition 

• Baseline value reporting for adaptive 
management 

  Social and economic condition • Baseline value of condition 
• Social aspects 
• Economic aspects 
• Baseline value reporting for adaptive 

management 
• Measure change in condition from 

baseline 
• Feedback on effectiveness of 

communication with stakeholders and 
partners 

 Threats Threat issue and threat status • Identify key threats 
  Physical threats • Identify key threats 
  Biological threats • Identify key threats 
  Direct human threats • Identify key threats 
  Indirect human threats • Identify key threats 
 Vulnerability Legal status  
  Boundary demarcation  
  On-ground management status  
  On-ground adverse social 

issues 
 

  On-ground potential for 
impacts 

 

 National 
context 

National policy context • Political support 

  National conservation 
performance 

 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
design 

Adequacy of legislation • Legislative framework 

  Adequacy of policy  
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Evaluation 
element 

Evaluation 
criteria 

Evaluation area 
(Categories derived from the 

evaluation method 
information, Appendix 2.1) 

Variables to be evaluated derived 
from all needs identified by focus 

group participants (Tables 3.2-3.4) 

  Representative system PA’s  
  Landscape processes, 

ecosystem services 
 

  Systems level management 
planning 

 

 Individual PA 
planning and 
design 

Protected area design  

  Protected area planning • Plan of management 
 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

• Balanced score card internal monitoring 
• Cost effectiveness 

  Adequacy of human resources • Balanced score card internal monitoring 
• Strengthen the capacity to manage 

  Adequacy of equipment and 
infrastructure 

 

  Adequacy of information 
resources 

 

  Resource allocation • Resource allocation  
  External partner investments  
Process Management 

process 
Managementl processes • Management performance feedback to 

staff 
• Efficiency and effectiveness evaluation 

  Administration support  
  Operations management • Process eg waste reduction 
  Monitoring • Establish the benefits and costs of 

investing in evaluation 
  Performance standards • Performance comparison external to PA 

organisations 
• Benchmarking 
• Global benchmark management 

effectiveness measures 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products • Accountability of protected area 

management actions 
  Delivery of services • Accountability of protected area 

management actions 
• Output measures eg visitor services 

  Delivery of work programs • Need for accountability of protected 
area management actions 

Outcome Management 
objectives 

Objectives achieved • Change in condition 
• Annual status reporting of biological 

and other information 
• Outcome measures (eg biodiversity 

changes) 
• Identify if threat abatement delivers 

benefits to biodiversity or cultural 
changes 

• Report against targets that have been 
established for improved management 

• Determine if management actions are 
delivering expected outputs and 
outcomes 

• Accountability of protected area 
management actions 

• Performance feedback for staff 
• Triple bottom line reporting 
• Goal achievement (objectives achieved) 

Change in condition 
Two of the three focus groups emphasised the importance of evaluating change in 

the condition of the values (against a baseline measure) (Table 3.6). One of these 
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groups identified a requirement for practical outcome indicators (Table 3.7), and 

another highlighted the need to determine if management actions were delivering 

expected outputs and outcomes (Table 3.6). As a result, methods for assessing 

change in condition from the baseline were sought (Table 4.2). The focus groups 

specifically identified assessing change in the condition of values as an aspect of 

outcome evaluation that was needed. These were in addition to more generic 

outcome evaluations measured against established objectives.  

 

Outcome evaluations measure the extent to which management objectives have 

been achieved, and, specifically for protected areas, ‘the extent to which values 

have been protected, threats abated, relationships with communities enhanced and 

other management objectives achieved’ (Leverington and Hockings 2004). It is 

considered to be the true test of management effectiveness (Hockings et al. 2000, 

Leverington and Hockings 2004). Long term monitoring is also considered 

important for such evaluation, especially for the variables: biological and cultural 

resources; socio-economic aspects of use; and the impacts of management on 

local communities (Leverington and Hockings 2004). Evaluating the change in 

condition of values is specifically identified by many researchers (eg Parrish et al. 

2003, Lindenmayer and Burgman 2005, CABS 2006) and therefore it was 

included as an additional criterion for the WCPA framework (Figure 4.2). 

Severity of threat 
Two of the three focus groups emphasised the importance of evaluating threats, as 

well as trends in the nature of the threats (Table 4.2). The WCPA framework 

identifies threats as part of the element ‘context’ and this is evaluated early in the 

cycle of management. However, focus group participants highlighted the need to 

assess trends in the severity of threats over time to enable the evaluation of the 

benefits of threat abatement programs and to determine trends in the condition of 

protected areas (Table 4.2). Thresholds of potential concern for key threats were 

also identified as being needed as part of this work (Table 3.7). In addition to the 

focus group findings, the literature also supports a need to consider the concept of 

‘severity of threat’ variables. Therefore evaluating the changes in the severity of 

threats as part of protected area management was included as an additional 

evaluation criterion, and was located in the WCPA framework element, ‘outcome’ 

(Figure 4.2). 
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Figure 4.2. Horizontal expansion of the WCPA framework showing three additional criteria (shaded - baseline values, change in condition, and severity of threat) 
(Mgmt = management) 
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Step Three: Finalising an expanded-WCPA framework 
The final step in expanding the WCPA framework involved adding appropriate 

evaluation area categories for the three new evaluation criteria, and selecting 

suitable evaluation subject examples for use in each of the evaluation areas. This 

was achieved using the data generated from: the evaluation methods (Table 4.1, 

Appendices 4.1-4.6); the focus group data (Tables 3.2-3.4, and 4.2); and, the 

researchers judgement (based on my 34 years of professional experience working 

in protected area management). The final categorisation method, described as the 

‘expanded-WCPA framework’, consisted of six evaluation elements, 13 

evaluation criteria, 51 evaluation areas, and 146 examples of evaluation subjects 

(Table 4.3). The original 40 evaluation areas (identified from the evaluation 

methods) were expanded to include the full range of variables established from 

the additional evaluation criteria. This increased the number of evaluation areas to 

51 (Table 4.3). For practical reasons, the categorisation method extended to the 

level of detail of evaluation subject only (Figure 4.3). This is the level at which 

the variables to be evaluated were commonly discussed, and where the number of 

examples of the evaluation subjects was manageable for this research. 

 
 
Evaluation 

Element 
(6) 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

(13) 

Evaluation 
Area 
(51) 

Evaluation 
Subject 

(146) 

Evaluation Topic 
(very many) 

e.g. Context e.g. Values e.g. Natural 
biotic 
phenomena 

e.g. Flora e.g. The significance values of the 
Kosciuszko National Park alpine 
flora 

 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.3. The expanded-WCPA framework showing increasing specificity of variables 
(adapted from Hockings et al. 2000). 
 

 

Increasing level of specificity of variables 
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Table 4.3: The expanded-WCPA framework categorisation method 
(This is a method for categorising variables to be evaluated for protected area management and it 
recognises 146 categories of evaluation subjects. Explanatory information for aspects of its 
development is provided hereunder.) (Sources: Appendix 2.1, Table 4.2; Appendices 4.1-4.6; 
Chapter 3 data; the literature and the researcher’s judgement). 
 
Variables to be evaluated 
Evaluation 

Element 
(6) 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

(13) 

Evaluation Area 
(51) 

Evaluation Subjects 
(selected examples) 

(146) 
Context Values (*1) Natural (biotic) phenomena Flora, fauna, fungi (*2, *3) 

 
  Natural (abiotic) phenomena Water, air, soils, geological features (*4) 

 
  Cultural sites, places or features Structures, sites of significance 

 
  Social phenomena (*5) Recreation opportunities, economic well-

being 
 

 Baseline 
values (*6) 

Natural (biotic) phenomena Flora, fauna, fungi 

  Natural (abiotic) phenomena Water, air, soils, geological features  
 

  Cultural sites, places or features Structures, sites of significance 
 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities, economic well-
being 
 

  Management responsibilities (*7) Liquid waste quality, solid waste volumes, 
air emission quality, energy consumption 
 

 Identified 
threat (*8) 

Physical threats Earthquakes, landslides, fires and severe 
weather 
 

  Biological threats Weed invasions, pest animals, introduced 
organisms 
 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing, grazing, poaching, hunting, 
fishing, mining, trampling 
 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts, urban 
encroachment, impacts to climate, air 
quality, water quality 
 

 Vulnerability Legal status Presence or absence of legal protection, the 
adequacy of legal protection, the clarity of 
ownership 
 

  Boundary demarcation Presence of a surveyed boundary, presence 
of boundary markers 
 

  On-ground management The presence of staff 
 

  Local issues Compatibility of protected area objectives 
with local cultural beliefs and practices 
 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility of protected areas for illegal 
activities, economic demand for protected 
area resources 

 National 
policy 

Presence of national conservation 
policy 

Political party support for conservation, 
community support for conservation 

  National conservation 
performance 

Degree of implementation of conservation 
policies, proportion of the budget allocated 
to conservation 
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Evaluation 
Element 

(6) 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

(13) 

Evaluation Area 
(51) 

Evaluation Subjects 
(selected examples) 

(146) 
Planning Systems level 

planning, 
legislation, 
design (*9) 

Adequacy of legislation Comparing existing legislation with best 
practice legislation 

  Adequacy of policy Presence of contemporary legislation 
policies, clear vision and mission 
statements, clear corporate priorities 
 

  System design Comprehensive adequate and representative 
reserve system, adequate layout, and 
adequate configuration of the reserve 
system 
 

  System/landscape design The adequacy of protected areas to 
contribute to landscape processes and 
ecosystem services, the adequacy of 
landscape scale interconnections, and 
adequacy of conservation corridors 
 

  Management planning The presence of a strategic plan, 
organisational systems for planning, 
evaluation, budgeting , information 
management, staff management and 
integrated management 
 

 Individual PA 
planning and 
design 

Design of individual protected 
area 

Size, shape, interconnectivity in the 
regional landscape 

  Individual protected area planning Presence of a plan of management, level of 
execution of a plan of management(*10) 
 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial resources Sufficiency of capital funds, sufficiency of 
recurrent funds, sufficiency of grant funds 
 

  Adequacy of human resources Sufficient staff resources to manage, staff 
skills match competencies required 
 

  Adequacy of equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation, workshop 
infrastructure, plant and equipment, 
transport. 
 

  Adequacy of information 
resources 

Information systems availability, research 
contribution. 
 

  Allocation of resources Expenditure of financial resources 
 

  External partner investments Amount of resources contributed 
 

Process Management 
process 

Management process Planning systems, operational systems, 
resource allocation systems 
 

  Administration systems Recruitment processes, staff training 
systems, financial systems, safety systems 
 

  Operational systems Incident management systems, occupational 
health and safety systems, sustainable 
operations systems 
 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 
 

  Performance standards Review of baseline performance standards 
against national standards 
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Evaluation 
Element 

(6) 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

(13) 

Evaluation Area 
(51) 

Evaluation Subjects 
(selected examples) 

(146) 
 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Development projects completed, visitor 
facilities provided 
 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services, visitor information 
services, educational services 
 

  Delivery of work programs Area of weeds reduced, number of pest 
animals removed 
 

Outcome Change in 
condition 
(*11) 

Natural (biotic) phenomena Flora, fauna, fungi 
 

  Natural (abiotic) phenomena Water, air, soils, geological features 
 
 

  Cultural sites, places or features Structures, sites of significance 
 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities, economic well-
being 
 

  Management responsibilities Liquid waste quality, solid waste volumes, 
air emission quality, energy consumption 

 Severity of 
threat (*12) 

Physical threats Earthquakes, landslides, fires and severe 
weather 
 

  Biological threats Weed invasions, pest animals, introduced 
organisms 
 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing, grazing, poaching, hunting, 
fishing, mining, trampling 
 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts, urban 
encroachment, impacts to climate, air 
quality, water quality 
 

 Outcome Management outcomes Objectives achieved 
 

 

Explanatory notes 
*1. The evaluation criteria title ‘significance’ was replaced with the title ‘values’ based on 
responses from focus group participants (Chapter 3). The concept of values can include 
significance (Lockwood et al. 2006). 
 
*2. Category names for evaluation subjects (subjects) were developed using the language of 
participants (users), wherever possible, with the categories being (after IUCN-CMP 2006a): 
• Simple (Chapter 3); 
• Hierarchical (like subjects were grouped); 
• Comprehensive (covers most subjects); 
• Expandable (new subject categories can be added); 
• Exclusive (Any given subject can only be placed in one cell); and 
• Scalable (the same subject category names can be used at different scales). 
 
*3. The categorisation method did not attempt to be comprehensive for the evaluation subjects 
category. Rather, it aimed to be indicative, with examples of evaluation subjects that could be 
commonly used or wanted being selected (such as flora). Guidance for this selection was obtained 
from: a) the variables to be evaluated data sourced from evaluation methods (Appendices 4.1 - 
4.6); b) the focus groups (Table 4.2); c) the literature, and d) the researcher’s 34 years of 
professional experience in protected area management. The examples were to be used for the 
questionnaire and were required for guidance purposes only. 
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*4 The basic evaluation subjects that would be required for ecosystem evaluations were included. 
 
*5. Cultural and social evaluation areas were separated to clearly identify their different category 
status. 
 
*6. The baseline value category was identified by this research as an additional evaluation 
criterion. It used the same categories developed for ‘values’ as well as a management category. 
The evaluation area category title (eg value-flora and baseline value-flora) defines the unique 
evaluation type, even though the same variable name (flora) was used in both categories.  
 
*7. Management responsibilities were included for baseline values. They recognised 
environmental management subject categories (such as water quality and solid waste volumes) 
which were being introduced into some protected areas, and where baseline value evaluation was 
required (Worboys et al. 2005). 
 
*8. Threats were defined by this research to include pressures, impacts, drivers, or barriers 
(Margoluis and Salafsky 1998, IUCN-CMP 2006b). This was consistent with the common use of 
the word by practitioners and contemporary literature. Direct human threats were defined by this 
research as those threats which were, caused by humans within protected areas. This is a more 
specific (focused) definition than provided by the IUCN-CMP partnership (2006b). Indirect human 
threats were defined as those threats that were caused by humans outside of protected areas, but 
which influence the protected area. They are linked to underlying causes (IUCN-CMP 2006b) 
however underlying causes are not explored further by this research. Biological and physical 
threats (which may relate to human causes) were distinguished given they were commonly 
recognised threats for protected areas (Worboys et al 2005, Lockwood et al. 2006). 
 
*9. Protected area system planning issues identified by Hockings et al. (2000) (legislation, policy, 
design and planning) were merged to recognise one evaluation criteria. 
 
*10. The presence of a plan of management includes the process of developing the plan of 
management (including revisions). 
 
*11. A change in condition criterion uses the same subject names developed for the baseline 
values criterion. This reflects the strong link between these two types of evaluation identified by 
the focus group participants. 
 
*12. The severity of threat criterion uses the same evaluation subjects developed for identified 
threats criterion. This reflects the interest by focus group participants in changes in the severity of 
threats as a consequence of management inputs (outcome reporting). 
 

4.4 USE OF THE CATEGORISATION METHOD 

The expanded-WCPA framework categorisation method was used to help develop 

a questionnaire for data collection on variables to be evaluated (and other data). 

The development of the questionnaire is described in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5 THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

5.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

In Chapter 4 the WCPA framework was expanded to develop a categorisation 

method for variables to be evaluated. This chapter reports on the development of a 

questionnaire based on this expanded-WCPA framework categorisation method 

(Hockings et al. 2000). The questionnaire was to be used to collect data on: what 

evaluation subjects protected area practitioners were using; what they want to use; 

and examples of what evaluations they were using. Such responses could thus 

provide information to determine what evaluation subjects were currently used, 

wanted and required, and which methods were commonly used to evaluate the 

effectiveness of protected area management. The data were collected 

internationally (Chapter 6), nationally (Chapter 7) and for a single park (Chapter 

8). The structure and content of the questionnaire is described, along with the 

design considerations. The questionnaire was peer reviewed and pilot tested prior 

to its finalisation. 

5.2 AIMS 

The aim of this chapter is to develop a survey questionnaire to collect data from 

protected area management respondents to determine: 

• What subjects were evaluated; 

• What subjects were wanted for evaluation; and 

• What evaluation methods were used. 

The questionnaire will be used to survey protected area management practitioners 

internationally (Chapter 6); for a single nation (Chapter 7) and for a single park 

(Chapter 8) to collect data for analysis. The aims of these chapters will be to 

determine:  

• which evaluation subjects were most commonly used in the management of 

protected areas; 

• which evaluation subjects were most commonly wanted; 

• what were the most common evaluation subjects required; and 

• what evaluation methods were most commonly used. 
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5.3 DEVELOPING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

5.3.1 Design considerations 
The questionnaire consisted of 47 questions (Appendix 5.1) addressing all 13 

evaluation criteria of the expanded-WCPA framework. Although the 

questionnaire was 23 pages long, it was felt that professionals working in 

protected area management who were the target of the questionnaire would be 

able to deal with a long survey. As recommended by Weiss (1998), Dillman 

(2000), and Stake (2004), there was limited use of technical language and 

questions were worded to try to avoid confusion from poor language, cultural 

differences, language differences or other concerns. Additionally, theoretical 

questionnaire and question design considerations were taken into account in the 

development of the questions, the layout of the questionnaire, the supporting 

information and the types of data collected (Veal 1997, Sarantakos 1998, Weiss 

1998, Dillman 2000, Gillham 2000, De Vaus 2002, Patton 2002, Stake 2004). 

 

The order of the questions was also carefully considered. Following a very clear 

‘please start here’ (in different font size), introductory and warm-up questions 

were used (Dillman 2000). Although the entire questionnaire (Appendix 5.1) was 

considered important, the questions were ordered from most to least relevant 

(relative to the research aims) given a potential for questionnaire fatigue (Dillman 

2000). One question was asked at a time, and formatting and layout was used to 

provide clarity and simplicity of presentation (Dillman 2000). I provided 

definitions for any terms which may have been unclear (Appendix 5.1). A paper 

questionnaire was developed in preference to an email or other electronic survey 

form given: the global distribution of the respondents (International survey, 

Chapter 6); the uncertainty of electronic services for some destinations; and the 

length of the questionnaire (given it could require more than one sitting for 

completion). 

5.3.2 Pilot survey 
Following a detailed review of the draft questionnaire by Dr Pickering and Dr 

Hockings, a pilot survey was conducted (Veal 1997, Weiss, 1998, Dillman 2000) 

of seven protected area management practitioners who included four Australians 

from three protected area organisations, one Canadian, one South African, and 

one respondent from the United Kingdom. Based on their responses, the 
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questionnaire was refined by reducing the number of questions, by simplifying its 

structure and improving the clarity of some of the questions. The finalised 

questionnaire was then forwarded to the Griffith University Ethics Committee, 

where it was reviewed, and approved for use by this research. 

5.3.3 Structure 
The main body of the questionnaire was based on the expanded-WCPA 

framework (Chapter 4). The order of questions was established by using the 

sequential (clockwise) order of the expanded-WCPA framework’s six evaluation 

elements (Figure 1.1), thus focusing the questionnaire to fit the cycle of 

management for protected areas (Chapter 1). The structure was further developed 

using the 13 evaluation criteria of the expanded-WCPA framework (Figure 4.2). 

Questions and requests for information were based on each of these 13 evaluation 

criteria (Figure 5.2, Table 5.1). To illustrate this approach a typical section of the 

questionnaire (for the evaluation criteria ‘values’) is shown in Figure 5.3. 

Table 5.1 The 13 evaluation criteria of the expanded-WCPA framework (by evaluation 
element) 

Context Planning Inputs Process Outputs Outcome 
1. Values 
2. Baseline 
values 
3. Identified 
threat  
4. Vulnerability 
5. National 
policy 
 

6. Systems 
level planning, 
legislation, 
design  
7. Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 
 

8. Management 
inputs 
 

9. Management 
process 

10. Management 
outputs 

11. Change in 
condition  
12. Severity of 
threat  
13. Outcome 

 

Each of the 13 sections consisted of one ‘tick the box’ question and three requests 

for information. The ‘tick the box’ question asked if a respondent’s organisation 

had assessed the evaluation criteria (for Figure 5.1, this is ‘values’), and which (if 

any) of the evaluation areas shown were evaluated (Figure 5.1). More detailed 

evaluation subjects were provided as examples for each evaluation area, thus 

‘jogging’ respondent’s thoughts (Weiss 1998) about the potential examples of the 

evaluations used or wanted. The respondents were also asked to identify if any 

evaluation subjects had been used by their organisation, other than those listed. 

They were then asked to identify up to three examples of evaluations that had 

been completed for the particular evaluation criteria. This provided data on what 

evaluation subjects were being assessed and what evaluation methods were used. 
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The final request asked respondents for up to three examples of evaluations they 

considered were required (wanted), but not already undertaken (Figure 5.1). 
Has your organisation evaluated the special social, cultural, or scientific values of a protected 

area (or areas) for the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□  
natural (biotic) phenomena (such as flora, fauna, or fungi) 

□  
natural (abiotic) phenomena (such as water, air, soils, geological features) 

□  
cultural happenings, sites, places or features (such as structures or sites of 
significance) 

□  
social phenomena (such as recreation opportunities and economic benefits) 

□  
other significance of values issues 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

 
If ‘other’ special value subjects were assessed, please describe these.  
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include social, cultural, or 
scientific ‘values’ (at a park or system of parks level) that have been completed. Please 
include the name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
_______________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________ 
Please identify essential (up to three) social, cultural, or scientific values evaluations that you 
consider are required that are currently not undertaken. 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Figure 5.1 An extract of the questionnaire for the evaluation criteria ‘values’ (to illustrate the 
standardised approach to requests for information used by the questionnaire) (Appendix 5.1) 
 

An additional question (question 44) was included to provide data on evaluation 

subjects required but not undertaken. Respondents were asked: 

‘Please list (from most important to least important) up to five new protected area 

management effectiveness evaluation subjects that should be evaluated for your organisation. 

(You have already been asked to identify new evaluations for individual subject areas. This 

list prioritises new evaluations sought for all management subjects.)’ 

The answers to this question were used to cross check (using triangulation) those 

evaluation subjects that were identified as wanted (but not undertaken) in the 

previous sections for the 13 evaluation criteria. The primary ‘tick the box’ 
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evaluation area data was also used as a cross-check (triangulation) when 

comparing it with the data generated from the primary evaluation examples. 

5.3.4 Additional questions 
Details of respondents  
Basic information was collected about respondents including (Appendix 5.1): 

• Their position (senior manager, senior executive, external stakeholder) 

(Question 1). These three groups were considered to be the most important 

types of practitioners to survey (See methods in Chapter 6 for details). 

• Their organisation and contact address (Question 47). This allowed 

information to be gathered regarding the organisation with which the person 

was affiliated with, and its location. For the international survey this 

information was then used to test differences amongst countries potentially 

due to development status, IUCN categories and bioregions (See methods in 

Chapter 6 for details). Where such data was not available, it was sourced by 

other means (such as direct contact with the respondent). 

Attitude of respondents to evaluation 
Respondents were asked how essential they considered management effectiveness 

evaluation to be (Figure 5.2). Their responses highlighted the degree of 

commitment of protected area practitioners to evaluation. The question was placed 

at the beginning of the questionnaire as a ‘warm up’ question (Dillman 2000). It 

used equal numbers of positive and negative agree-disagree categories (Dillman 

2000).  

 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with this statement. ‘Evaluating protected area 
management effectiveness is an essential part of management.’ 

(please tick  one option) 
 

Strongly 
disagree 

 Neither disagree 
or agree 

  
Strongly 

agree 
1 2 3 4 5
▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 

□ □ □ □ □
 
Figure 5.2 An extract from the questionnaire: A respondent’s view about how essential 
evaluation was to management (question 2) 

Availability of evaluation information 
Respondents were asked about the availability of evaluation information in their 

organisation (Figure 5.3). By analysing responses it was expected to identify if the 
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availability of evaluation information was an impediment (or otherwise) to 

effective management. Qualitative responses were also encouraged through a 

specific comments section.  

 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement. ‘For my nominated 

work responsibility, essential effectiveness evaluation information is (was) available for use.’ 

(please tick  one choice only) 
 
Strongly 
disagree 

 Neither disagree 
or agree 

  
Strongly 

agree 
1 2 3 4 5
▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ 

□ □ □ □ □
 
Figure 5.3 An extract from the questionnaire: A respondent’s views about the availability of 
evaluation information (question 43) 

Number of evaluation methods used by organisations 
Determining how many different evaluation methods were used by a protected 

area management organisation was important in order to identify if protected area 

organisations used a suite of different evaluation methods. From the focus group 

data it was apparent that organisations used a number of evaluation methods as 

part of their routine operations (Chapter 3). Exactly how many was unknown. 

Respondents were asked how many different evaluation methods they were aware 

of being used by their organisation in the previous 12 months (Figure 5.4). The 

limitation here was that some respondents may not be aware of all methods used, 

however information from senior executives was expected to provide a corporate 

overview of the number of evaluations typically being conducted in a 12 month 

period. Further opportunities for additional comments were provided. A broad 

scale was used for respondents to tick developed given the potentially large 

numbers of evaluation methods that could have been used by an organisation. 
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Please estimate how many different methods for evaluation were conducted by your 

organisation in the last 12 months. 

(please tick  one box only) 

□  
0 

□  
1-9 

□  
10-19 

□  
20-29 

□  
30+ 

□  
not able to be estimated  

□  
don’t know 

(Number of methods for evaluation) 
 
Figure 5.4 An extract from the questionnaire: Estimate of the number of evaluation methods 
used in the previous 12 months (question 42) 
 

New evaluations required 
Respondents were asked to identify five new evaluation subjects that should be 

assessed by their organisations (question 44, Appendix 5.1). The data provided 

had the potential to indicate how advanced organisations were with management 

effectiveness evaluation and provide an understanding of the sophistication of 

evaluation needs identified by the respondents. It could also be used to check 

(triangulation) the evaluation subjects-wanted data derived from the examples. 

Rationale for new evaluations identified 
Respondents were asked why they needed the highest priority new evaluation they 

had identified (question 44, Appendix 5.1). This question explored the rationale 

and purpose behind the new evaluations wanted by respondents. 

Why new evaluations may not be conducted 
If respondents believed that new evaluation subjects may not be implemented, 

they were asked why (Figure 5.5). A range of options were provided, along with 

an opportunity to provide comments.  
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If the most important new evaluation (from Question 44) is unlikely to be undertaken, please 

identify the most likely reason or reasons for this. 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□  
too costly 

□  
too time consuming 

□  
too few staff available 

□  
lack of staff skills 

□  
too politically sensitive 

□  
too complicated 

□  
other 

□  
not known 

□  
not applicable 

 
Figure 5.5 An extract from the questionnaire: Why new evaluations may not be conducted 
(question 46) 

5.4 DISCUSSION 

The long questionnaire was based on the expanded-WCPA framework 

categorisation method and included 13 questions, requests for information and 

additional data collection. While questionnaire theory advises that long 

questionnaires should not be used, mitigating this issue was the potential benefits 

of identifying exactly what evaluation subjects protected area practitioners were 

using (and what they wanted) and took note of the professional commitment of 

practitioners to complete the questionnaire. The data collected using an 

international survey, had the potential to establish a baseline for what evaluation 

subjects were being used and what subjects were wanted. It had the potential to 

provide valuable information to assist with the implementation of protected area 

management effectiveness evaluation, including providing input to the 

Convention on Biological Diversity Action Plan (Dudley et al. 2005). The 

benefits were thus considered to outweigh the disadvantages. 
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CHAPTER 6 INTERNATIONAL SURVEY 

6.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapter 5 described the development of a questionnaire to be used as the principal 

survey instrument for this research. In Chapter 6 this questionnaire was used to 

identify the most common evaluation subjects that were used and wanted and 

what types of evaluation methods were used. This was significant as it was the 

first time that such data had been collected anywhere in the world. It provided an 

opportunity to assess exactly what subjects people were evaluating and what 

methods they were using. Ninety seven people from 38 countries and Taiwan 

responded and provided information about 37 organisations in 24 countries. A list 

of the 35 most common subjects-required was analysed from a range of 246 

evaluation subjects that practitioners identified they required. The evaluation 

methods used by the practitioners were analysed to determine which were most 

commonly used. Two hundred and ninety-eight evaluation titles were categorised; 

from these 21 different types of evaluation methods were identified. Science 

technical, New Public Management, administration and park operation evaluation 

method types were the most common. 

6.2 INTRODUCTION 

In 2005 there were 113,707 protected areas occupying 13.21% of the Earth’s 

terrestrial surface (Oliviero 2005, UNEP-WCMC 2005a). Protected areas are 

recognised as an international concept (Lockwood et al. 2006) and they are 

recognised as the principal mechanism for conserving biodiversity and other 

natural and cultural heritage (SCB 2001, UNEP-WCMC 2003; Chape et al. 2005, 

Lockwood et al. 2006). 

 

As stated earlier (Chapter 1), the reservation of a protected area is just the start of 

achieving the purpose for which it was set aside. Protected area management staff 

from government organisations, private organisations and external stakeholder 

organisations (including NGOs), actively manage protected areas. Ideally, such 

management involves a plan, a set of objectives, a capacity to implement, and the 

evaluation of management effectiveness against established objectives (Margoluis 
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and Salafsky 1998, Stem et al. 2005, Hockings et al. 2006, Lockwood et al. 

2006). However there is a lack of information in the literature about effectiveness 

evaluation (IUCN 2005). To respond to this issue, information, such as what 

evaluation subjects were commonly required and what evaluation methods were 

commonly used, was needed. This research aimed to address these issues by 

surveying international protected area management practitioners. 

6.3 AIM 

The aim of this chapter is to analyse international questionnaire respondent data 

and present information consistent with the specific aims identified in Chapter 5. 

6.4 METHOD 

6.4.1 Purposeful sampling of people 
Those people to be surveyed were selected from a population of protected area 

management practitioners using maximum variation (heterogeneity) purposeful 

sampling methodology (De Vaus 2002, Patton 2002). Those with extensive 

experience in protected area management and management effectiveness 

evaluation were preferentially identified. Following the focus groups experience 

(Chapter 3), and the subsequent development of the questionnaire (Chapter 5), 

senior managers and senior executives of protected area management 

organisations and external stakeholders were targeted. 

Senior managers 
Senior managers of protected areas possess the knowledge to provide information 

about a protected area organisation’s evaluation management. Given that no 

individual would be expected to know all aspects of the evaluation requirements 

for an organisation, more than one senior manager was targeted for a given 

organisation, where possible. 

Senior executives 
It was expected that, as senior executives have an overview of an organisation’s 

needs for evaluation they would know what evaluation was being conducted and 

they would know what evaluation was needed to improve an organisation’s 

management. As many senior executives as possible, from different protected area 

organisations, were identified for survey. 
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External stakeholders 
External stakeholders included representatives from big international NGOs, 

universities, conservation organisations, and consultant organisations who work 

directly with protected areas. As they often have experience in conducting 

evaluations of protected area management, their input was thus likely to be: free 

of protected area management organisation internal culture; to be more sensitive 

to community views; and to provide an alternative professional view for 

management effectiveness.  

6.4.2 Purposeful sampling of people working in different contexts 
Protected area management practitioners work in different biogeographic realms 

(Udvardy 1975) and in countries with different social, political and economic 

contexts, so potentially, the type of effectiveness evaluation they undertake will be 

influenced by these factors. Therefore, people were targeted for the survey from: 

countries from high, medium and low Human Development Index (UNDP 2005) 

countries; from nations with different protected area management emphasis; from 

nations with different protected area governance systems; and from different 

biogeographic realms. 

Countries with different Human Development Index status 
The human well-being of most countries is measured by the United Nations 

Development Program using the Human Development Index (HDI) (UNDP 

2005). The HDI status of countries is identified as low (poorest), medium or high 

(richest) and such status may influence the nature of threats, the resources 

available and the protected area management evaluations required by protected 

area managers.  

 

Countries with low HDI for example may have less capacity for evaluation than 

richer countries. Additionally human well-being, poverty and the future success of 

protected areas are closely related. Diminished human well-being often increases 

dependencies on ecosystem services and such pressures can damage the capacity 

of ecosystems to deliver services (Barber et al. 2004a, MEAB 2005). This can 

create a downward spiral of increasing poverty and further degradation of 

ecosystem services (MEAB 2005). Poverty, pressures on ecosystems and human 

conflicts all affect protected area management, and may affect evaluations needed 

by managers. Civil conflict is another issue of concern (Lewis 1996, Shambaugh 
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et al. 2001). In comparison, countries with high HDI may operate in a context free 

of such pressures, allowing practitioners to devote their evaluation resources to 

other assessments. For example, in low HDI countries, managers may need to 

assess poaching and the illegal use of resources, while high HDI countries may 

assess fire, weeds and pest animals (WWF 2004, Lockwood et al. 2006). Such 

differences in evaluation subjects potentially reflect context differences. Thus 

what is evaluated is situational (Leverington and Hockings 2004, Dahl-Tacconi 

2006, Hockings et al. 2006). For this reason, it was essential that people 

representing low, medium and high HDI status countries were targeted for the 

survey. 

IUCN protected area management category  
Three broad groups of protected areas with different IUCN protected area 

management categories may be recognised (Categories I-IV, V and VI). All IUCN 

categories state that the conservation of biodiversity is paramount (IUCN 1994, 

2004) however each group has a different management emphasis (Chapter 1) 

which may, in turn, influence what evaluation subjects are assessed and which 

evaluation methods are used. Categories I-IV focus on conservation outcomes and 

may, for example, preferentially require biodiversity conservation success 

evaluations (IUCN 1994, IUCN 2004c). Category V protected areas are managed 

primarily for landscape and seascape conservation, with cultural landscapes being 

important. Evaluations may therefore focus on social and community values, 

along with biodiversity conservation (IUCN 1994, IUCN 2002, IUCN 2004c). 

Category VI areas are managed for sustainable resource use, with evaluations 

likely to focus on change in condition and severity of threats to natural values, as 

well as an understanding of community needs (IUCN 1994, IUCN 2004c). 

 

The United Nations Environment Program World Conservation Monitoring 

Centre (UNEP-WCMC) manage the World Data Base on Protected Areas, and 

this was used to identify the dominant IUCN category by country (UNEP-WCMC 

2004). However, it should be noted that there were some concerns over the 

accuracy of the primary World Data Base data, such as a duplication of reporting 

of some protected areas by some countries (Oliviero 2005). People from nations 

with different dominant IUCN category status were sent the survey to secure data 

from a cross-section of IUCN category types. 
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Governance  
The type of governance determines who makes protected area management 

decisions and how they are made (Graham et al. 2003, Borrini-Feyerabend 2003, 

CMWG and TILCEPA 2004, Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2006) (Chapter 1). This 

influences the establishment of protected area management objectives, how these 

objectives are implemented, and how the evaluations of management actions are 

undertaken (CMWG and TILCEPA 2004). Evaluation reporting, for example, 

may be made to a community, a Board of Directors, a Chief Executive or a 

Minister of the Government. Any of the four governance types may be applied to 

each IUCN category (Table 1.3) (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2006). Practitioners 

from different organisations representing each of these four governance types 

were thus targeted for survey. 

Biogeographic realms  
The type and nature of evaluations required by practitioners may be influenced by 

the diversity of life on Earth; variability of habitats; distribution of fauna and flora 

and other natural environment considerations. The estimated 14 million species of 

life on earth are not uniformly distributed (Groombridge and Jenkins 2002). 

Generally species richness increases as latitude decreases towards the Equator, 

with variations occurring as a consequence of evolutionary history, continental 

and site characteristics. The moist tropical forests, for example, may be the most 

species-rich environments on Earth, with 90% of the Earth’s species found in 7% 

of the world’s surface (Groombridge and Jenkins 2002). The potential for such 

variation to influence evaluation requirements needs to be considered. 

Biogeographic classification schemes, such as Udvardy’s classification and the 

WWF’s ecoregion scheme, have mapped global scale differences in geography, 

fauna and vegetation (Udvardy 1975, Olsen et al, 2000, Worboys and Winkler 

2006). At the coarsest scale, eight major biogeographic realms are identified 

(Udvardy 1975, Olsen et al. 2000). Udvardy does not deal with marine 

environments (compared with WWF’s Ecoregions) and Realms described by this 

thesis are focused on terrestrial protected areas. Marine Realms may be under 

sampled as a consequence. However, research data input received for marine 

protected areas was considered equally to terrestrial protected areas. Practitioners 

from all eight of Udvardy’s biogeographic realms were targeted for the survey 

(Figure 6.1). 
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Figure 6.1 Udvardy’s eight biogeographical realms of Earth (Udvardy 1975, Lockwood et al. 

2006)  

6.4.3 Selecting individuals  
Based on requirements discussed in the previous sections a sample population 

pool of 248 people from around the world was derived from the IUCN World 

Commission on Protected Area (WCPA) membership list and the IUCN WCPA 

Mountains Biome membership list. Selection of potential respondents from the 

lists was not random. The 22 members of the WCPA Steering Committee (a group 

representing WCPA members world wide), were briefed, and each asked to 

nominate five WCPA protected area management practitioners who met the 

selection criteria.  

Advice on potential respondents was also obtained from the WCPA (Mountains 

Biome) senior advisor, Professor Larry Hamilton, and WCPA Vice Chair 

Management Effectiveness Evaluation, Dr Marc Hockings, both of whom were 

recognised as international protected area management experts. Some people 

known to myself from different international protected area management 

backgrounds were also selected because they met the survey criteria. 

6.4.4 Distributing the questionnaire 
The questionnaire was posted (air mail) to 248 people in 72 countries across the 

eight biogeographic realms (Figure 6.1). Postal delivery was selected over email 

surveys, web based surveys or personal interviews (Dillman 2000) because of the 

user
Text Box
[Figure removed, please consult print copy of the thesis held in Griffith University Library]

user
Rectangle

user
Text Box
[Figure removed, please consult print copy of the thesis held in Griffith University Library]
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variation in accessibility and poor reliability of emails for many remote locations 

and the impracticality (cost) of face-to-face or telephone interviews.  

 

The survey package included the distinctive ‘yellow’ questionnaire (Dillman 

2000), a cover letter from myself (Dillman 2000) and a letter of endorsement from 

the Head of the IUCN Secretariat Program on Protected Areas, Mr David 

Sheppard (Appendices 5.2, 5.3). Every letter was personalised by including the 

name of the nominating WCPA executive member or international expert. A reply 

paid envelope was included (Dillman 2000). The questionnaire was translated 

from English into French, Spanish and Chinese, and distributed in a translated 

form to some recipients. Two reminder letters were mailed, if required (Appendix 

5.4), and further email contacts were made to encourage responses. A prize (a new 

book on protected area management) was offered as a potential reward for 

responding (Veal 1997, Dillman 2000). A response rate of 50% was targeted, but 

working against achieving such a high rate was the length of the questionnaire 

(Veal 1997).  

6.4.5 Information on types of respondents 
The purposeful sampling targeted three types of respondents and therefore 

identifying each type was important. The questionnaire asked each respondent to 

identify which group (senior manager, senior executive or external stakeholder) 

they best fit, with an ‘other’ option was also provided (Appendix 5.1). If ‘other’ 

was selected, an opportunity for comment was provided. Based on the additional 

information provided, the respondent was categorised by the researcher into the 

most appropriate group. It was also possible to further categorise external 

stakeholders by using the responses provided, including their affiliation 

information and address.  

An analysis of the different categories provided the opportunity to compare the 

views of protected area management organisation senior manager and senior 

executives, and allowed a differentiation of external stakeholder responses, which 

may have otherwise biased the interpretation of some results.  

Respondent views 
The respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement 

that effectiveness evaluation was an essential part of management. One of five 

options (strongly agree to strongly disagree) was ticked. The data was recorded on 
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a SPSS version 12.01 data sheet, and an analysis was completed using simple 

frequency calculations. The data provided opportunities to compare the views of 

senior managers, senior executives and external stakeholders. 

6.4.6 Recording and analysis of evaluation subject data 
Evaluation categories used in this research 
People were asked for information on evaluation at evaluation area level (tick the 

box data) and at the evaluation subject level (examples data). Sometimes the data 

were provided by respondents at the more specific evaluation topic level (Figure 

4.2). However, the analysis was completed at the evaluation subject level as 

protected area professionals and external stakeholders commonly discuss and deal 

with evaluation at this level. The area level was generally too generic, and the 

topic level was too specific. The research examined the most common subjects 

used, wanted and required. It does not research evaluation indicators given the 

focus on evaluation subjects. 

Identifying and ranking the most common subjects-used 
One hundred and forty-six examples of evaluation subjects were included in the 

questionnaire (Chapter 5). They provide respondents with a reminder of the type 

of subjects that may be undertaken for particular evaluation area and respondents 

could use these to guide them in providing examples (Chapter 4). Evaluation 

subjects were then identified from the examples using a standard procedure 

(Appendix 6.1) and recorded. The frequency of each subject-used was calculated 

and the 146 subjects ranked from most to least common. The most common 

subjects-used were identified as the top 20% (the top 28) of the 146 subjects-used. 

Although this cut-off is, to some extent arbitrary, it provided an effective 

summary of common subjects and was considered likely to identify at least one 

subject in all six WCPA framework elements (which respond to the six stages of 

the management cycle-Figure 1.1). This research deliberately sought an 

understanding of what the most common evaluation subjects for each of the six 

elements were. The aim was to achieve an understanding of what subjects were 

used for each element of the WCPA framework (and therefore the management 

cycle). 

Recording subjects-used data 
For each respondent every example of a subject-used, listed on the questionnaire, 

was assessed and recorded if present. Any ‘additional’ subjects-used that were not 
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already identified by the questionnaire, were recorded and analysed separately. A 

limitation to the subject-used data occurs when an evaluation example provided 

(such as a survey of threats) included two or more evaluation subjects (such as 

weeds and pest animal threats). Data entry rules were established to maintain data 

entry consistency for such examples (Appendix 6.1), but they may have 

artificially inflated some subjects-used data. This potential was taken into account 

during the analysis. 

Representation of subjects from all six WCPA framework elements 
In protected area management organisations that are operating efficiently and 

effectively, evaluations are conducted in all six stages of the management cycle 

(Hockings et al. 2006). An aim of this research was to identify the most common 

subjects from each of the six elements (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006).Where one or 

more of the six elements were not represented in the most common 28 subjects-

used, because of the 20% cut-off established, then the most common subject(s) for 

the unrepresented element(s) was recognised, in addition to the most common 28. 

Recording subjects-wanted data 
Subjects-wanted were identified by respondents either as new subjects that needed 

to be evaluated or were improvements needed to subjects that were already being 

evaluated. For each respondent, each example of a subject-wanted was assessed 

and recorded, if present, for the 146 subjects. Where the subject-wanted example 

was already being evaluated, but improvements were sought, then it was also 

recorded as present. These data differ to the subject-used data in that they 

represent the opinion of the respondent rather than being actual examples of 

evaluations being conducted.  

Ranking and identifying the most common subjects-wanted 
The subjects-wanted were ranked, based on how many respondents had listed 

them. The most common subjects-wanted were then identified for the top 20% of 

the 146 subjects (e.g. the top 28), to be consistent with the data analysis for 

subjects-used. 

Prioritising subjects-wanted 
The questionnaire asked people to identify their top five new subjects-wanted 

separately to the evaluation examples data already recorded (question 44). 

Responses to this question were ranked by frequency, and the most common new 

subjects-wanted were identified. 
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Ranking and identifying the most common subjects-required 
Subjects-required were derived by combining the subjects-used and subjects-

wanted data. They were ranked based on the frequency of response. The most 

common subjects-required were identified using a cut-off of the most common 28 

of the 146 subjects-required. 

Additional subjects  
As the list of 146 subjects identified on the questionnaire may have been 

incomplete, respondents were asked to identify any ‘other’ subjects-used or 

subjects-wanted. All additional subjects provided by respondents were recorded 

and the frequency of response determined. The combined additional subjects-used 

and subject-wanted list was ranked from most to least frequent, to form an 

‘additional’ subjects-required list. The most common additional subjects-required 

were determined. 

Testing management context for subjects-required 
The biogeographical region, HDI status and IUCN category status of the 

respondent may have influenced the response for the subjects-required data; this 

was tested using chi-squared statistical analysis. Because many chi-squared tests 

were performed on the same data set, a more conservative significance level was 

used (alpha was set at p <0.001). 

Assumptions made for subject data 
There were two assumptions made in analysing the subject data. For subjects-used 

data, it was assumed that the most common subjects-used were important (as it is 

unlikely that many organisations would evaluate a subject unless it had been 

carefully considered for costs, staff time implications and benefits). For subjects-

wanted data, the data documents the views of individual respondents, not 

organisations. However, the purpose of selecting senior managers and senior 

executives as respondents was to ensure that the data provided was most likely to 

reflect an organisation’s subject needs, and this assumption was made in analysing 

the data.  

6.4.7 Checking the accuracy of the subject data 
Some of the data obtained from the different questions, including the qualitative 

comments, were used to check the evaluation example results (triangulation) 

(Veal 1997) (Chapter 4). The following sections describe this process.  
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Check of subjects-used data 
The subjects-used data was derived from interpreting evaluation examples and 

entering evaluation subject data based on a standard set of procedures (Appendix 

6.1). In order to determine the accuracy of the list derived by this process the list 

was compared with list derived from the responses recorded at the expanded-

WCPA framework area level using the tick the box. These responses were ranked 

by frequency at the evaluation area level, and the most common were compared 

with the equivalent number of ‘most common’ derived from the evaluation 

example data. The comparison was made at evaluation area level. The data sets 

were expected to correlate. If they did not, then the check has identified an error in 

the recording of data, o.  

Check of subjects-wanted data 
The subjects-wanted data was derived from interpreting and coding evaluation 

examples, and it was useful in checking the accuracy of this process. Question 44 

of the survey asked respondents to list up to five of their highest priority new 

subjects-wanted. Because these data were derived separately, they could be used 

for direct comparison with the evaluation example derived data. The most 

common Question 44 data were compared to the most common 28 subjects-

wanted data. A correlation between the data sets would thus reinforce the 

accuracy of the subject-wanted data. 

Check of subjects-required data 
The respondents were encouraged to provide written comments throughout the 

survey, and many of these provided independent data for checking the accuracy of 

the top 28 subjects-required. All comments provided by the respondents were 

analysed and, if appropriate, were coded into major themes linked to evaluation. 

Some of these themes dealt with subjects-required; this information was compared 

with the most common subjects-required. 

6.4.8 Combining the two most common subjects-required data sets 
The most common subjects-required data determined, from the evaluation 

examples data, and the most common subjects-required, identified from the 

additional data, were combined to form a single list of most common subjects-

required. The two data sets were derived separately but from the same 

respondents. The additional data provided a means of ensuring that any serious 
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subject-required omissions from the 146 examples provided by the questionnaire 

were included in a single list of the most common subjects-required. 

6.4.9 Evaluation methods data 
In addition to the data on subjects-wanted and subjects-used collected, 

respondents were asked to provide information on the evaluation methods they 

used for evaluating the effectiveness of management. The respondents were asked 

to provide up to three examples of assessment projects their organisations had 

used for each of the 13 criteria. For example several people gave as one example 

of evaluating natural (biotic) values, Canada’s ‘State of the Parks Report’ (Parks 

Canada 1998). All these examples of evaluations were collated to form a single 

list. They were then grouped into major types of evaluation methods, based on 

their purpose/s, the type of data they collected, the timeframe over which they 

typically were conducted, and the elements they typically evaluated. Respondents 

were also asked to indicate how many different methods for evaluation they were 

aware of being used by their organisation in the previous 12 months. 

6.5 RESULTS 

6.5.1 Respondent characteristics and context 
Response rate 
The questionnaire was mailed to 248 people in 72 countries including 47 senior 

executives, 92 senior managers and 109 external stakeholders. A total of 97 

people provided responses for protected areas in 38 countries and Taiwan, a 

province of China (Table 6.2 and Figure 6.2). The response rate of 39% was lower 

than targeted, but better than the average response from mail surveys (Veal 1997). 
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Figure 6.2 Location of 97 people who responded to the international questionnaire survey. 
Some points represent multiple respondents 

Respondent profiles 
The 97 respondents comprised 24 senior executives (51% response rate) and 33 

senior managers (35%) from protected area management organisations. They 

provided information about 37 organisations in 24 countries (Tables 6.2, 6.3). The 

higher senior executive response rate was important because of the capacity of 

such people to provide information about the whole of organisation evaluation 

requirements. The 40 external stakeholder respondents (36%) included 12 

university and research organisations, four big international NGOs, 10 

conservation and user organisations and eight consultant organisations (Table 

6.3). 



120 

Table 6.1 Respondents from 38 countries and Taiwan, province of China, showing HDI 
index, IUCN protected area management category, Udvardy biogeographic realm status and 
respondent status (UNDP 2005; UNEP-WCMC 2004; Udvardy 1975).  
HDI 1 = High, 2 = Medium, 3 = Low. IUCN groups of protected area categories I-IV; V; VI  

COUNTRY STATUS Respondents 
Country HDI 

Index 
Dominant 

IUCN 
Category 

Udvardy 
Realm 

Senior 
Executive 

Senior 
Manager 

External 
Stakeholder 

Total 
Respondents 

Argentina 1 VI NEO   1 1 
Australia 1 I-IV AUS 1 1 1 3 
Austria 1 V PAL 1 1  2 
Bhutan 2 1-1V PAL 1 1  2 
Brazil 2 No data NEO   1 1 
Canada 1 I-IV NEA 2 5 4 11 
China 2 V PAL   1 1 
Czech Republic 1 V PAL 1 1  2 
Ecuador 2 I-IV NEO   1 1 
Finland 1 VI PAL 1   1 
Germany 1 V PAL  1  1 
Ghana 2 No Data AFR  1  1 
India 2 I-IV IND   1 1 
Italy 1 No Data PAL  2 1 3 
Japan 1 V PAL   1 1 
Kenya 3 I-IV AFR  1  1 
Liberia 3 No Data AFR  1  1 
Malaysia 2 No Data IND 1  2 3 
Mauritania 3 I-IV AFR 1  1 2 
Mexico 1 VI NEA   1 1 
Mongolia 2 I-IV PAL   1 1 
Myanmar 2 I-IV IND  1  1 
Nepal 2 VI PAL 4  2 6 
New Zealand 1 I-IV ANT  1  1 
Pakistan 3 No Data IND   2 2 
Peru 2 No Data NEO   1 1 
Russia 2 I-IV PAL  1  1 
South Africa 2 I-IV AFR 1 5  6 
Spain 1 V PAL   1 1 
Sudan 2 I-IV AFR   1 1 
Sweden 1 I-IV PAL 1   1 
Switzerland 1 VI PAL 1 1 1 3 
Syrian Arab 
Republic 

2 No Data PAL   1 1 

Taiwan: Province 
of China 

2 I-IV IND 1 2 1 4 

Tanzania 3 I-IV AFR   1 1 
Uganda 2 VI AFR 2 2 1 5 
United Kingdom 1 V PAL 2 2 1 5 
USA 1 I-IV NEA 1 6 7 14 
Venezuela 2 VI NEO   2 2 
Total    22 36 39 97 
 
KEY Udvardy’s (1975) eight biogeographic realms (Figure 6.1) 
AFR = Africotropical ANT = Antarctic AUS = Australian IND = IndoMalayan 
NEA = Nearctic NEO = Neotropical OCE = Oceanian PAL = Palaearctic 
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Table 6.2. Summary of respondent country, organisation status, and specific organisation 
 Total 

Resp’s 
Respondent 
organisation 

status 
Respondent organisation(s) 

Argentina 1 • Ext Stkhdr National University of Comahue 
Australia 3 • PA Orgn 

• PA Orgn 
• Ext Stkhdr 

NSW Department of Environment and Conservation 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 
University of Sydney 

Austria 2 • PA Orgn 
• PA Orgn 

Hohe Tahern National Park 
Nationalpark Thayatal 

Bhutan 2 • PA Orgn 
• PA Orgn 

Forest Services Division 
Ministry of Agriculture 

Brazil 1 • Ext Stkhdr WWF Brazil 
Canada 11 • PA Orgn  

• PA Orgn 
• PA Orgn  
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 

Ontario Parks 
Parks Canada 
Canada: Fisheries and Oceans 
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 
University of Waterloo 
University of Calgary 
Wilfred Laurier University 

China  1 • Ext Stkhdr The Nature Conservancy 
Czech Republic 2 • PA Orgn 

• PA Orgn 
Ministry of the Environment 
Krkonose National Park administration 

Ecuador 1 • Ext Stkhdr The Nature Conservancy 
Finland 1 • PA Orgn Metsahallitus 
Germany 1 • PA Orgn National Park Foundation 
Ghana 1 • PA Orgn Ministry of land and natural resources. Department of Game 

and Wildlife,  
India 1 • Ext Stkhdr GB Pant Institute of Himalayan Environment & Development 
Italy 3 • PA Orgn 

• PA Orgn 
• Stakeholder 

Lazio Region Regional Park Agency 
Parco Naturale Alpi Maritime 
University dell’Aquila 

Japan 1 • Ext Stkhdr University of Tokyo 
Kenya 1 • PA Orgn Mount Kenya National Park 
Liberia 1 • PA Orgn Wildlife and National Parks, Forestry Development Authority 
Malaysia 3 • PA Orgn 

• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 

Sabah Parks Board 
WWF Malaysia 
Consultant: Conservation management & planning systems 

Mauritania 2 • PA Orgn Parc National du Banc d’Arguin 
Mexico 1 • PA Orgn Sian Ka’an Biosphere Reserve 
Mongolia 1 • Ext Stkhdr r Consultant: IPECON NZ Nature Institute 
Myanmar 1 • Ext Stkhdr Retired Academic 
Nepal 6 • PA Orgn 

• PA Orgn 
• Ext Stkhdr 

Dept of National Parks & Wildlife Conservation 
King Mahendra Trust for Conservation 
Resources Himalaya 

New Zealand 1 • PA Orgn Department of Conservation 
Pakistan 2 • Ext Stkhdr 

• Ext Stkhdr 
IUCN Asia Program 
WWF Pakistan 

Peru 1 • Ext Stkhdr The Mountains Institute Andes Program 
Russia 1 • PA Orgn Volzhsko-Ramsky National Nature Zapovednik 
South Africa 6 • PA Orgn 

• PA Orgn 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 

uKhahlamba Ezemvelo KwaZulu Natal Wildlife 
South Africa National Parks 
Maloti Drakensberg Transfrontier Project 
Consultant: protected areas 

Spain 1 • Ext Stkhdr Institucio Catalana d’Historia Natural 
Sudan 1 • Ext Stkhdr Consultant: Mt Elgon Conservation and Development project 
Sweden 1 • PA Orgn Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 
Switzerland 3 • PA Orgn 

• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 

Entlebuch Biosphere Reserve 
UIAA(International Mountaineering Federation) 
WWF International 

Syrian Arab 
Republic 

1 • PA Orgn UN FAO Forest Department 
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 Total 
Resp’s 

Respondent 
organisation 

status 
Respondent organisation(s) 

Taiwan: 
Province of 
China 

4 • PA Orgn 
 
• Ext Stkhdr 

National Park Department, Construction & Planning 
Department 
National Taiwan University 

Tanzania 1 • Ext Stkhdr Kagera Kigoma Game Reserves Rehabilitation Project 
Uganda 5 • PA Orgn 

• Ext Stkhdr 
Uganda Wildlife Authority 
Wildlife Conservation Society 

United 
Kingdom 

5 • PA Orgn 
• PA Orgn 
• PA Orgn 
• Ext Stkhdr 

Broads Authority 
North York Moors National Park 
The Lakes District National Park Authority 
Consultant: Equilibrium 

USA 14 • PA Orgn 
• PA Orgn 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 

US National Parks Service 
Minnewaska State Park Preserve 
Aldo Leopold Wilderness Research Institute 
Foundations of Success 
Consultant: Hard Scrabble Associates 
The Mountains Institute 
The Nature Conservancy 
World Wildlife Fund – US 
Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Corridor 
National Parks Conservation Association 
 

Venezuela 2 • Ext Stkhdr 
• Ext Stkhdr 

Universidad Simon Bouvar 
Consultant 

Total 97   
Key: 
PA Orgn = Protected Area Organisation; Ext Stkhdr = External Stakeholder 

 

HDI, IUCN categories and biogeographic realm status 
Fifty-three percent of respondents (51) were from high HDI countries, while 40% 

(39) were from medium and 7% (7) from low HDI countries (Table 6.2). Forty-

four percent of respondents represented organisations in countries where the 

dominant IUCN protected area category type was IUCN categories I-IV; 18% 

represented IUCN category V; and 18% were IUCN category VI. The balance 

(20%) had no IUCN category data (Table 6.2). Respondents represented countries 

in seven of Udvardy’s (1975) eight biogeographic realms (Figure 6.2). 

Governance types 
Examples of at least six of the 11 governance sub-types recognised by IUCN 

(Borrini-Feyerabend in press, 2006) were described by respondents (Table 6.4). 

Governance information was not specifically requested by the questionnaire. 

However the examples presented were derived from the protected area 

management organisations identified and their governance characteristics were 

identified from annual reports and other literature. 
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Table 6.3 Governance sub-types (Borrini-Feyerabend 2006) examples identified by 
respondents 
Governance type Governance sub-type 
A. Government managed 
protected areas 

Federal or national ministry or agency in charge 
    Parks Canada, the US National Parks Service (Federal agencies)  

 Local/municipal ministry or agency in charge 
• The NSW Department of Environment and Conservation, Parks 

and Wildlife Division (Australia) and Ontario Parks (Canada) ) 
  Government-delegated management (eg to an NGO) 

• The King Mahendra Trust for Conservation (Nepal) 
B. Co-managed protected 
areas 

Trans-boundary management 
• The Krkonose National Park (Czech Republic) and the Parco Alpi 

Maritime (Italy) (Sandwith et al. 2001) 
  Collaborative management (various forms of pluralist influence) 

• The Bwindi Impenetrable National Park (Uganda) referenced by 
respondents from the Uganda Wildlife Authority (Borrini-
Feyerabend et al. 2004) 

  Joint management (pluralist management board) 
• Sian Ka’an Biosphere Reserve (Mexico), a co-managed - jointly 

managed protected area (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004) 
C. Private protected areas Declared and run by individual land-owner 

(Not identified) 
 Declared and run by non profit organisations (eg NGOs, universities, 

co-operatives) 
(Not identified) 

 Declared and run by for profit organisations (eg individual or 
corporate land-owners) 
(Not identified) 

D. Community conserved 
areas 

Declared and run by indigenous peoples 
(Not identified) (No respondent data) 

 Declared and run by local communities 
(Not identified) 

 

6.5.2 Views about evaluation 
Respondents considered that evaluation was an essential part of management, with 

94% strongly agreeing or agreeing with this view. Just three percent neither 

agreed nor disagreed and two percent disagreed or strongly disagreed (Table 6.5). 

This reflects the importance of evidence based information for practitioners in 

making decisions for protected area policy and professional practice (Davies et al. 

2006). It is a step away from opinion-based policy that selectively uses evidence 

or the untested views of individuals or groups (Davies et al. 2006). 
Table 6.4 Responses to the statement: “Evaluating protected area management effectiveness 
evaluation is an essential part of management”. Presented by category of people surveyed 

Category of 
people 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

No 
response 

Total 
number 

Senior Executive 1  1 5 17  24 
Senior Staff  1 2 8 22  33 
Stakeholder    8 31 1 40 

Total number 1 1 3 21 70 1 97 
Percentage 1 1 3 22 72 1  
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6.5.3 Evaluation subjects-used 
All 146 evaluation subject examples provided in the questionnaire were identified 

from the evaluation examples provided by respondents (Appendix 6.2). Many 

people identified each of the 146 examples; this was an endorsement of the 

evaluation subject examples selected for the questionnaire. Fauna values were the 

most commonly used evaluation subject (69% of responses), while change in 

condition for air emission quality was the least common (10%) (Appendix 6.2). 

The most common evaluation subjects-used 
The 28 most common evaluation subjects-used were identified (Table 6.6). 

Context subjects dominated, with planning, input and outcome evaluation subjects 

being commonly recognised. However, process and output subjects were not 

present, and this implies an unbalanced approach to protected area management 

effectiveness evaluation by organisations (Table 6.6) (Chapter 3). 

 

Evaluation subjects for two of the three new expanded-WCPA framework criteria 

(baseline values and change in condition) were commonly used (Table 6.6). 

Further basic management evaluation requirements for any organisation (finances, 

staff and management) were recognised, while the evaluation of different 

protected area threats were also important. 

 

The evaluation of many direct human threats and indirect human threats was 

common, and again, this would be expected for protected areas globally. 

However, the threat data may have been influenced by the data entry bias from 

frequent citations by respondents of RAPPAM (Ervin 2003a) (Appendix 6.1). 
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Table 6.5 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-used (Top 20% of 146) 
(Showing rank (1 is the highest) and percentage response (brackets) of 97 respondents) 
Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 
(%) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Fauna 1 (69) 
   Flora 2 (68) 
   Fungi 3 (60) 
  Natural (abiotic) values Water 28 (44) 
  Cultural happenings, sites, places 

or features 
Sites of significance 10 (49) 

   Structures 20 (46) 
  Social phenomena Economic benefits 4 (58) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Flora 5 (58) 
   Fauna 7 (54) 
 Identified 

threat 
Direct human threat Poaching 8 (53) 

   Grazing 11 (48) 
   Fishing 12 (48) 
   Trampling 13 (48) 
   Mining 14 (48) 
   Hunting 24 (45) 
  Indirect threat Clearing 9 (51) 
   Urban encroachment 15 (47) 
   Landuse impacts 16 (47) 
   Impacts to air 26 (44) 
   Impacts to water quality 27 (44) 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence PA POM 6 (54) 

   Execution of PA POM 17 (47) 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial resources Capital funds 21 (46) 

   Grant funds 22 (46) 
   Recurrent funds 23 (46) 
  Adequacy of human resources Staff resources 18 (47) 
   Staff competencies 19 (46) 
Process     
Outputs     
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) phenomena Flora 25 (45) 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
 

6.5.4 Evaluation subjects-wanted 
Respondents wanted to assess a wide range of evaluation subjects, with 144 of the 

146 questionnaire examples listed (Appendix 6.3). However, there was not strong 

unanimity, with the top ranked subjects-wanted (baseline values for flora and 

fauna) being sought by only 29% of respondents (Table 6.8). 

The most common evaluation subjects-wanted 
The evaluation subjects-wanted were from all six elements of the expanded-

WCPA framework (Table 6.7 Appendix 6.3). Many people were aware of the 

shortcomings of their organisation’s evaluation management (as identified by the 

subjects-used data), with process and output subjects both wanted (Appendix 6.3). 
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Respondents also wanted to evaluate the change in condition of subjects such as 

flora, fauna, and recreation opportunity from a measured baseline. They also 

wanted to identify the severity of the threat for urban encroachment and the 

achievement of objectives of management for protected areas and protected area 

systems. It represented a greater focus on assessing management performance 

(change in condition) from a measured baseline. The results reinforced the 

importance of the three new expanded-WCPA framework criteria (Chapter 4). 

 

Most respondents gave examples of new subjects that were needed, or indicated 

that improvements were needed in evaluations already undertaken. However, 13 

respondents stated that they did not want any additional evaluations. Some senior 

manager respondents indicated that they were cautious about wanting additional 

evaluations because of their current work load, or because they considered that 

there was already sufficient evaluation available. A further seven people listed 

only one or two examples of subjects that were wanted. 

 

Respondents also wanted to evaluate operational systems which would to improve 

systems and processes, and, they wanted to evaluate educational services which 

could ensure that critical educational services provided to the community and 

visitors, were having the impact required (Table 6.7). Such evaluations focused on 

achieving a more effective protected area organisation and one that was well 

understood and respected by the community. 
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Table 6.6 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-wanted  
(Showing rank (1 is the highest) and percentage response (brackets) of 97 respondents) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank:  

 (%) 
Context Special social, 

cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena  

Fauna 
Flora 

9 (22) 
15 (19) 

  Cultural happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Sites of significance 18 (18) 

  Social phenomena Economic benefits 12 (21) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 
Fauna 

1 (29) 
2 (29) 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 25 (15) 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

19 (18) 
16 (19) 

 Identified threats Biological threats Weed invasions 26 (15) 
  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 

Impacts to climate 
27 (15) 
14 (20) 

 National policy Presence of national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for 
conservation 

28 (15) 

  National conservation 
performance 

Conservation policies 
implementation 

3 (27) 

Planning Systems level 
planning 

Management planning Strategic plan 20 (18) 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds 10 (22) 

   Grant funds 5 (24) 
   Recurrent funds 6 (23) 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Sufficient staff resources 
Skills match competencies 

13 (21) 
23 (16) 

Process Management 
process 

Management processes Operational systems 11 (22) 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of services Educational services 
provided 

21 (18) 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 7 (23) 

   Fauna 8 (23) 
  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 17 (19) 
 Severity or extent 

of threat 
Indirect human threat Urban encroachment 24 (16) 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives 
achieved 

22 (18) 

   Individual PA POM 
objectives achieved 

4 (27) 

Key: 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
 

Many respondents wanted improvements to existing subjects, implying that 

current evaluation efforts were inadequate. Some new subjects, such as climate 

change, reflected emerging threats that need to be evaluated. New national policy 

level subjects were also sought. Respondents wanted evaluations that targeted the 

degree of implementation of conservation polices and political party support for 

conservation. This may imply an existing lack or perceived lack of political 

support for protected area management and conservation. One respondent sought 

an evaluation of the political will of central Government to support sustainable 

protected area management (Appendix 6.8). Actually implementing such an 
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evaluation could be problematic for a government organisation and may even be 

inappropriate for many external stakeholder organisations. 

6.5.5 Evaluation subjects-required 
The most common subjects-used and subjects-wanted data were combined to 

generate the subjects-required data. This data was ranked by frequency (Appendix 

6.4) and the most common 28 evaluation subjects-required identified (Table 6.8). 

The 28 most common evaluation subjects-required 
Four of the six elements of the expanded-WCPA framework were represented in 

the 28 most common evaluation subjects-required, however process and output 

evaluation subjects were below the cut-off. As I considered it important to include 

the highest ranked evaluation subjects required for all six evaluation elements 

(Chapters 3, 4), the highest ranked evaluation subjects for process (operational 

systems) and outputs (educational services) were added to the most common list 

(Table 6.8).  

The 28 (+ 2) most common evaluation subjects-required 
The list of most common evaluation subjects-required identifies subjects for 

context and outcome assessments and the retention of evaluations needed for basic 

administration and management (Table 6.8). It includes basic administration and 

management evaluations conducted by most businesses (Kaplan and Norton 1996) 

including, for the evaluation elements planning (plan of management), inputs 

(staff and finances), process (operational systems), and outcomes (objectives 

achieved). The list has a strong focus on: evaluating natural heritage, cultural 

heritage and protected area economic values; the assessment of the change in 

condition of fauna and flora from measured baselines; the evaluation of the key 

threats to protected areas; and the evaluation of the effectiveness of providing 

educational services about protected areas. 
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Table 6.7 The most common evaluation subjects-required. (The table includes the highest 
ranked subjects-required for the evaluation elements process and output, presented out of rank 
order to ensure all six elements of the expanded-WCPA framework were present). 
(Showing rank (1 is the highest) and percentage response (brackets) of 97 respondents) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Flora 1 (49) 
   Fauna 2 (49) 
   Fungi 5 (43) 
  Natural (abiotic) Water 27 (34) 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 14 (38) 

   Structures 20 (36) 
  Social phenomena Value economic benefits 3 (45) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Flora 4 (45) 
   Fauna 6 (41) 
 Identified threat Direct human threat Clearing 19 (35) 
   Grazing 22 (35) 
   Poaching 15 (37) 
   Fishing 24 (34) 
   Mining 25 (35) 
   Trampling 23 (35) 
  Indirect threat Adjoining landuse 

impacts 
18 (36) 

   Urban encroachment 26 (34) 
   Impacts to climate 21 (36) 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM 10 (39) 

   Level of execution of POM 28 (34) 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds 7 (40) 

   Grant funds 8 (40) 
   Recurrent funds 9 (40) 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Sufficient staff resources 11 (39) 

   Staff competencies 13 (38) 
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 32 (32) 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of services Educational services 34 (32) 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 16 (37) 

   Fauna 17 (37) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for 

individual PA 
12 (38) 

Key: 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
 

6.5.6 Additional evaluation subjects-required 
International respondents were asked to identify any additional examples of 

evaluation subjects-used and subjects-wanted not listed by the questionnaire.  

One hundred examples of additional evaluations were identified, and one new 

expanded-WCPA framework evaluation area category was recognised 

(vulnerability-management issues) (Appendix 6.5). These additional evaluation 
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examples were ranked (Appendix 6.5), and the top five identified. The cut-off was 

determined using a marked drop in frequency of response for ‘additional’ items 

after the fifth subject-required. The top five were recognised by between 49-14% 

of respondents (Table 6.9). 

 

The five additional evaluation subjects-required (Table 6.9) included assessing 

community values and understanding the political commitment to conservation. 

This evaluation of the social context reflects the reality of protected areas as a 

social construct and the need for organisations to be alert and aware of this 

context (Chapter 1). Evaluating baseline ecosystems, habitat and land types 

potentially overlaps with the questionnaire evaluation subjects of baseline values 

fauna, flora, and fungi, but it is differentiated as it relates to identifying types of 

ecosystems, habitats and land. The evaluation subject is especially important at 

the landscape scale. Recognition of this subject ensured the comprehensiveness of 

the research results.  

 

Identifying the severity of threat-visitor use threats was also important. Whilst it 

overlaps with the questionnaire evaluation subject severity of threat-direct human 

use-trampling, it was a much more accurate way of recognising the evaluation 

needs required by respondents for tourism. Tracking the ‘progress of works’ was a 

common additional evaluation subject-required, which identified an important 

process evaluation that needed improvement. 

 
Table 6.8 The most common five ‘additional’ evaluation subjects-required (by international 
respondents derived from the questionnaire ‘other’ data. (Appendix 6.5) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % 

Response 
Context Values Social phenomena Community values, 

attitudes, needs 
1 49% 

 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Ecosystem, habitat, land 
types 

5 14% 

 National policy Presence of a national 
conservation policy 

Commitment to national 
conservation 

2 24% 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of work 
programs 

Progress reports 4 18% 

Outcomes Severity of threat Direct human threat Visitor use 3 19% 

6.5.7 Combining the evaluation subjects-required data  
The process of developing a comprehensive list of the most common evaluation 

subjects–required data involved combining the questionnaire evaluation example 
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subjects-required data with the additional subjects-required data to form a 

combined common list of 35 evaluation subjects-required (Table 6.10). 

Table 6.9 The most common 35 evaluation subjects-required (of 246) (Derived by combining 
30 evaluation subjects-required from the questionnaire evaluation example data (Table 6.8) and 
five evaluation subjects-required (bold font) from the questionnaire ‘other’ data (Table 6.9) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Value flora 
   Value fauna 
   Value Fungi 
  Natural (abiotic) Water 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 

   Structures 
  Social phenomena Value economic benefits 
   Community attitudes, values, needs 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Baseline value flora 
   Baseline value fauna 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land types 
 Identified threat Direct human threat Grazing 
   Poaching 
   Fishing 
   Mining 
   Trampling 
  Indirect threat Adjoining landuse impacts 
   Urban encroachment 
   Impacts to climate 
 National policy Presence of a national 

conservation policy 
Commitment to national 
conservation 

Planning Individual PA 
planning & design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM 

   Level of execution of POM 
Inputs Management inputs Adequacy of financial 

resources 
Capital funds 

   Grant funds 
   Recurrent funds 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Sufficient staff resources 

   Staff competencies 
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of services Educational services 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Progress reports 

Outcome Change in condition Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 

   Fauna 
 Severity of threat Direct human threat Visitor use 
 Management 

Outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for individual PA 

Key: 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
 

Range of evaluation subjects-required data 
By combining the different lists of evaluation subjects-required it was possible to 

determine the range of evaluations subjects-required by international respondents. 
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The 146 evaluation subject examples of the questionnaire were all used, and 

mostly wanted (144 of the 146). By combining the 100 evaluation subjects-

required derived from the questionnaire ‘other’ data with these 146 subjects, there 

was a total of 246 evaluation subjects-required internationally (Appendix 6.6). 

6.5.8 Review of subjects-required using qualitative comments 
Many qualitative comments were provided and these were analysed, and coded, 

and grouped into six dominant themes (Appendix 6.7). The thematic comments 

were used to further assess the combined list of the most common evaluation 

subjects-required as a basis for developing a final list. 

Support for the expanded-WCPA framework evaluation criteria 
The expanded-WCPA framework introduced three new evaluation criteria: 

context-baseline values; outcome-severity of threat; and outcome-change in 

condition (Chapter 4). These criteria permitted the categorisation of a suite of 

additional evaluation subjects and many comments were made by respondents 

endorsing the need for such criteria (Appendix 6.7). Three such responses were: 

‘For us monitoring of the baseline evaluation is more important than the baseline evaluation itself 

because it will allow us to intervene quickly’ 

‘Ultimately you should be measuring the change in condition of your conservation target and the 

key factors and or threats influencing it’ 

‘(…) There should be better and more explicit linkages between management activities/non-

activities versus threats’ [severity of threat evaluation] 

No comments were made about the criteria being inappropriate. 

Confirming important evaluation subjects-required 
Many comments supported a need for undertaking assessments very similar to 

those identified in the list of 35 evaluation subjects- required (Table 6.10). The list 

of evaluation subjects-required was generally more specific, however some 

comments were: 

‘All conservation projects should have a baseline (…)’ 

‘(…) Science based threats definition are required (…)’ 

[Evaluations are required for] ‘Management processes; administration systems; operational 

systems; monitoring systems’ 

[Evaluations are required for] ‘(…) monitoring and regular reviews of management plans’ 

‘Delivery of work programs. Are their efforts actually having impact (…)’ 
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[There is a ] ‘need for outcome focused, site based evaluations’ 

The comments were supportive for a range of other evaluation subjects as well but 

only one ‘negative’ comment was provided about the suitability of the 35 

evaluation subjects-required (Table 6.10, Appendix 6.7) which was: 

‘Baseline evaluation was discontinued due to the lack of support of top management’ 

The basis of the lack of support was not clarified. 

Confirming a minimalist approach 
A cut-off of 35 was established by the researcher for the evaluation subjects-

required list established from the international respondent data. The cut off 

ensured that the more common evaluation subjects-required were included, but 

even this number may be too many. Many respondents discussed the heavy 

workload and lack of resources to deal with evaluation tasks. Some of the 

comments included (Appendix 6.7): 

‘Too many evaluations – too little time’….‘Almost over-assessed at the moment’ 

‘New evaluations[?]: We are more focused on reducing and streamlining existing methodologies. 

Consolidation of existing systems needed to have a streamlined method of implementing protected 

area management effectiveness assessments across large areas with a minimum of investment in 

time or resources’ 

‘It is likely universal that protected areas are under resourced (…)’ 

The issue of heavy workloads was also raised in the focus groups. Thus there was 

a need for prioritising evaluation subjects-required by identifying a list of the most 

common. There was a need to keep the list small. 

Guidance for the final list 
The qualitative comments generally supported the list of evaluation subjects-

required and there were no substantive negative comments about the evaluation 

subjects identified. Table 6.10 remains the final list of evaluation subjects-

required by international respondents. 

6.5.9 New evaluation subjects-wanted (question 44 data) 
Respondents were asked to identify up to five new evaluation subjects that were 

wanted (question 44). These data were valuable in that they provided guidance on 

the priority of new evaluation subjects sought by respondents. Sixty-five people 

(of 97) responded, with most providing a few examples of new evaluations 

wanted, and some providing five. The ‘new’ evaluation subjects-wanted were 
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ranked (Appendix 6.8), and the 28 most common identified (Table 6.11). The 

most frequent response (13% of respondents) was for the evaluation of 

performance against a protected area’s objectives of management. Some 

respondents identified evaluation as being needed for context-values-flora (7% of 

respondents), for values-fauna (8%) and values-economic benefits (9%). This 

implies that some organisations need to further understand the resources they are 

managing. Some respondents also identified that evaluation of the change in 

condition of flora (5%) and fauna (6%) was needed. The new evaluation subjects-

wanted may identify that many protected area management organisations are at a 

developmental stage in their management of evaluation. The findings generally 

support the list of evaluation subjects-required, but there was generally a low 

percentage response for the most common 28 subjects. 

Table 6.10 The question 44-most common 28 new evaluation subjects-wanted. (1is the highest 
rank) (Source Appendix 6.8) 
(Showing rank (1 is the highest) and percentage response (brackets)) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank  

(%) 
Context Special social, 

cultural or scientific 
values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena  

Flora 
Fauna 

4 (7) 
3 (8) 

  Social phenomena Economic benefits 2 (9) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 
Fauna 

19 (3) 
13 (4) 

 Identified threats Physical threats Fire 28 (2) 
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
Political party support for 
conservation 

8 (5) 

Planning Systems level 
planning 

Adequacy of policy Presence of management 
policies 

9 (5) 

  Management planning Evaluation 14 (4) 
   Staff management 20 (3) 
   Integrated management 21 (3) 
Inputs Management inputs Adequacy of financial 

resources 
Capital funds 15 (4) 

   Recurrent funds 10 (5) 
   Grant funds 16 (4) 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Sufficient staff resources 
Skills match competencies 

5 (7) 
22 (3) 

Process Mgmt process Management processes Operational systems 6 (7) 
  Administration systems Staff training systems 23 (3) 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of services Visitor information services  17 (4) 

Outcome Change in condition Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 11 (5) 

   Fauna 7 (6) 
   Fungi 18 (4) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 24 (3) 

 Severity or extent of 
threat 

Biological threats Weed invasions 25 (3) 

  Indirect human threat Adjoining landuse impact 26 (3) 
   Impacts to climate 27 (3) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 12 (5) 

   Individual PA POM obj’s ach’d 1 (13) 
Key: 
Ach’d = achieved; mgmt = management;  obj’s = objectives; PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
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Triangulation 
A data check for subjects-wanted 

 The evaluation subjects-wanted data derived from the questionnaire evaluation 

examples were compared with the question 44 data. The supplementary, 

comparative data was useful to this research as it provided a separate check of the 

quality of the evaluation subjects-wanted data. The two sets of evaluation 

subjects-wanted data were broadly comparable (Appendix 6.9), but there were 

differences for the threat evaluations wanted except for climate change (Appendix 

6.9). There were limitations to this comparison due to the low percentage 

responses for many question 44 subjects-wanted. 

A data check for evaluation subjects-used 

When the most common subjects-used data from the examples of evaluation were 

compared with equivalent data from the evaluation area data (Appendix 6.10) the 

‘most common’ evaluation area categories were found to be similar. This 

provided a check of the subject-used data and the data entry process. 

6.5.10 Protected area context and evaluation subjects-required 
To determine if the context in which practitioners were working may have 

influenced which subjects were evaluated Chi-squared tests were conducted. 

Differences among respondents in the which subjects were required depending on 

the HDI or the dominant IUCN category were assessed, however there were too 

few responses to test among the eight biogeographic realms. 

 

There was a significant difference for HDI or IUCN category status for only four 

subjects-required. This is interesting when differences between the support 

resources available for high HDI protected area organisations and low HDI 

countries are considered (Table 6.12).  
Table 6.11 Chi-square significance test results (for HDI (Human Development Index) and 
IUCN protected area (PA) category) 

Most common evaluation 
subject-required 

HDI  
(UNDP 2005) 
(P values for 
Pearson Chi-
Square test) 

IUCN PA 
Category 

(P values for 
Pearson Chi-
Square test) 

Baseline value: flora 0.038 ▬ 
Baseline value: fauna 0.048 ▬ 
Identified threat: direct human: mining 0.045 0.010 
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HDI Context-baseline value-flora 
More respondents from high HDI nations required baseline flora evaluations 

compared to respondents from medium or low HDI countries. While more high 

HDI countries were using baseline flora than medium HDI countries, fewer want 

to do more. On the other hand, a large number of medium HDI countries want a 

better approach to the baseline flora evaluations they were undertaking. This 

result for medium HDI countries can be interpreted as a resourcing issue 

(availability of funds) and potentially the availability of trained staff. It reinforces 

the importance of this evaluation subject.  

HDI: Context-baseline value-fauna  
There was a larger than expected number of practitioners from low HDI countries 

requiring baseline evaluation for fauna. The finding, however, has some support 

from other qualitative data, given concerns expressed for illegal hunting and 

poaching of fauna by humans in low HDI countries. 

HDI: Context-Identified threat-direct human threat-mining 
More respondents from medium HDI nations required evaluation of mining 

compared to those from high and low HDI nations. I interpret this to mean that 

mining was an important influence on protected areas for many medium HDI 

countries. 

IUCN Category: Context-identified threat-direct human threat-mining 
Mining is precluded from IUCN Categories I-IV protected areas and is permitted 

(conditionally) for IUCN Category VI protected area lands (IUCN 1994, 2004). 

As would be expected, this subject appears to be used more by practitioners from 

IUCN Category VI protected areas than those from IUCN Categories I-IV. This 

finding supports the international legal and policy status of the IUCN categories. 

 

Whilst there were too few low HDI respondents, there were sufficient 

representatives of medium and high HDI countries for analysis. It appears that the 

HDI and IUCN context issues were not a significant influence for most evaluation 

matters. The situation for low HDI respondents is inconclusive. 

6.5.11 Number of different evaluation methods used 
Senior managers and senior executives 
Sixty-eight percent of senior manager and senior executive respondents reported 

that between one and nine different evaluation methods were used in the previous 
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12 months (Table 6.13). Five (9%) reported between 10 and 19 methods, and four 

listed more than 30 methods for evaluations for the 12 months. This means that 

protected area organisations conduct evaluations routinely during any 12 month 

period. It also implies that there may be only a small suite of evaluation methods 

used regularly by organisations. Only two senior managers listed no methods for 

evaluation, potentially because the managers were not aware of any evaluation 

methods or no evaluations were conducted. The former position is considered 

more likely. 

Table 6.12 The number of evaluation methods known to be used in the previous 12 months 
(Identified by 57 senior executives and senior managers from 37 protected area management 
organisations) 

 Number of different evaluation methods 
Category of respondent 0 1-9 10-19 20-29 30 + Not able to 

be estimated 
Don’t know/no 

response 
Total 
numb

er 
Senior executive 0 18 2 0 0 2 2 24 
Senior managers 2 21 3 0 2 3 2 33 
Total number 2 39 5 0 2 5 4 57 
Total Percentage  4 68 9 0 4 9 7  
 

Evaluation methods identified by external stakeholders 
Twenty-one (53%) of the external stakeholders listed between one and nine 

evaluation methods for the previous 12 months; two recorded more than 10 

evaluation methods (Table 6.14). This reinforces the results reported by senior 

executives and senior managers of protected area management organisations. 

External stakeholders may: list their own independent evaluations of protected 

area management; report on their role as an assessor; or may report on their 

research knowledge of evaluations conducted by other organisations. Evaluation 

methods used by big international NGOs such as the World Wide Fund for 

Nature’s RAPPAM system, and The Nature Conservancy’s 5S system (Chapter 

2), would each be recorded as one evaluation method, despite being used in 

multiple locations. Other external stakeholders, such as respondents from 

universities, consultant organisations, and conservation and user organisations, 

may use their own evaluation methods or may be aware of methods that have been 

used (Table 6.14). Other external stakeholders may be insufficiently familiar with 

protected area organisations to be able to list specific methods for evaluation and 

hence may record a nil response. This may be why many respondents (33%) gave 

zero as the number of methods used in the last 12 months (Table 6.14). 
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Table 6.13 Number of methods for evaluation known to be used in the previous 12 months 
(identified by external stakeholder respondents) 

 Number of different evaluation methods 
Category of people 0 1-9 10-19 20-29 30 + Not able to 

be estimated 
Don’t 

know/no 
response 

Total 

External stakeholder 13 21 1 0 1 0 4 40 
Percentage  33 53 3 0 3 0 10  

 

These results confirm that different evaluation methods were important and were 

used regularly by protected area management practitioners and organisations. 

However, it was important to identify the types of methods used. 

6.5.12 Different types of evaluation methods used 
Different types of evaluation methods were identified from two sets of data: (1) 

evaluations of multiple (two or more) evaluation subjects data; and 2) examples of 

single evaluation subjects. The results of the analysis of these two types of 

datasets are presented in this section. 

Types of evaluation methods used for multiple (two or more) evaluation 
subjects 
Respondents provided 298 different titles/examples of evaluations that were used 

by protected area management practitioners and organisations (Appendix 6.11). 

These examples were analysed and categorised into 21 different types of 

evaluation methods and each type was ranked by the frequency of response (Table 

6.15).  
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Table 6.14 Twenty-one different types of evaluation methods, showing their purpose, 
methods used and duration. (Their relationship with the expanded-WCPA framework evaluation 
elements is shown. The 21 types are ranked by percentage of respondent identification). 
Key 
1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Input; 4: Process; 5: Output; 6: Outcome 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
Resp: = Respondent 

 Expanded-WCPA 
framework evaluation 

element 
Rank Resp 

% 
Type of evaluation method 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 56 Scientific - technical review 
Purpose: Evaluates natural, social, managerial and cultural phenomena for 
research or management purposes  
Method: Uses agency and external research expertise and qualitative and 
quantitative research methods and focuses on context and outcome evaluations, 
with some technical planning and process evaluations. 
Duration: Typically such research is conducted over a 12 month or longer period 
(Veal 1997, Sarantakos 1998, Patton 2002, Tucker et al. 2005). 
 

● ○  ○ ○ ●

2 37 Plan of management  
Purpose: Evaluates strategic direction for a protected area and establishes 
management objectives and priority actions and is most likely to be for a 5-10 year 
period. 
Method: Uses manager and community expertise and experience and qualitative 
and quantitative research data and targets context, planning, process, input, output 
and outcome evaluations 
Duration: Typically it takes longer than 12 months to complete (Thomas and 
Middleton 2003, Lockwood et al. 2006). 
 

● ● ● ● ● ●

3 18 Annual plan, operational plan 
Purpose: Evaluates operational priorities and assesses performance  
Method: The knowledge and experience of managers is used with research input. 
Priority evaluations are inputs and output assessments with process and outcome 
evaluations being undertaken. 
Duration: Typically it is completed by managers in a number of weeks and is 
used for 12 months (Worboys et al. 2005). 
 

 ○ ● ○ ● ○

4 16 Administration review 
Purpose: Evaluation of policies, staff, staff structures, governance, risk 
management and operational systems 
Method: Senior managers review and focus on inputs, process and output 
evaluation 
Duration: Typically undertaken and completed within a number of months 
(Worboys et al. 2005). 
 

  ● ● ●  

5 15 Threat evaluation 
Purpose: Evaluation of threats to protected areas including risk analysis 
Method: Managers and agency experts and external experts review and research 
undertaken and it focuses on context, process, outputs and outcome evaluations 
specifically for threats, impacts, and risk assessment. It may use SWOT analysis 
Duration: Evaluation usually longer than 12 months, but it may include brief 
evaluations (Worboys et al. 2005). 
 

● ○  ● ● ●

6 14 Finance -economics review 
Purpose: Evaluation of financial status and needs 
Method: Financial control using computer based systems and support by 
administration experts and which focuses on inputs and process evaluations 
Duration: Typically monthly reporting with an end of the year reconciliation and 
audit (Worboys et al. 2005). 
 

  ● ● ●  

7 14 State of the Parks report 
Purpose: Evaluates progress in achieving a protected area agencies goals  
Method: Uses agency specialist expertise and qualitative and quantitative research 
data and targets context, planning, input, output and outcome evaluations 
Duration: Typically it is completed by specialists over a 12 month plus period 
and is prepared once every 5-10 years (Parks Canada 1998, Wright and Rollins 
2002, Vincent 2005). 
 
 
 
 

● ● ●  ● ●
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 Expanded-WCPA 
framework evaluation 

element 
Rank Resp 

% 
Type of evaluation method 1 2 3 4 5 6 

8 12 RAPPAM 
Purpose: Evaluates broad-level comparisons among many protected areas. It is a 
systems evaluation method most applicable to IUCN protected area categories I-
IV. 
Method: Qualitative survey. Based on the knowledge and experience of managers 
and targets five evaluation elements 
Duration: It would be completed over one or a number of days and is used for 
strategic planning input over many years (Ervin 2003a). 
 

● ● ● ● ●  

9 6 Corporate plan 
Purpose: Evaluates and provides strategic direction and priority goals for an 
organisation  
Method: Uses executive management expertise, experience and qualitative and 
quantitative research data and targets context, planning, inputs, process and 
outcome evaluations 
Duration: Typically it takes less than 12 months to complete, is valid for 3-5 
years and is reviewed and updated annually (Worboys et al. 2005; Vincent 2005). 
 

● ● ● ● ○ ●

10 5 Protected area systems plan 
Purpose: Evaluates comprehensive, adequate and representative reserve system, 
strategic acquisition, and performance 
Method: Research focused input targeting context and planning evaluation 
Duration: Typically completed by specialist managers over a period greater than 
12 months and is used for a number of years (Davey 1998). 
 

● ●     

11 4 Effectiveness evaluation 
Purpose: Comprehensive evaluation of protected area management 
Method: Agency managers or external experts using qualitative and quantitative 
information at an individual site or at a systems level and targets all 6 evaluation 
elements 
Duration: May be completed within days, weeks, or over many months 
depending on the scope of the evaluation (Hockings et al. 2006). 
 

● ● ● ● ● ●

12 3 WWF – World Bank Rapid Assessment 
Purpose: Evaluates individual protected areas, reporting progress on management 
effectiveness. Provides a quick overview of progress in improving the 
effectiveness of management. 
Method: Uses a survey data sheet and an assessment form, which is usually 
completed by staff and targets all 6 expanded-WCPA framework elements. It 
requires scoring of responses and provides qualitative responses. 
Duration: The survey typically would be completed in one day (Stolton et al. 
2003). 
 

● ● ● ● ● ●

13 3 World Heritage Report 
Purpose: Evaluates the values of a protected area (and other areas) against the 
World Heritage outstanding universal values criteria 
Method: Uses agency and external expert advice and targets context, planning 
and outcome evaluations 
Duration: The original nomination is most likely to be completed by specialists 
over a 12 month plus period (Thorsell 1999, UNESCO 2002). 
 

● ● ○   ●

14 3 ISO 14001 
Purpose: Evaluation of environmental management systems 
Method: Agency managers or external experts and targets input, process and 
output evaluations 
Duration: Assessment typically undertaken within a number of months 
(Thompson 2002). 

  ● ● ●  

15 2 Measures of success 
Purpose: Evaluation to measure the success of management interventions 
Method: Uses measures of success method conducted by the project team or an 
external expert and targets all 6 expanded-WCPA framework elements  
Duration: Over the life time of the project. It may be less or more than 12 months 
(Margoluis and Salafsky 1998). 
 
 
 
 
 

● ● ● ● ● ●
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 Expanded-WCPA 
framework evaluation 

element 
Rank Resp 

% 
Type of evaluation method 1 2 3 4 5 6 

16 1 Enhancing our Heritage 
Purpose: Evaluation of natural World Heritage sites 
Method: Uses the World Heritage Management Effectiveness Workbook 
(Revised edition) and is conducted by local managers guided by external experts 
and targets all 6 expanded-WCPA framework elements 
Duration: Evaluation potentially completed over many months and potentially 
longer. It includes many detailed evaluations (Hockings et al. 2004). 

● ● ● ● ● ●

17 1 Annual report 
Purpose: Evaluates annual performance against agency objectives and priorities 
established 
Method: Uses qualitative and quantitative research data and targets all 6 WCPA 
framework elements 
Duration: Typically it is completed by specialists over a number of months 
 

● ● ● ● ● ●

18 1 TNC 5S method 
Purpose: Evaluates if conservation projects are having their intended impacts 
Method: Uses the enhanced 5 S method which includes adaptive management. 
Conducted by project manager and project team and targets all 6 evaluation 
elements 
Duration: Over the life time of the project. It may be less or more than 12 months 
(TNC 2003). 

● ● ● ● ● ●

19 1 Systems for monitoring evaluation 
Purpose: Evaluation of systems used for monitoring protected area management 
Method: Agency managers and support staff and targets process evaluations 
Duration: In-house investigation typically undertaken and completed within a 
number of months (Environment Canada 2005, Tucker et al. 2005, Bubb et al. 
2005). 
 

   ●   

20 1 Balanced scorecard 
Purpose: Evaluation of an organisation’s performance 
Method: Uses a systems approach for measuring an organisation’s effectiveness 
and targets planning, inputs, process, outputs and outcome evaluations. 
Duration: Evaluations completed continuously during a 12 month cycle (Kaplan 
and Norton 1996, Birch 2000). 
 

 ● ● ● ● ●

21 1 Business plan evaluation 
Purpose: Evaluates and provides annual priorities for an organisation  
Method: Uses executive management expertise, experience and qualitative and 
quantitative research data and targets planning, inputs, process, outputs and 
outcome evaluations. 
Duration: Typically it takes many weeks to complete and is valid for 12 months 
(Worboys et al. 2005; Vincent 2005). 

 ● ● ● ● ●

 

The 21 types of evaluation methods 
Science based reports and technical reviews dominated (56% of responses) the 

evaluation methods identified (Table 6.15). These reports evaluated natural and 

cultural values, social phenomena, direct and indirect human threats, protected 

area establishment and management processes (Appendix 6.11). New Public 

Management and administration type evaluations were commonly identified 

(ranked from second most reported to seventh) and included plan of management 

reviews (37%), operational plans (18%), administrative reviews (16%), threat 

evaluation (15%), financial reviews (14%) and state of the park reports (14%). 

Many of these types were mandated by legislation (Worboys et al. 2005) or were 

initiated following intra-government audit processes, such as state of the parks 
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reporting in Canada, and in Australia (Victoria and NSW) (Parks Canada 1998, 

PV 2000, DEC 2005c). They tend to focus on business and management 

effectiveness reporting relative to a range of evaluation subjects.  

 

Corporate plans (6%), annual reports (1%) and business plans (1%) were also part 

of this New Public Management focus of evaluation, but they were identified by 

fewer people. The state of the parks reports (14%) however were different. These 

recently evolved documents provide evaluation information on the condition, 

change in condition and severity of threats to protected areas (Parks Canada 1998, 

PV 2000; DEC 2005c). 

Evaluation methods sponsored by big NGOs and IUCN were identified by 

respondents and included WWF’s RAPPAM (12%); WWF-World Bank Rapid 

Assessment (3%); IUCN’s World Heritage reports (3%); IUCN’s Enhancing our 

Heritage (1%), and TNC’s 5S method (1%). With the exception of RAPPAM, 

they were less dominant than the New Public Management and administration 

focused evaluation methods (Table 6.15). External resourcing to some countries 

for these evaluation methods may mean that they are used earlier (or 

preferentially) than would otherwise have been the case if protected area 

organisations used their own resources. Respondents also identified other 

evaluation methods such as ISO 14001 (3%) and the Balanced Scorecard (1%) 

(Kaplan and Norton 1996, Birch 2000, Thompson 2002). 

Duration of evaluation methods 
The 21 types of evaluation methods identified were separated into two groups 

based on the time required for the evaluation. The two groups were evaluation 

methods that either fell within a 12 month cycle of management (Table 6.16) or 

were longer than 12 months in duration (Table 6.17). 

Less than 12 month types 
Fourteen of the 21 types of evaluation methods were most likely to be completed 

in less than 12 months (Table 6.16). The majority of the specialist methods for 

evaluation system (such as RAPPAM and TNC’s 5S) were short term and used 

qualitative data based on the experience and knowledge of the interviewees. These 

evaluation systems may evaluate effectiveness in all six stages of management 

(such as the WWF-World Bank rapid assessment) or be a more focused evaluation 

(such as ISO 14001). The short duration method types also included New Public 
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Management and administration evaluation methods such as financial evaluation, 

annual reporting, corporate planning and administrative reviews. The expanded-

WCPA framework evaluation elements of inputs, process and outputs were well 

represented by the short duration types. 

 
Table 6.15 Fourteen types of evaluation methods which were less than 12 months in duration 
(from a total of 21) 
Key 
(1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Input; 4: Process; 5: Output; 6: Outcome) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 

Duration of method for evaluation: less than 12 months 
(Source: Table 6.15) 

Most likely evaluation 
elements assessed 

No of 
evaluation 
elements 

Type of evaluation method  
(showing rank out of 21) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 RAPPAM (8) ● ● ● ● ● ●
6 Effectiveness evaluation (11) ● ● ● ● ● ●
6 WWF-World Bank rapid assessment (12) ● ● ● ● ● ●
6 Measures of success (project based: the evaluation 

may also be longer than 12 months) (15) 
● ● ● ● ● ●

6 Annual report (17) ● ● ● ● ● ●
6 TNC 5S method: (project based: the evaluation may 

also be longer than 12 months) (18) 
● ● ● ● ● ●

5 Balanced scorecard (20)  ● ● ● ● ●
5 Business plan evaluation (21)  ● ● ● ● ●
5 Corporate plan (9) ● ● ● ● ○ ●
3 Administration review (4)   ● ● ●  
3 ISO 14001 (14)   ● ● ●  
2 Operational plan-annual plan (3)  ○ ● ○ ● ○
2 Finance-economics review (6)   ● ● ●  
1 Systems for monitoring evaluation (19)    ●   

 

Longer than 12 month types 
Seven of the 21 types of evaluation methods types were completed over 12 

months or longer (Table 6.17). These longer term evaluations most likely 

involved quantitative data collection, and were associated with the completion of 

technical reports. Typically they were assessments for the expanded-WCPA 

framework evaluation elements of context, planning and outcomes (Table 6.17). 

The longer the duration of an evaluation method type, the higher the management 

costs. The seven long duration types were all commonly used by respondents 

(Table 6.17). 
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Table 6.16 Seven types of evaluation methods which are typically more than 12 months in 
duration (from a total of 21)  
Key 
(1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Input; 4: Process; 5: Output; 6: Outcome) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 

Duration of evaluation method greater than 12 months Most likely evaluation 
elements assessed 

No of 
evaluation 
elements 

Type of evaluation method  
(showing rank out of 21) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 Plan of management (2) (evaluations required for 
achieving the presence of a plan of management will be 
long in duration, evaluations determining the level of 
execution of a plan will be short) 

● ● ● ● ● ● 

6 Enhancing our heritage (16) ● ● ● ● ● ● 
5 State of the parks report (7) ● ● ●  ● ● 
4 Threat evaluation (5) ● ○  ● ● ● 
3 World Heritage Report (13) ● ● ○   ● 
2 Science technical review (1) ● ○  ○ ○ ● 
2 Protected area systems plan (10) ● ●     

 

Single evaluation subjects-used: Most likely types of evaluation methods used 
The likely ‘types’ of evaluation methods were assessed for each of the 28 most 

common evaluation subjects-used (Table 6.18) based on the 21 types of 

evaluation method types identified in Table 6.15. The dominant methods used 

were most likely to be science technical, with New Public Management and 

administration type methods the second most common.  
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Table 6.17 The most likely type of evaluation method for each of the 28 evaluation subjects-
used (including duration) (Source Table 6.6). 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation Subject Duration Most likely type of 

evaluation method 
Context Value-flora Long Science technical 
 Value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Value-fungi Long Science technical 
 Value-water Long Science technical 
 Value-sites of significance Long Science technical 
 Value-structures Long Science technical 
 Value-economic benefits Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-flora Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-clearing Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-grazing Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-poaching Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-fishing Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-mining Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-hunting Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-trampling Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-urban encroachment Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-landuse impacts Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-impacts to air Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-impacts to water 

quality 
Long Science technical 

Planning Individual protected area planning-
Presence of a plan of management 

Long Plan of management  

 Individual protected area planning-
Level of execution of a plan of management 

Short Plan of management  

Inputs Management inputs-capital funds Short Finance-economics 
review 

 Management inputs-grant funds Short Finance-economics 
review 

 Management inputs-recurrent funds Short Finance-economics 
review 

 Management inputs-sufficient staff 
resources 

Short Administration review 

 Management inputs-staff competencies Short Administration review 
Outcome Change in condition-flora Long Science technical 
 

Single evaluation subjects-required: Forecast types of evaluation methods 
How the 35 most common evaluation subjects-required were ‘most likely’ to be 

evaluated was determined. These method types and their duration were then 

tabulated (Table 6.19). They were also presented diagrammatically, and grouped 

according to the six expanded-WCPA framework evaluation elements (Figure 

6.3). 

 

There was a dominance of long duration and science technical based evaluation 

methods (Figure 6.3). These results are consistent with calls for assessing 

measured (quantitative) changes in condition from measured baseline, and for 

measuring changes to the severity of threats (Appendix 6.7). Most protected area 
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management organisations will need to realign their structural and organisational 

responses for evaluation management, if the methods identified are used. 

 
Table 6.18 The most likely type of evaluation method needed for each of the 35 evaluation 
subjects-required. The typical duration is shown (Source Table 6.10). 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation Subject Duration Most likely type of 

evaluation method 
Context Value-flora Long Science technical 
 Value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Value-fungi Long Science technical 
 Value-water Long Science technical 
 Value-sites of significance Long Science technical 
 Value-structures Long Science technical 
 Value-economic benefits Long Science technical 
 Value-community values, attitudes, 

needs 
Long Science technical 

 Baseline value-flora Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-ecosystem, habitat, land 

types 
Long Science technical 

 Identified threat-clearing Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-grazing Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-poaching Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-fishing Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-mining Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-trampling Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-adjoining landuse 

impacts 
Long Science technical 

 Identified threat-urban encroachment Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-impacts to climate Long Science technical 
 National policy-commitment to 

national conservation 
Short Science technical 

Planning Individual protected area planning 
Presence of a plan of management 

Long Plan of management  

 Individual protected area planning-
Level execution of plan of management 

Short Plan of management  

Inputs Management inputs-capital funds Short Finance-economics 
review 

 Management inputs-grant funds Short Finance-economics 
review 

 Management inputs-recurrent funds Short Finance-economics 
review 

 Management inputs-sufficient staff 
resources 

Short Administration review 

 Management inputs-staff competencies Short Administration review 
Process Management process-operational 

systems 
Short Administration review 

Outputs Management outputs-educational 
services 

Short Operational plan 

 Management outputs-progress reports Short Operational plan 
Outcome Change in condition-flora Long Science technical 
 Change in condition-fauna Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat-visitor use Long Science technical 
 Objectives achieved-individual 

protected area 
Long State of the Parks 
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Figure 6.3 Duration of evaluation methods for the most common 35 evaluation subjects-
required relative to the six expanded-WCPA framework evaluation elements (Source Table 
6.19) 
Key 
Solid arrow: Evaluation subjects-required typically conducted over the long term (greater than 12 months) 
Dashed arrow: Evaluation subjects-required typically conducted during a 12 months management cycle 

Context 

Process 

Greater than 12 month evaluation 

Less than 12 month evaluation 

Outputs Inputs 

Planning 
Outcome 
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6.6 DISCUSSION 

There was a very positive attitude by international respondents to protected area 

management evaluation. Most believed that it was essential for effective 

management and most sought improvements from the evaluation work they were 

already undertaking. Such positive support will be needed for the global 

implementation of Convention on Biological Diversity’s action plan (CBD action 

plan) (Dudley et al. 2005) (Chapter 1). However, there were also issues identified 

that reinforced the need for this research such as the evaluation work load issues, a 

lack of information about what should be evaluated and what evaluation methods 

should be used (Appendix 6.7).  

6.6.1 Evaluation subjects 
Evaluation subjects-used 
This is the first international baseline survey identifying which evaluation subjects 

protected area practitioners were actually using. Apart from finding that a large 

number of different subjects were either being evaluated or wanted (246), it 

showed that the most commonly used subjects only come from four of the six 

expanded-WCPA framework evaluation elements. Therefore current management 

effectiveness evaluations may neither be balanced nor integrated (Hockings et al. 

2000, 2006). The omission of the evaluation elements ‘process’ and ‘outputs’ 

would be of strategic interest to those implementing the CBD action plan (Dudley 

et al. 2005) and could influence action and resourcing priorities. 

Evaluation subjects-wanted 
The evaluation subjects that were wanted identified a positive response to the gaps 

identified for the subjects-used data. Practitioners demonstrated a need for a more 

holistic approach for evaluation and all six evaluation elements were wanted. 

However, many were cautious about work load issues, and prioritisation was 

considered important. 

Evaluation subjects-required 
A user (or practitioner) focus (Patton 1997) was taken in this research when 

identifying which evaluation subjects were commonly required (Chapter 2). The 

method used to do so ensured that all six evaluation elements were included in the 

list generated despite fewer practitioners using subjects for the process and output 

evaluation elements.  



149 

 

For the first time, a list of the most common evaluation subjects-required was 

available. From this list it was apparent that evaluation subjects used for routine 

administration and management were commonly required. They included the need 

for an effective plan, budget and staff systems and an analysis of outcomes 

achieved (Table 6.10). These were basic evaluation requirements for any 

organisation (Kaplan and Norton 1995, Bartol et al. 1998, Birch 2000), and 

provide endorsement for the findings of this research. They also reflect the 

influence of New Public Management on the management of protected areas. 

 

In addition to general organisation evaluation, there was also considerable 

assessment of natural and cultural heritage values of protected areas, and the 

threats to those values (Table 6.10). Visitor use for example was seen as a serious 

threat (Appendix 6.6). Overall, this was a major focus for context evaluation, and 

may reflect recent major global investments in the establishment of new protected 

areas (Lockwood et al. 2006).  

 

Practitioners also required information about community attitudes and the 

commitment of political organisations to conservation. They sought baseline 

knowledge of natural biotic values at a landscape scale, in addition to the flora and 

fauna of individual protected areas. They also sought integrated evaluation, 

linking baseline value evaluations with the subsequent change in condition 

assessments (Table 6.10). 

 

Two hundred and forty-six different evaluation subjects-required were identified 

by international respondents. When most organisations usually only deal with a 

few carefully chosen evaluation subjects and evaluation methods in a 12 month 

period (Kaplan and Norton 1996), a range of 246 subjects is far too great and 

confirms a need to prioritise and reduce the number of evaluation subjects used. 

The list of 35 most common evaluation subjects-required provides guidance for 

such a process. 

 

Some evaluation subjects were only identified by a few practitioners including 

environmental performance measures (energy consumed, water used, and waste 
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generated). This may change in the future as governments respond to the 

influences of climate change impacts, water shortages and a need to manage solid 

and liquid waste pollution more carefully (Goldie et al. 2005, Worboys et al. 

2005). Vulnerability evaluations were not commonly listed. The 35 evaluation 

subjects-required may or may not have application for all respondents, but there 

were few differences found among practitioners based on the HDI index and 

IUCN category. However, the applicability of the 35 subjects-required for a range 

of different contexts would need to be tested further (Chapters 7 and 8). 

6.6.2 Evaluation methods 
Twenty-one types of evaluation methods were used with science technical types 

of evaluations the most common, and New Public Management (Fenna 1998, 

McLaughlin et al. 2002) and administration types the next most common. All of 

the 21 types fit within the four main purposes identified for evaluation (FOS 

2004). Practitioners advised that they needed a capacity to establish baseline 

information and information about values, as well as to have the capacity to 

understand the severity of threat and change in the condition of subjects. These 

were all long term, science based evaluation methods (Appendix 6.11). With the 

exception of WWF’s RAPPAM method, evaluation methods championed by 

NGOs and IUCN were not commonly identified by respondents (Table 6.15). 

 

It was evident that the specialist NGO methods provided critical evaluation for 

their host organisations, WWF (Ervin 2003b, WWF 2004), Conservation 

International (Brooks et al. 2002), TNC (TNC 2004), and IUCN (Stolton et al. 

2006). They also provided critical niche evaluation method roles for (or about) 

organisations (Goodman 2003, Tshering 2003). However they were not being 

specifically or indirectly identified by respondents as having a dominant role for 

protected area management organisations. Respondents did not require short term, 

qualitative based evaluation methods (Table 6.16) for assessing baseline condition 

or change in condition. Evidence based (longer term) science technical 

evaluations were sought (Appendix 6.11). In addition, the core New Public 

Management (McLaughlin et al. 2002) and administration type evaluations were 

needed. 
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Using individual evaluation subjects and the most likely evaluation methods that 

would be used for that subject, there was little difference between what evaluation 

methods were currently identified (Table 6.18) and what would be required for the 

future (Table 6.19). For international respondents, this means that the most 

commonly needed evaluation methods were science technical types and New 

Public Management types. 

6.6.3 Potential limitation to the results 
The 35 evaluation subjects-required results were dependent on the data entry 

process used and its assumptions (Appendix 6.1). The process was used carefully 

and systematically, but some recording bias may have occurred due to the nature 

of the data. This may have influenced the relative ranking of some evaluation 

subjects, however use of the most common data (the most frequently cited data) 

will help to minimise this issue. A comparative analysis with other surveys that 

collect and analyse data using the same methods was seen as one means of 

checking the evaluation subject-required data rankings. Checking with the 

literature was another. However, the results are in accordance with the nature and 

content of the multiple qualitative responses received (Appendix 6.7). 

6.7 CONCLUSION 

This international research identified a list of 35 evaluation subjects that were 

most commonly required by protected area practitioners. They covered all six 

elements of the expanded-WCPA framework; they were identified from a range of 

246 evaluation subjects-required; and they were most likely to be assessed by long 

duration science technical or New Public Management (McLaughlin et al. 2002) 

and administration type evaluation methods. The research also found that science 

technical and New Public Management types of evaluation methods were the most 

common evaluation methods used by respondents, though a total of 21 different 

types of evaluation methods were identified. Evaluation was seen as an essential 

part of protected area management by respondents and most organisations used 

between one and nine different evaluation methods in any 12 month period.  

 



153 

CHAPTER 7 AUSTRALIA SURVEY 

7.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapter 6 reports on a survey of international respondents and identifies the most 

commonly required evaluation subjects and evaluation methods that were used. 

Chapter 7 reports on a similar survey for a single nation, Australia. This survey 

obtained more detailed data about eleven protected area organisations operating in 

a constant context of HDI, biogeographic realm, dominant IUCN category and 

governance status. The survey data provided a more detailed insight about a 

subset of the international data set. A list of 39 most common evaluation subjects-

required were identified from a list of 225. Fourteen different types of evaluation 

methods were identified; however no examples of evaluation methods used by 

NGOs and IUCN are included. 

7.2 INTRODUCTION 

7.2.1 Selection of Australia 
To obtain more detailed research information on evaluation subjects and methods, 

Australia was surveyed as a single nation. By obtaining responses from many 

people from relatively few protected area organisations, rather than the average of 

2.5 people per nation for the international survey, a much more detailed insight 

could be obtained on how much variation there was in evaluations at a national 

scale. It also allowed for a comparative check of aspects of the international data. 

 

Australia was selected as the single nation to be surveyed because (Table 7.1): 

1) There were many (11) protected area management organisations to survey; 

2) A large number of protected areas (7,720 in 2005) were being managed 

3) There was a large total area reserved (10.52% of Australia in 2005); 

4) Australia was a uniform (single) biogeographic realm (Figure 6.1); 

5) There was a dominance of a single IUCN Category group of protected areas 

(Categories I-IV);  

6) Australia’s protected area governance was complex and diverse; and 

7) Participants and data could be more easily accessed (Australia being the 

researcher’s home country and is relatively isolated from most other countries). 
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Table 7.1 Criteria and rationale for the selection of a single nation for this research 

Potential national 
candidate for 

research 

No of 
PA’s 

% of 
terrest’l 

area 

No of 
PA 

organ’s 
(Note *1) 

Biogeog 
realm 

HDI 
status 
(UNEP 
WCMC 
2005) 

Dom’t 
IUCN 
Categ 
group 

Access 
to info 

Australia 
(CAPAD 2004; UNEP-

WCMC 2005ab) 

7,720 10.5 11 AUS 
(most) 

High I-IV ■ 

Canada 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

5,357 8.7 1 
 

NEA 
(part) 

High I-IV □ 

China 
(Wenhua and Xianying 
1989, UNEP-WCMC 

2005ab) 

2,024 15.4 multiple PAL 
(part) 

Medium V ▬ 

Finland 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab, 

Gilligan et al. 2005) 
 

3,466 9.08 1 PAL 
(part) 

High VI ▬ 

Mauritania 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

9 1.7 1 AFR 
(part) 

Low I-IV ▬ 

Nepal 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

22 17.2 2 PAL 
(part) 

Medium VI ▬ 

New Zealand 
(DOC 2005b, UNEP-

WCMC 2005ab) 

3,891 32.3 1 ANT 
(part) 

High I-IV ■ 

South Africa 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

356 6.47 3 AFR 
(part) 

Medium I-IV □ 

Sweden 
(UNEP-WCMCab) 

5,005 10.92 1 PAL 
(part) 

High I-IV ▬ 

Taiwan, province of 
China (UNEP-WCMC 

2005ab) 

49 12.1 1 IND 
(part) 

Medium I-IV ▬ 

Uganda 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

54 19.3 1 AFR 
(part) 

Medium VI □ 

United Kingdom 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

571 20.6 multiple PAL 
(part) 

High V □ 

USA 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

3,493 25.1 1 NEA 
(part) 

High I-IV ■ 

Venezuela 
(UNEP-WCMC 2005ab) 

237 72.3 1 NEO 
(part) 

Medium VI ▬ 

KEY 
Note *1: Protected area organisations with national protected area management responsibilities  
Abbreviations: Access to info = Access to information; biogeog = biogeographic; categ = category; Dom’t = Dominant; 
HDI = Human Development Index; Info = information; IUCN = International Union for the Conservation of Nature.; PA = 
protected area; terrest’l = terrestrial 
Symbols: 
■ Meets criteria. □ Partially meets criteria. ▬ Does not meet criteria 
 
8 Udvardy (1975) biogeographic realms 
AFR = Africotropical ANT = Antarctic AUS = Australian IND = IndoMalayan 
NEA = Nearctic NEO = Neotropical OCE = Oceanian PAL = Palaearctic  
 

7.2.2 The Australian protected area context 

Biogeographic realm  
Australia is a high HDI index country located within a single biogeographic 

realm. This ‘Australian biogeographic realm’ is one of Udvardy’s eight realms of 

Earth. Also, the Australian continent occupies most of its defined area (Udvardy 
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1975, Worboys and Winkler, 2006) (Figures 6.1, 7.1). It is one of the World’s 17 

megadiverse countries (Williams et al. 2001). 

IUCN protected area categories 
Over 7,700 protected areas were found within Australia and its external territories 

in 2005 (UNEP-WCMC 2005a). They were dominated by the IUCN categories 

group, categories I-IV (UNEP-WCMC 2005a). 

Governance 
Australia has a Federal system of government, and its constitution broadly 

delegates responsibility for land management to the eight states and territories 

(Worboys et al. 2005) (Table 7.2). This system has helped create 11 protected 

area organisations of Australia (Appendix 7.1). Each state and territory 

organisation in Australia is in effect responsible for part of a ‘national’ system of 

protected areas. Further they are required to operate at national (and even 

international) best practice standards for protected area management. This model 

differs to most other countries where nationally significant IUCN category I-IV 

protected areas are administered by national government organisations, such as: 

Canada (Parks Canada), Finland (Metsähallitus), New Zealand (Department of 

Conservation), Sweden (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency), and the 

United States of America (National Parks Service) (Table 7.1). Australia therefore 

provides an opportunity to assess many organisations with national protected area 

management responsibilities within one country. The two main governance types 

found in Australia are the ‘national ministry in charge’ and ‘state/territory 

government agencies’ types (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2006). However additional 

governance types are present including private protected areas and indigenous 

protected areas. 
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Table 7.2 The eleven Australian protected area management organisations showing the area 
of terrestrial and marine protected areas using standardized comparative protected area 
data for 2002 (CAPAD 2002, Worboys et al. 2005). (Appendix 7.1) The dominant IUCN 
category data is presented 

Protected area 
management 
organisation 

Head 
Office 

location 

No of 
protected 

areas 
(CAPAD 

2002) 

Area 
reserved 

terrestrial 
(CAPAD 

2002) 
(Km2) 

 

Area 
reserved 
marine 
(CAPAD 

2002) 
 

% of 
state or 

territory 
area 

(CAPAD 
2002) 

Dominant 
IUCN 

category 
(CAPAD 

2002) 

1. Australian Capital 
Territory (ACT): Parks and 
Conservation Service 
 

Canberra 2  1.28 
thousand 

- 54.37 
(T) 

II (T) 

Australian Government 
(AG) 
2. DEH and Parks Australia, 
3. Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park Authority 
 

Canberra 12 (T) 
31 (M) 

21.3 
thousand 

 

6.166x105 - II (T) 
VI (M) 

4. New South Wales 
(NSW): Department of 
Environment and 
Conservation (DEC), Parks 
and Wildlife Division 
(PWD) 
 

Sydney 642 (T) 
19 (M) 

53.29 
thousand 

1.429x103 6.65 (T) II (T) 
IV (M) 

5. Northern Territory (NT): 
Parks and Wildlife 
Commission (PWC) 
 

Darwin 101 (T) 
3 (M) 

43.77 
thousand 

2.238x103 3.25 (T) II (T) 
II (M) 

6. Queensland (Qld): Parks 
and Wildlife Service 
(QPWS) 
 
7. (Qld-AG) Wet Tropics 
World Heritage 
Management Authority 
 

Brisbane 
 
 
 

Cairns 
 

508 (T) 
101 (M) 

 
 

Included 
above 

 

71.20 
thousand 

 
 

8.944 
thousand 

 

5.789x104 

 
 
 
- 
 

4.12 (T) 
 
 
 

Included 
above 

II (T) 
IV (M) 

 
 

Included 
above 

8. South Australia (SA): 
National Parks and Wildlife 
Service (NPWS) 
 

Adelaide 386 (T) 
19 (M) 

246.7 
thousand 

1.862x103 25.07 
(T) 

VI (T) 
VI (M) 

9. Tasmania (Tas): Parks 
and Wildlife Service 
(TPWS) 

Hobart 629 (T) 
5 (M) 

25.49 
thousand 

9.489x102 37.28 
(T) 

II (T) 
IA (M) 

10. Victoria (Vic): Parks 
Victoria (PV) 
 

Melbourne 1975 (T) 
11 (M) 

34.24 
thousand 

7.549x102 15.05 
(T) 

II (T) 
VI (M) 

11. Western Australia 
(WA): Conservation and 
Land Management (CALM) 
 

Perth 1299 (T) 
7 (M) 

271.6 
thousand 

1.089x104 10.75 
(T) 

IA (T) 
1A (M) 

Key 
T = Terrestrial;  M = Marine 
 

Additional governance complexity 
Additional complexity for the governance of Australian protected areas arises as 

they may be managed under a range of different arrangements within states and 

territories. These arrangements include (Worboys et al. 2005):  
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• protected areas being managed by the state or territory government (in which 

they occur); 

• the Australian Government managed protected areas in Commonwealth 

administered territories and waters (such as remote islands); 

• the joint Queensland-Australian Government managed protected areas (which 

are in place for the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area and the Great Barrier 

Reef World Heritage Area in Queensland) (Bowen and Bowen 2002, 

Lawrence et al. 2002);  

• Aboriginal owned protected areas (where Aboriginal people hold the title to 

protected area lands that are leased back to the government for management 

such as Kakadu National Park in the Northern Territory) (Commonwealth of 

Australia 2006); 

• Private protected areas (owned by organisations such as the Australian Bush 

Heritage Fund (ABHF 2006) or private individuals which may be supported 

by government); and 

• Indigenous Protected Areas (IPA’s) (which are managed by indigenous 

communities, often with the support of government). 

Evaluation is required for all protected areas no matter what the management 

arrangements to ensure effective management. 

Achieving a national approach 
A workable national co-ordination of Australian protected area management is 

achieved through official forums and national strategic policy documents. These 

include: 

• the Council of Australian Governments (for heads of governments) (COAG 

2006);  

• the National Resource Management Ministerial Council (for Ministers of 

governments) (NRMMC 2006); 

• technical specialists working on protected area best practice through the 

National Parks and Protected Area Management Committee (NPPAMC 2006); 

and 

• strategic documents, such as the “National Strategy for the Conservation of 

Australia’s Biodiversity” (DEST 1996), and the  “Directions for the National 

Reserve System” (NRMMC 2005). 



158 

To be effective and achieve meaningful outcomes, these co-ordination forums and 

strategies require evaluations of protected area management. 

Australia’s HDI status and capacity to invest management resources 
As stated previously, Australia is a high HDI country (UNDP 2005). There is also 

generally, a capacity to provide resources (staff and funding) to protect, conserve, 

and present its protected area system. The average investment for each state and 

territory on a per hectare and per visitor basis has been calculated (Table 7.3). 

Despite the very real limitations to the data the average investments made for the 

11 Australian protected area management organisations were $7.69 per hectare 

and $7.62 per visit, with an estimate of one staff member available for every 

18,475 hectares for the combined terrestrial and marine protected areas (Table 

7.3). However, this resourcing varies for each of the 11 organisations, with some 

states and territories being well above, and some well below, this national average 

(Table 7.3). 

Comparing funding investments 
International information is available for some of the average funding investments 

made for protected areas in different parts of the world. Some data are provided 

below to facilitate a comparison with Australian investments (the comparative 

information is sourced from four separate published papers and is presented in 

Australian dollars): 

1) The average expenditure for some low and medium HDI countries (Cameroon, 

Ghana, and Bolivia) for terrestrial protected areas ranged from $0.07 per hectare 

to $3.89 per hectare (Bruner et al. 2004). The actual financial needs were found to 

be in the range of $1.17 to $11.68 per hectare (Bruner et al. 2004). 

2) In a survey of 83 marine protected areas from low, medium and high HDI 

countries, ranging in size from less than 10 hectares to greater than 30 million 

hectares, there was an average annual recurrent expenditure of $10.06 per hectare 

(Balmford et al. 2004).  

3) For 139 terrestrial conservation programs in 37 countries field based 

conservation investments varied enormously and cost between $0.0013 per 

hectare to $13,000 per hectare (Balmford et al. 2003). For example, funding of 

effective reserves in high wilderness value areas (such as the Gobi desert, the 

Himalayas and the Amazon) were around $0.26 per hectare; funding in the more 

populous areas of Latin and Central America, Africa and Asia were around $13 
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per hectare; and funding of some nature reserves in the United States of America 

varied between $65 and $520 per hectare, with the most extreme costs being 

linked to western European protected area programs where restoration costs are 

involved (Balmford et al. 2003). 

4) In 1999 it was estimated on a global basis that the funds required for managing 

protected areas in developing (low and medium HDI) countries was about $3.60 

per hectare (because of favourable cost structures) and for high HDI countries 

about $14.20 per hectare. Additionally, an average of about $5.90 per hectare was 

being spent on the world’s protected areas (James et al. 1999). 

 

The average Australian funding of $7.69 per hectare in 2004-2005 was thus higher 

than the 1999 global average expenditure (in adjusted terms), but was much lower 

when compared to the estimates required for high HDI countries (Table 7.3). The 

average per hectare funding commitment confirms Australia’s status as a high 

HDI country, but the allocations are 50% lower than what would be expected for a 

country of its relative prosperity. This lack of investment may impact on the 

evaluations undertaken by some Australian protected area organisations. 
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Table 7.3 Status of Australian protected area management organisations in 2004-2005 
including area managed; staff numbers; indicative budget; and indicative number of visits. 
Ratios of financial and staff investment per hectare and financial investment per visitor are 
provided. Note: There are limitations to the comparability of this data (see note below). 
Organisation Area 

managed 
(km2) 

Staff 
(*1) 

PA 
Budget 
($AUD 
million) 

(*2) 

Visitors 
(million) 

(*3) 

$/ha Ha/Staff $/visitor 

(AG) Parks 
Australia 
(AG 2005) 

21.313 
thousand (T) 

264 59.0 1.39 27.68 8,073 42.45 

(AG) 
GBRMPA*4 

(GBRMPA 2005) 

345 
thousand 

(M) 

184 37.2 1.9 1.08 18,750 19.58 

(ACT) 
Environment 

ACT 
(ACTCMD 2005, 

2006ab) 

1.282 
thousand 

(T) 

98 17.6 2.05 137.29 1,308 8.58 

(NSW) 
Parks and 

Wildlife Division 
(DEC 2005a, 
GHD 2006  

60.668 
thousand 

(T) 

1401 246.7 24.72 40.66 4330 9.98 

(NT) 
Parks and 

Wildlife Service 
(NRETA 2006c) 

 

50 
thousand(T) 

204 21.9 3.12 4.38 24,509 7.01 

(QLD) 
Parks and 

Wildlife Service  
(EPA 2005) 

77.49 
thousand 

(T) 

655 98.7 16.2 14.22 10,597 6.09 

(Qld-AG) 
WTMA*5 

(WTMA 2005) 

8.944 
thousand (T) 

28 5.00 5.00 5.59 31,942 1.00 

(SA) 
Department for 

Environment and 
Heritage 

(SADEH 2005a) 

213.510 
thousand 

(T) 

403 25.2 6.22 1.18 52,980 4.05 

(TAS) 
Parks and 

Wildlife Service 
(DPTHA 2005; 
TPWS 2006b) 

24.773 
thousand 

(T) 

258 38.9 3.69 15.70 9601 10.53 

(VIC) 
Parks Victoria 

(PV 2005) 

41 
thousand 
(T&M) 

1021 148.1 28.6 36.12 4016 5.18 

(WA) 
CALM 

(CALM 2005) 

239 
thousand 

(T) 
 

1302 128.7 15.67 5.38 18,356 8.21 

Australia 
data for 

2004-2005 

1.07492 
million km2 

(T) and 
(M) 

5818 $827 
million 

108.6 
million 
visits 

7.69 18,475 7.62 

 
Notes 
*1 The 2004-2005 staff numbers were obtained from annual reports or by contact directly with representatives of protected 
area management organisations 
*2 The financial data was compiled from state and territory budget information provided to the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission. Some states and territories use accrual accounting techniques and others use different financial management 
methods. The data has limitations for comparing between states and territories. Some financial figures were rounded to the 
nearest decimal point 
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*3 The visits data were derived from state and territory inputs to the 2006 Commonwealth Grants Commission. These 
figures where compiled in different ways by the states and territories, and some may include visitor numbers for lands 
administered by protected area organisations which are not IUCN category protected areas 
*4 The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority delegates some operational tasks to Queensland management 
organisations including Queensland Fisheries Management Authority 
*5 The Wet Tropics Management Authority delegates operational tasks to Queensland management organisations including 
the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service 
Key 
AG = Australian Government; ACT = Australian Capital Territory; GBRMPA = Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority; 
M = Marine; N.A. = Not Available; NSW = New South Wales; NT = Northern Territory; QLD = Queensland; SA = South 
Australia; TAS = Tasmania; T = Terrestrial; VIC = Victoria; WA = Western Australia; WTMA = Wet Tropics 
Management Authority 

Strategic direction 
Australia is a signatory to the Convention on Biological Diversity (SCB 2001) and 

is committed to establishing and effectively managing protected areas for 

biodiversity conservation. Implementation of the Convention is guided by the 

National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia’s Biological Diversity (DEST 

1996) and its updated objectives (EA 2001). Thus evaluation should be closely 

linked to the achievement of biodiversity conservation objectives, a key outcome 

sought by the Convention and one of the primary purposes of protected areas.  

Australian protected area evaluation 
All eleven Australian government protected area management organisations 

actively manage protected areas, and all undertook evaluation in one form or 

another. There is little published information available however about what 

evaluation is actually being undertaken. Thus, for this selected staff and external 

stakeholders employed or associated with these 11 organisations were selected 

and surveyed to determine what evaluation subjects are required and what 

evaluation methods are used. 

7.3 AIM 

The aim of this chapter is to analyse Australian questionnaire respondent data and 

present information consistent with the aims identified in Chapter 5. 

7.4 METHOD 

The same basic methods used for the international survey were used for the 

Australia survey (any methods specific to the Australia data are described here). 

7.4.1 Selection of people to be surveyed 
The selection of people for the Australia survey was based on recommendations 

provided by senior managers from each of the 11 protected area management 

organisations. Each advisor was a senior manager and was either known to myself 
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or was personally recommended. These senior managers were contacted by phone 

and asked to recommend five people who would be able to respond to the survey. 

Suggestions for external stakeholders were also sought. Representatives from 

external stakeholder organisations including key Australian NGOs and other 

external stakeholders were contacted as potential respondents. 

7.4.2 Distributing the questionnaire 
Ninety-four questionnaires were mailed to people in all states and territories. 

Questionnaires were sent to 77 people working in government protected area 

management organisations and to 17 people from external stakeholder 

organisations; viz. from: universities (7); research organisations (2); NGOs (6); a 

consultant; and a representative from a protected area advisory body. A 50% 

response rate was targeted to help minimise the total number of people sampled 

for survey. 

7.4.3 Three interviews  
Two confidential face-to-face interviews (with a senior manager and an NGO) and 

one telephone interview (with a senior manager) were conducted in order to 

secure responses from individuals who were otherwise too busy to respond. The 

interview method was based on semi-structured interviews (Sarantakos 1998) and 

was conducted using the questionnaire as the interview guide (Sarantakos 1998). 

Each interview was conducted separately and, as much as possible, without bias. 

They were recorded in writing by the interviewer during the actual interview 

process, and a copy of the record was provided or mailed to the interviewee. No 

electronic recording was used.  

7.5 RESULTS 

7.5.1 Respondent characteristics 
Forty-six respondents replied to the survey. This was a 49% response rate from 94 

mailed questionnaires which was close to the target (50%) sought (Figure 7.1, 

Table 7.4). Respondents from all 11 protected area management organisations 

responded, including nine senior executives (75% response rate), and 31 senior 

managers (48%). Fewer (six) external stakeholders responded (35%) and were 

from universities, research organizations or conservation organisations (Table 

7.5).  



163 

 

 
Figure 7.1 Eight Australian states and territories and some external territories  
The dots represent the location of 46 respondents (some dots represent multiple respondents) 
Key 
ACT = Australian Capital Territory; NSW = New South Wales; NT = Northern Territory, QLD = Queensland; SA = South 
Australia; TAS = Tasmania; VIC = Victoria; WA = Western Australia 
 

 

Table 7.4 Australian respondents by organisation and respondent status 
State or territory organisation 

or external stakeholder 
Senior 

Executive 
Senior 

Manager 
Stakeholder Total 

Respondents 
AG: Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Authority 

1   1 

AG: Parks Australia 2 6  8 
ACT: Environment ACT  3  3 
NSW DEC Parks and Wildlife Division  8  8 
NT Parks and Wildlife Service  1  1 
Qld: EPA: Parks and Wildlife Service 2 2  4 
Qld-AG: Wet Tropics Management 
Authority 

 1  1 

SA: Department for Environment and 
Heritage 

1 1  2 

Tas: Parks and Wildlife Service 1 3  4 
Vic: Parks Victoria  3  3 
WA: Department of Conservation and 
Land Management 

2 3  5 

External Stakeholders   6 6 
Total responses 9 31 6 46 
Total questionnaires despatched 12 65 17 94 
Response rate (percentage) 75 48 35 49 
Key 
AG = Australian Government; ACT = Australian Capital Territory; NSW = New South Wales; NT = Northern Territory; 
Qld = Queensland; SA = South Australia; Tas = Tasmania; Vic = Victoria; WA = Western Australia. DEC = (NSW) 
Department of Environment and Conservation; EPA = (Queensland) Environment Protection Authority 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ACT 

Norfolk 
Island 

Christmas 
Island 

Cairns 
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Table 7.5 Six external stakeholder organisations 

No of 
external 
stakeholder 
organisations 

Type of external stakeholder organisations 

3 Universities and research organisations 
• University of Sydney 
• University of Western Sydney 
• University of Tasmania 
 

3 Conservation organisations 
• Wilderness Society, Australia 
• National Parks Associations, Canberra, Australia 
• National Parks Association of NSW 

7.5.2 Views about evaluation 
The majority of respondents (92%) agreed or strongly agreed that protected area 

management effectiveness evaluation was essential (Table 7.6). Eight out of the 

nine senior executives shared this view and support was uniform for respondents 

from all the organisations (Table 7.7). Despite this strong response, three 

respondents still strongly disagreed that evaluation was an essential part of 

management, while two people were indifferent. 

 
Table 7.6 Responses to the questionnaire statement: “Evaluating protected area 
management effectiveness is an essential part of management.” Presented by category of 
people surveyed 
Category of people Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Neither 

agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

No response Total 

Senior Executive 1   3 5  9 
Senior Staff 1  1 6 23  31 
External Stakeholder 1    5  6 
Totals 3  1 9 33  46 
Percentage 6  2 20 72   
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Table 7.7 Response to the questionnaire statement “Evaluating protected area management 
effectiveness is an essential part of management” Presented by Australian state and territory 
protected area agency. 

State or territory 
organisation or external 

stakeholder 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Total 
Resp’s  

AG: Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park Authority 

    1 1 

AG: Parks Australia    1 7 8 
ACT: Environment ACT    2 1 3 
NSW DEC Parks and Wildlife 

Division 
1   1 6 8 

NT Parks and Wildlife Service     1 1 
Qld: EPA: Parks and Wildlife 

Service 
   1 3 4 

Qld-AG: Wet Tropics Management 
Authority 

   1  1 

SA: Department for Environment 
and Heritage 

   1 1 2 

Tas: Parks and Wildlife Service    2 2 4 
Vic: Parks Victoria     3 3 
WA: Department of Conservation 

and Land Management 
1  1  3 5 

External Stakeholders 1    5 6 
Total 3  1 9 33 46 
Percentage 7  2 20 72  
Key 
AG = Australian Government; ACT = Australian Capital Territory; NSW = New South Wales; NT = Northern Territory; 
Qld = Queensland; SA = South Australia; Tas = Tasmania; Vic = Victoria; WA = Western Australia. DEC = (NSW) 
Department of Environment and Conservation; EPA = (Queensland) Environment Protection Authority. Resp’s = 
Responses 

7.5.3 Evaluation subjects-used 
All 146 evaluation subjects of the questionnaire were identified by the 46 

Australian respondents. The number of responses for any individual evaluation 

subject ranged from 87% to 13% (Appendix 7.2). The outcome was similar to the 

international survey, and thus validated the 146 evaluation examples originally 

selected for the questionnaire (Chapter 4). Fauna values were the most commonly 

identified evaluation subject (87% of respondents), with national policy-

community support (13%) being the lowest (Appendix 7.2). 

The most common evaluation subjects-used 
All six evaluation elements were represented by the 28 most common evaluation 

subjects-used (Table 7.8). Context evaluation subjects dominated the assessments 

reported, and they spanned three evaluation areas, with an emphasis on context-

values assessments. A basic group of New Public Management evaluation 

subjects (planning, finances, and outcome measurement) were present, though 

there was an absence of evaluations for staff management (Inputs) such as 

performance evaluation and other personal reviews (Table 7.8). This result was an 

interesting gap relative to the practice of most modern organisations where staff 

management is carefully tracked (Bartol et al. 1998, Kaplan and Norton 1998), 
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but it may also be a sampling issue. For example, it may reflect that senior 

managers are not directly accountable for human resource management systems 

within a department, with these systems being managed by an administration 

branch of a larger department. Further, public sector organisations in Australia do 

require staff management data. 

 

There was also a focus on protected area management assessments. There was a 

major effort to: assess natural and cultural heritage values of protected areas; 

assess three key threats (fire, weeds and feral animals); evaluate the baseline 

condition of fauna and flora; evaluate any changes in condition of fauna; and 

assess changes in the severity of threat of weeds (Table 7.8). When compared with 

the international survey, there was: a greater depth to the context-values 

evaluations being completed; the identified threats were more focused (only 

three); there were process and output evaluations present; and the severity of the 

threat of weeds was commonly evaluated. 
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Table 7.8 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-used  
(Showing rank (1 is the highest) and percentage response (brackets) of 46 respondents) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Fauna 1 (87) 

   Flora 2 (80) 
   Fungi 7 (67) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 18 (57) 

   Air 22 (54) 
   Soils 23 (54) 
   Geological features 14 (61) 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 9 (65) 

   Structures 15 (61) 
  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 16 (59) 
   Economic benefits 5 (67) 
 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Fauna 8 (67) 

   Flora 11 (65) 
 Identified threat Physical threat Fire 4 (74) 
  Biological threat Weed invasions 3 (76) 
   Pest animals 6 (67) 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence a PA POM 10 (65) 

   Execution of a PA POM 12 (63) 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds 17 (59) 

   Grant funds 25 (54) 
   Recurrent funds 26 (54) 
Process Management 

process 
Operational systems OH&S system 28 (52) 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Projects completed 21 (54) 

  Delivery of services Visitor information 
services 

20 (54) 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 24 (54) 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Fauna 13 (63) 

 Severity of threat Biological threats Weed invasions 19 (57) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Individual plan objectives 27 (54) 

Key 
OH&S = Occupational Health and Safety; PA = Protected Area; POM = Plan Of Management 
 

7.5.4 Evaluation subjects-wanted 
The survey showed that Australian respondents wanted assessments for 117 of the 

146 evaluation subjects. However, few responses were for the same evaluation 

subject (Appendix 7.3).  

The most common evaluation subjects-wanted 
Australian respondents wanted changes for the evaluation elements of context and 

outcome. Baseline value evaluations were sought for natural and social 
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phenomena (Table 7.9) and change in condition assessments were sought for 

natural and cultural phenomena. Responses for baseline value evaluations for 

fungi are high and reflect both data entry bias (Appendix 6.1) combined with 

needs identified by respondents. It may point to more ecosystem focused surveys 

needed by Australian practitioners and researchers. The baseline and change in 

condition evaluations were seen as being integrated. For example, two (for 

example) respondents stated (Appendix 7.6): 

‘Natural resources (biota) system evaluations are required for most of the conservation estate with 

this then leading to the establishment of landscape level monitoring and evaluation systems. 

Likewise, cultural information databases are required. Social benchmark evaluation is 

rudimentary’ 

‘[What was required] Regular monitoring/inventory contributing to three or five yearly integrity 

evaluations on key parks’ 

Further, there was a greater focus sought on the severity of threat evaluations for 

fire, climate change and weeds. Climate change trend evaluation was a new 

assessment sought, and reflects increasing global concern for this issue in the 21st 

Century (Lockwood et al. 2006). Additional assessment for weed evaluation may 

mean that the evaluation work already conducted was inadequate (Table 7.8). For 

the New Public Management and administration type evaluations, staff 

competency was seen as being important, and this response fills one of the gaps 

identified from the evaluations-used data (Table 7.8). Evaluating whether 

protected area systems had achieved their objectives was a major strategic need 

for organisations. The need to assess political support and achievements (Table 

7.9) is linked to the social context of protected areas and reflects a need for 

protected area management organisations to be sensitive and well informed, if 

they wish to continue to operate in today’s society. 
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Table 7.9 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-wanted 
(Showing rank (1 is the highest rank) and percentage response (brackets) of 46 respondents) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 
Context  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Geology 17 (9) 

 Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Social phenomena Economic benefits 15 (9) 

 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

10 (11) 
16 (9) 
4 (13) 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 11 (11) 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

18 (9) 
5 (13) 

 Identified threats Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 19 (9) 
   Impacts to climate 6 (13) 
 National policy Presence national 

conservation policy 
Political party support for 
conservation 

12 (11) 

  National conservation 
performance 

Conservation policies 
implementation 

20 (9) 

Planning Systems level 
planning 

System/Landscape design Interconnections 21 (9) 

  Management planning Organisation systems for 
planning 

22 (9) 

   Evaluation 23 (9) 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of staff 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 3 (17) 

   Competency  24 (9) 
Process     
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 1 (20) 

   Fauna 7 (13) 
   Fungi 8 (13) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 25 (9) 

   Soils 26 (9) 
  Cultural happenings, sites, 

places or features 
Sites of significance 27 (9) 

 Severity or extent 
of threat 

Physical threats Fire 2 (20) 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 13 (11) 
  Indirect human threats Impacts to climate 9 (13) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved PA system objectives 

achieved 
28 (9) 

   Individual PA POM 
objectives achieved 

14 (11) 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 

7.5.5 Evaluation subjects-required 
The most common evaluation subjects used and wanted data were combined to 

generate the evaluation subjects-required data. 

The most common evaluation subjects-required 
The most common 28 evaluation subjects-required were found in all six 

evaluation elements, and included: a suite of basic administrative and New Public 

Management evaluations (planning, financial management, project reporting and 

outcome performance); evaluations of natural, cultural and social values; and 
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assessments of the baseline condition and change in condition of fauna and flora. 

Such fauna and flora (biodiversity) assessment needs were in accordance with the 

Australian national biodiversity strategy (DEST 1996) and the Convention on 

Biological Diversity action plan for protected areas (Dudley et al. 2005). Three 

key threats (fire weeds and pest animals) were clearly identified for evaluation, 

and changes in severity of threat assessments were sought for two of those threats 

(fire and weeds). The evaluation of staff was missing from the required list (Table 

7.10).  



171 

Table 7.10 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-required 
(1 is the highest rank) and percentage response (brackets) of 46 respondents is shown. 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 
 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Value flora 2 (83) 
   Value fauna 1 (91) 
   Value Fungi 10 (72) 
  Natural (abiotic) Water 25 (57) 
   Geology 21 (61) 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 13 (70) 

   Structures 17 (65) 
  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 20 (63) 
   Economic benefits 4 (76) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Baseline value flora 5 (76) 
   Baseline value fauna 6 (76) 
 Identified threat Physical threats Fire 7 (76) 
  Biological threats Weed invasions 3 (78) 
   Pest animals 9 (74) 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM 11 (72) 

   Level of execution of POM 14 (67) 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds 18 (65) 

   Grant funds 23 (61) 
   Recurrent funds 22 (61) 
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 24 (59) 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Projects completed 26 (57) 

  Delivery of services Visitor information services 27 (57) 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced 28 (57) 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 12 (72) 

   Fauna 8 (76) 
 Severity of threat Physical threats Fire 15 (67) 
  Biological threats Weed invasions 16 (67) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for 

individual PA 
19 (65) 

Key: PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
 

7.5.6 Additional evaluation subjects-required 
Australian respondents identified 79 ‘additional’ evaluation subjects-used and 

wanted from the ‘other’ data (Appendix 7.5). Using the international respondent 

data list of additional subjects as a checklist (Appendix 6.6), 74 of these subjects 

were similar. The five additional evaluation subjects reflected specific needs of 

the Australian management environment. They included (using the expanded-

WCPA categories): identified threat-salinity; vulnerability-salinity; inputs-staff 

housing; process-leasing and licensing performance; and severity of threat-

salinity. 
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Salinity was identified as an issue by Thackway and Cresswell’s 1995 Australian 

biogeographic regionalisation survey, and Moore and Renton (2002) identified 

salinity as a threat to remnant vegetation in the West Australian wheatbelt. 

Although salinity has high potential to occur in other areas of the world, it was not 

identified by other studies such as Carey et al. (2000); Goodman (2003); 

Hockings et al. (2005b); WWF (2004); Tshering (2003); and Tyrlyshkin et al. 

(2003). Nevertheless, because of the potential for relevance in other countries and 

its relevance to Australia, salinity was included as a supplementary ‘additional’ 

evaluation subject to the range of subjects established for the international survey 

(Appendix 6.6). 

 

Staff housing managed by the protected area agency, such as on-park housing, 

was seen as important for the effective operation of some remote protected areas 

(Worboys et al. 2005). Further, leasing and licensing evaluation is a common 

administration task undertaken by protected area management (Sharp et al, 1994, 

Worboys et al. 2005). Both of these subjects were also relevant to the 

management of protected areas in other countries. They were added to the 

additional international evaluation subjects-required list. 

 

The additional evaluation subjects-required were ranked by frequency of response 

(Appendix 7.5), with the most common 11 identified (Table 7.11). Assessing the 

change in impacts of visitor use was the most commonly reported additional 

subject (Table 7.11). It reflects the estimated 108 million visits per annum (for a 

population of 22 million) to Australia’s protected areas in 2005 (Table 7.3), and 

multiple concerns that practitioners have about the impacts that visitor use causes 

to protected areas (Newsome et al. 2002, Worboys et al. 2005). 
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Table 7.11 The most common additional evaluation subjects-required 
(17% response rate cut off) (1 is the highest rank) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % 

Response 
Context  Social phenomena Community values, 

attitudes, needs 
2 39 

 Baseline value Natural biotic 
phenomena 

Ecosystem, habitat, land 
types 

7 22 

  Management 
responsibilities 

Sustainable use 5 33 

   Management performance 10 17 
 Identified 

threat 
Direct human threats Management policy and 

management 
action/inaction 

11 17 

 Vulnerability Management issues Management risks 6 24 
 National 

policy 
National 
conservation policy 

Commitment to national 
conservation 

8 20 

Planning      
Input Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Dollar effectiveness 4 35 

Process      
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of work 
programs 

Progress reports 9 20 

Outcomes Change in 
condition 

Natural biotic 
phenomena 

Ecosystem, habitat, land 
type 

3 37 

 Severity of 
threat 

Direct human threat Visitor use 1 52 

 

From the survey results, understanding the community, its values, attitudes and 

needs was seen as important, along with evaluating the change in condition of 

ecosystem, habitat and land types. The importance of evaluating cost effectiveness 

reflects both the professionalism of practitioners, as well as the need, identified by 

external government audit agencies in Australia, for organisations to demonstrate 

cost effective performance (AGVictoria 1995, ANAO 2002, AGNSW 2004). 

Additionally, practitioners commonly assessed ‘national commitment to 

conservation resourcing’ (Table 7.11). 

7.5.7 Combining the evaluation subjects-required data 
A list of 39 of the most common Australian evaluation subjects-required data 

(Table 7.12) was compiled by combining subjects from Table 7.10 with Table 

7.11. This is a long list for practitioners who have identified they have excessive 

evaluation work load problems. 
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Table 7.12 Thirty-nine most common (combined) evaluation subjects-required  
(Created by combining Table 7.10 data with the ‘additional’ 11 subjects-required data-bold font, 
Table 7.11) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject  

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Flora  
   Fauna  
   Fungi  
  Natural (abiotic) Water  
   Geology  
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance  

   Structures  
  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities  
   Economic benefits  
   Community values, attitudes  
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Flora  
   Fauna  
   Ecosystem, habitat, land types  
  Management responsibilities Sustainable use  
   Management performance  
 Identified threat Physical threats Fire  
  Biological threats Weed invasions  
   Pest animals  
  Direct human threat Management action/inaction  
 Vulnerability Management issues Management risks  
 National policy National conservation policy Commitment national cons’n  
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM  

   Level of execution of POM  
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds  

   Grant funds  
   Recurrent funds  
   Dollar effectiveness  
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems  

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Projects completed  

  Delivery of services Visitor information services  
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced  

   Progress reports  
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora  

   Fauna  
   Ecosystem, habitat, land types  
 Severity of threat Physical threats Fire  
  Biological threats Weed invasions  
   Visitor use  
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for 

individual PA 
 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
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7.5.8 Review of subjects-required using qualitative comments 
Many Australian respondents provided comments about their evaluation 

requirements (Appendix 7.6) and some of these comments have been used to 

review the 39 most common evaluation subjects-required list . 

Support for the expanded-WCPA framework evaluation criteria 
Many respondents recognised the need for three additional evaluation criteria for 

the expanded-WCPA framework (Chapter 4). Comments made by three 

respondents were (Appendix 7.6): 

‘Establishment of baseline evaluation programs for biota is required but not yet in place (…)’; 

‘[Evaluations that were required] Change in ecological condition, [of] four nature reserves. 

Recovery or decline [of] threatened species; increase or decrease, [of] weed species’; and 

‘[A] six monthly risk management analysis and review [is conducted] (comprehensive across all 

risks/threats)’. 

Confirming important evaluation subjects-required 
There were many comments in support of the 39 most common evaluation 

subjects-required. Some of these (for each evaluation element) were: 

[Context] ‘Most threats are identified at the landscape scale. The big three are fire, ferals and 

weeds. A full and complete [evaluation] strategy for each of these are not yet a reality. Other 

threats are assessed on a case by case basis’; 

[Planning] ‘Each management plan is evaluated (audited) before expiry to provide an objective 

starting point for the subsequent plan development/preparation (…)’; 

[Inputs]‘[The] annual budget review [is undertaken] to determine fixed costs and other funding 

services to determine whether all [the] required tasks can be undertaken. [This usually] results in 

having to do more with less, but standards suffer (…)’; 

[Process] ‘Evaluation of administration processes [is] (currently cumbersome). Evaluation of 

reporting processes (This is planned)’; 

[Outputs] ‘We don’t measure outputs very well at all’; and 

[Outcomes] ‘Information is currently inadequate to assess how successful individual parks and the 

parks system as a whole are in achieving conservation outcomes’. 

There were many reasons identified as to why the evaluation may not occur, but 

there were no negative comments regarding the individual 39 most common 

evaluation subjects-required. 
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Confirming a minimalist approach 
The cut-off at 39 subjects-required included the most important subjects-required 

and the additional subjects-required. It was a conservative cut off, which included 

the most frequently identified subjects-required, but the list could be too many, 

especially as the Australian respondents, like their international colleagues 

identified major work load problems with evaluation. Two comments received 

were: 

‘We are trying to address this, but the resources, time, tools and dollars face competing priorities, 

and the task is hard to define let alone address in a cost-effective way’; and 

‘[Why evaluation will not be implemented] The staff resources required and cost to complete 

(…).’ 

Guidance for the final list 
The comments provided were generally supportive of the 39 most common 

evaluation subjects-required. Table 7.12 contained the final evaluation subject-

required list. 

7.5.9 New evaluation subjects-wanted (question 44 data) 
The question 44 responses for Australia provided useful information about 

prioritised evaluations subjects wanted by respondents (Table 7.13, Appendix 

7.7). The data reaffirmed that establishing baseline values and change in condition 

for fauna and flora were needed. Planning and operational process evaluations 

were also identified as being needed. However there was also a strong statement 

that many existing evaluations used were inadequate and improvements to these 

were sought. However, just 34 people (of 46) responded to question 44 and a ‘cut-

off’ of 9% was used in establishing the most common 15 subjects-wanted (Table 

7.13). A lower percentage would mean fewer than three people considered the 

evaluation subject to be important, and this was considered to be too few to be 

recognised. 

Triangulation 
Data check for evaluation subjects-wanted  

The question 44 data was compared with the evaluation example wanted data. The 

two data sets were broadly similar (Appendix 7.8). This outcome helped confirm 

that Australian respondents wanted evaluations of the variables baseline value, 

change in condition, severity of threat and achievement of objectives. 
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A data check for evaluation subjects-used  

A check of the evaluation subjects-used data was completed at the evaluation-area 

level. The ‘tick the box’ data was compared with the evaluation example data. The 

two data sets were similar and provide confidence for the data (Appendix 7.9). 
Table 7.13 The question 44 most common new evaluation subjects-wanted 
(1 is the highest rank, and percentage response of 46 respondents is shown (brackets). Cut off was 
established at 9% response rate) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 
Context Baseline values Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

1 (15) 
2 (15) 
4 (13) 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

9 (9) 
10 (9) 
11 (9) 
12 (9) 

Planning Systems level 
planning 

Management planning Organisation systems for 
planning 

3 (15) 

Inputs     
Process     
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of work 
programs 

Number of pest animals 
removed 

5 (13) 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 6 (13) 

   Fauna 7 (11) 
 Severity or extent 

of threat 
Physical threats Landslides 

Severe weather 
13 (9) 
14 (9) 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 15 (9) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved PA system objectives 

achieved 
8 (11) 

Key 
PA = Protected Area 

7.5.10 Number of different evaluation methods used 
Most respondents (75%) reported that between one and nine evaluation methods 

had been used in the previous 12 months. Many (34%) were aware of more than 

10 different evaluation methods being used including 33% of the senior 

executives (Table 7.14). A few senior managers (8%) reported that more than 20 

methods were being used (Table 7.14). The data showed that all Australian 

protected area management organisations were using evaluation (Table 7.15), with 

eight of the 11 using between 10 and 19 evaluation methods (or more) in the 

previous 12 months (Table 7.15). 
Table 7.14 Number of different evaluation methods used (presented by category of people 
surveyed) (For the previous 12 months) 
Number of different 

assessment 
methods/Category of 

people 

0 1-9 10-19 20-29 30 + Not able to 
be estimated 

Don’t 
know/no 
response 

Total 

Senior Executive  5 3   1  9 
Senior Staff  13 8 2 1 3 4 31 
Stakeholder 1 1 1 1  2  6 
Totals 1 19 12 3 1 6 4 46 
Percentage  2 41 26 6 2 13 9  
 



178 

Table 7.15 Number of different evaluation methods used (presented by protected area 
organisations) (For the previous 12 months) 
Number of different 

assessment 
methods/PA 
organisation 

0 1-9 10-19 20-29 30 + Not able to 
be estimated 

Don’t 
know/no 
response 

Number of 
resp’s 

AG: Great Barrier Reef 
Marine Park Authority 

  1     1 

AG: Parks Australia  5 2    1 8 
ACT: Environment ACT  2 1     3 
NSW DEC Parks and 
Wildlife Division 

 1 4   2 1 8 

NT Parks and Wildlife 
Service 

 1      1 

Qld: EPA: Parks and 
Wildlife Service 

 2 1 1    4 

Qld-AG: Wet Tropics 
Management Authority 

  1     1 

SA: Department for 
Environment and Heritage 

    1 1  2 

Tas: Parks and Wildlife 
Service 

 2    1 1 4 

Vic: Parks Victoria  1 1 1    3 
WA: Department of 
Conservation and Land 
Management 

 4     1 5 

Stakeholders 1 1 1 1  2  6 
Totals 1 19 12 3 1 6 4 46 
Key 
AG = Australian Government; ACT = Australian Capital Territory; NSW = New South Wales; NT = Northern Territory; 
Qld = Queensland; SA = South Australia; Tas = Tasmania; Vic = Victoria; WA = Western Australia. DEC = (NSW) 
Department of Environment and Conservation; EPA = (Queensland) Environment Protection Authority; Resp’s = 
respondents 

7.5.11 Different types of evaluation methods  
Respondents identified 208 different titles of evaluations used (Appendix 7.10). 

Of the 21 types of evaluation methods developed for the international survey 

(used as a checklist) 14 types were identified (Table 7.16) (Appendix 7.10). No 

new types were identified. The scientific-technical type was most reported (72% 

of respondents), while the following New Public Management and administration 

evaluation method types were the next most frequently reported including: plans 

of management (48%); annual operational plans (39%); finance economics review 

(30%); administration review (24%); and systems plan (24%) (Table 7.16). 

Evaluation methods used by IUCN, the World Bank and NGO groups such as 

WWF and TNC were not identified by the Australian survey and might reflect the 

minimal use of these methods by practitioners in Australia in 2005. 
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Table 7.16 Fourteen evaluation method types used (ranked)  
(with each type showing the dominant evaluation elements assessed (Source: Table 6.15; 
Appendix 7.8)  
(Evaluation elements: 1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Inputs; 4: Process; 5: Outputs; 6: Outcomes) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 

 Most likely evaluation elements 
assessed  

 
Rank Evaluation method groups 

identified 
% of 46 

Respondents 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Scientific - technical review 72 ● ○  ○ ○ ● 
2 Plan of management  48 ● ● ● ● ● ● 
3 Annual plan, operational plan 39  ○ ● ○ ● ○ 
4 Finance -economics review 30   ● ● ●  
5 Administration review  24   ● ● ●  
6 Systems plan 24 ● ●     
7 State of the Parks report 22 ● ● ●  ● ● 
8 Effectiveness evaluation 22 ● ● ● ● ● ● 
9 Threat evaluation 13 ● ○  ● ● ● 
10 Annual report  13 ● ● ● ● ● ● 
11 Business plan evaluation 4  ● ● ● ● ● 
12 Corporate planning 4 ● ● ● ● ○ ● 
13 World Heritage 2 ● ● ○   ● 
14 ISO 14001-EMS  2   ● ● ●  

 

Duration of types of evaluation methods 
The 14 types of evaluation methods can be divided into two groups according to 

duration, namely those greater than 12 months (Table 7.17), and those shorter than 

12 months (Table 7.18). Short duration types typically form part of the 12 month 

cycle of management (Figure 1.1) and are budgeted for by organisations as part of 

this process. Long duration types need special budgets and other resources as they 

may be conducted over several financial years.  

Greater then 12 month types 
The longer duration types focus on context and outcome evaluation elements with 

planning, and outputs also being important (Table 7.17). Within this group, 

science and technical evaluation methods dominate. 
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Table 7.17 Evaluation method types greater than 12 months in duration  
(Evaluation elements: 1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Inputs; 4: Process; 5: Outputs; 6: Outcomes) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 

Duration of evaluation method: greater than 12 months Most likely evaluation 
elements assessed 

No of 
evaluation 
elements 

Type of evaluation method 
(showing rank out of 14) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 Plan of management (2) (*1) ● ● ● ● ● ● 
5 State of the Parks report (7) ● ● ●  ● ● 
4 Threat evaluation (9) ● ○  ● ● ● 
3 World Heritage evaluation (13) (*2)  ● ● ○   ● 
2 Science technical review (1) ● ○  ○ ○ ● 
2 Protected area systems plan (6) ● ●     

*Note 1: Evaluations required for achieving the presence of a plan of management will typically be greater than 12 months 
in duration, while evaluations determining the level of execution of a plan will be less than 12 months in duration 
*Note 2: The initial World Heritage nomination evaluation process will typically be greater than 12 months, and the 
subsequent inscription process evaluation and post-inscription reporting to the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organisation will be less than 12 months) 
 

Less than 12 month types  

The short duration types focused on the evaluation elements of input, process and 

outputs (Table 7.18). However, quite comprehensive assessments (five or more 

elements) were also completed for effectiveness evaluation, annual report and 

corporate plan types. 

 
Table 7.18 Evaluation method types less than 12 months in duration 
(Evaluation elements: 1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Inputs; 4: Process; 5: Outputs; 6: Outcomes) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
EMS = Environmental Management System 

Duration of evaluation method: less than 12 months Most likely evaluation 
elements assessed 

No of 
evaluation 
elements 

Type of evaluation method  
(showing rank out of 14) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 Effectiveness evaluation (8) ● ● ● ● ● ●
6 Annual report (10) ● ● ● ● ● ●
5 Business plan evaluation (11)  ● ● ● ● ●
5 Corporate Plan (12) ● ● ● ● ○ ●
3 Administration review (5)   ● ● ●  
3 ISO-14001-EMS (14)   ● ● ●  
2 Operational plan-annual plan (3)  ○ ● ○ ● ○
2 Finance-economics review (4)   ● ●   

Single evaluation subjects-used: Most likely types of evaluation methods used 
The most likely types of evaluation methods were assessed, for each of the 28 

evaluation subjects-used data (Table 7.19), using the same analysis process as was 

used for the international responses. Considerable science technical evaluation 
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work was reported as being conducted within Australia, and helps to confirm this 

emphasis (especially for context evaluations) (Appendix 7.10). 

 
Table 7.19 The most likely evaluation method type and most likely assessment duration for 
28 evaluation subjects-used (source Table 7.8) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation Subject Most likely 

duration 
Most likely 
evaluation 

method type 
Context Value-flora Long Science technical 
 Value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Value-fungi Long Science technical 
 Value-water Long Science technical 
 Value-air Long Science technical 
 Value-geology Long Science technical 
 Value-sites of significance Long Science technical 
 Value-structures Long Science technical 
 Value-recreation opportunities Long Science technical 
 Value-economic benefits Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-flora Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-sustainable use Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-fire Long Science technicasl 
 Identified threat-weeds Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-pest animals Long Science technical 
Planning Individual PA planning-presence of a POM Long Plan of Management 
 Individual PA planning-level of execution of POM Short Plan of Management 
Inputs Management inputs-capital funds Short Finance-economics 
 Management inputs-grant funds Short Finance-economics 
 Management inputs-recurrent funds Short Finance-economics 
Process Management process-operational systems Short Administration review 

Outputs Delivery of products-projects completed Short Operational plan 
 Delivery of services-visitor information services Short Operational plan 
 Delivery of work programs-weed area reduced Short Science technical 
Outcome Change in condition-fauna Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat-weed invasions Long Science technical 
 Objectives-achieved for individual PA Long State of the Parks 
Key 
PA = Protected Area; POM = Plan of Management; Eval’n = evaluation 
 

Single evaluation subjects-required: most likely evaluation method types 
used 
The most likely types of evaluation methods were assessed for each of the 39 

evaluation subjects-required data (Table 7.20). The results showed an expansion 

in the number of science technical evaluation methods needed. Further the 

integration of evaluation analysis was also seen as critical for these evaluation 

methods (e.g. cost-effectiveness, and baseline and change in condition evaluation 

methods). 

 

 

 

 



182 

 
Table 7.20 The most likely evaluation method type and most likely assessment duration for 
39 evaluation subjects-required (source Table 7.12) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation Subject Most likely 

duration 
Most likely 
evaluation 

method type 
Context Value-flora Long Science technical 
 Value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Value-fungi Long Science technical 
 Value-water Long Science technical 
 Value-geology Long Science technical 
 Value-sites of significance Long Science technical 
 Value-structures Long Science technical 
 Value-recreation opportunities Long Science technical 
 Value-economic benefits Long Science technical 
 Value-community values, attitudes Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-flora Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-ecosystem, habitat, land types Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-sustainable use Long Science technical 
 Baseline value-management performance Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-fire Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-weeds Long Science technical 
 Identified threat-pest animals Long Science technical  
 Identified threat-management action/inaction Short Effectiveness eval’n 

 Vulnerability-management risks Short Science technical 
 National policy commitment national conservation Short Science technical 
Planning Individual PA planning-presence of a POM Long Plan of management 
 Individual PA planning-level of execution of POM Short Plan of management 
Inputs Management inputs-capital funds Short Finance-economics 
 Management inputs-grant funds Short Finance-economics 
 Management inputs-recurrent funds Short Finance-economics 
 Management inputs-dollar effectiveness Short Finance-economics 
Process Management process-operational systems Short Administration review 

Outputs Delivery of products-projects completed Short Operational plan 
 Delivery of services-visitor information services Short Operational plan 
 Delivery of work programs-weed area reduced Short Science technical 
 Delivery of work programs-progress reports Short Operational plan 
Outcome Change in condition-flora Long Science technical 
 Change in condition-fauna Long Science technical 
 Change in condition-Ecosystem, habitat, land types Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat-fire Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat-weed invasions Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat-Visitor use Long Science technical 
 Objectives-achieved for individual PA Long State of the Parks 
Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management; Eval’n = evaluation 
 
The analysis identifies a dominance of long duration and science based evaluation 

subjects-required. (The duration of evaluations-required information has also been 

illustrated diagrammatically in Figure 7.2). Each evaluation subject-required was 

located on the ‘project management cycle’ circle by its respective evaluation 

element and identified by long solid arrow for evaluation methods greater than 12 

months in duration, or by a short dashed arrow for evaluation methods less than 

12 months in duration (Figure 7.2). The diagram also highlights the dominance of 
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the long duration and science technical based context and outcome focused 

evaluation methods most likely used for Australia. 

 
 
Figure 7.2 Duration of evaluations for the 39 most common evaluation subjects-required 
presented relative to the WCPA framework (Figure 1.2) (Source Table 7.20) 
 
Key 
Solid arrow: evaluation subjects of duration greater than 12 months 
Dashed arrow: evaluation subjects of duration less than 12 months 

7.6 DISCUSSION 

The Australian protected area management practitioners surveyed, like their 

international colleagues, positively endorsed management effectiveness 

evaluation. Most surveyed (92%) either strongly agreed or agreed that 

effectiveness evaluation was essential for management. Eight out of the nine 

Context 

Process 

Greater than 12 months evaluation 

Less than 12 months evaluation

Outputs Inputs 

Planning 
Outcome 
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senior executives, from 73% of Australia’s protected area organisations had this 

view. However, respondents also identified work load issues, as well as a need to 

improve the management of evaluation as essential in achieving effective 

protected area management. 

7.6.1 Evaluation subjects 
Evaluation subjects-used 
This survey of what evaluation subjects Australian protected area practitioners 

were using was a first. The 28 subjects-used (Table 7.8) established a baseline for 

the most common evaluations being used by Australian protected area 

organisations and external stakeholders in 2005. All six evaluation elements were 

represented, and the evaluations conducted by practitioners were balanced 

between New Public Management and administration types and those focused on 

protected area operations. There was however a major focus on context 

evaluations. None of the (‘other’) subjects-used identified were used sufficiently 

frequently to be included. 

Evaluation subjects-wanted 
Australian practitioners wanted to improve their evaluation. They were 

disappointed with aspects of how some evaluations were conducted for a given 

subject, and they wanted improvements. They also wanted new subjects to be 

evaluated and strong integration of some of the evaluation subjects such as 

measuring the condition of natural values (such as baseline flora) and the changes 

achieved by management inputs (such as change in condition-flora). This was a 

big change from the evaluation subjects being used data (Table 7.9). Further, there 

was a very strong message that practitioners wanted to both improve their 

management performance and to be able to demonstrate such improvements. 

Evaluation subjects-required 
As stated previously, data from forty-six protected area management practitioners 

helped to identify a list of 39 of the most common evaluation subjects-required 

from a total of 225 subjects-required. The list was a first for Australian 

practitioners and will provide guidance for evaluation management. 

New Public Management and administration assessments  

The 39 subjects-required included: basic evaluations for administrative and 

management requirements (such as planning, finances, operational systems, 

project management, progress reports and objectives achievement); and some 
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more specialist management evaluations (such as management performance, 

management risks, management action/inaction, sustainable use, commitment to 

national conservation analysis, and community values-attitudes assessment) 

(Table 7.12). Unfortunately they do not include the evaluation of staff.  

 

Most of these specialist management assessments were new requirements when 

compared to the most common subjects-used (Table 7.8). Practitioners identified 

that they were seeking greater sophistication in their reporting of management 

evaluation subjects. For Australia, this could be a response to: 

1) The demands by external (government) auditors for performance based 

reporting (e.g. cost-effectiveness evaluation from organisations like the Auditor-

General’s Departments of NSW and Victoria, and the Australian Government 

Attorney-Generals Department) (AGVictoria 1995, ANAO 2002, AGNSW 2004); 

2) The demands by the insurance industry for risk monitoring and assessment, as a 

basis for lowering premiums (Worboys et al. 2005); 

3) The policy demands by governments and organisations to achieve sustainable 

management practices in response to climate change (Worboys et al. 2005, 

Lockwood et al. 2006); 

4) The heightened sensitivity of organisations to the views and attitudes of 

communities, and the need to achieve positive contributions to conservation 

outcomes for the national political agenda (IUCN 2005); and 

5) The increased professionalism and needs of practitioners (Lockwood et al. 

2006). 

Evaluation subjects–required focused on protected area operations 

The list of evaluation subjects-required appears to be responding to contemporary 

Australian protected area management practitioner’s evaluation needs and desires 

for improvement. A number of factors in Australia may have influenced these 

needs and aspirations including those listed below. Some events may be described 

as being uniquely Australian, while others have international parallels. These 

factors are: 

1) The rapid growth in new protected areas in Australia (and especially from 1995 

to 2004 which increased the area reserved (terrestrial protected areas) from 7% 

(Worboys et al. 2005) to 10.52% (CAPAD 2004)). This growth has influenced the 

need for assessments such as evaluating natural and cultural heritage, social and 
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economic values. These are some of the first actions undertaken by practitioners 

to obtain important information needed for management planning (Worboys et al. 

2005). This need reflects the dominance of some context evaluation-subjects 

identified by this research. A similar finding (and cause) was found for the 

international research (Chapter 6). 

2) The high profile fatal geological incidents in Australia over the last 10 years 

which included: the 1996 coastal cliff collapse near Gracetown Western Australia 

(involving the Department of Conservation and Land Management) (GA 2006); 

the 1997 Thredbo landslide in Kosciuszko National Park (involving the NSW 

National Parks and Wildlife Service) (Worboys et al. 2005); and the road collapse 

near Dove Lake, Cradle Mountain National Park (involving the Tasmanian Parks 

and Wildlife Service) (GA 2006). These events may be linked to a need for 

geological risk management assessments by protected area organisations. 

However, this emphasis on geological evaluations may be Australian specific. 

3) The evaluation of water in Australian protected areas. This aspect includes: 

testing the quality of drinking water; volume measurement for environmental flow 

management in wetlands and rivers; and water quality for treated discharge 

waters. Such issues are becoming very important in southern Australia, an area 

predicted to experience further major climate change induced drying (Barrie 

Pittock 2005, Flannery 2005, Lowe 2005). The increased competition for water 

and the need to deal with salinity are two other issues influencing the evaluation 

of water (MDBC 2004). The water issue however is not confined to Australia. 

4) Evaluating the economic benefits of protected areas, recreation opportunities 

and community attitudes in a politically sensitive environment and the need to be 

alert to community views. Positive news about the economic benefits assists 

practitioners. Again, this issue is not confined to Australia. One respondent stated: 

‘There is a lack of political will and not enough appreciation by the public. Politicians [are] too 

wedded to those who use parks for their own economic gain, whether it be resorts, commercial 

operations, (…) irrigators and farmers, or illegal game hunters, [or] business dependencies on 

recreational activities’. 

Evaluation subjects-required are likely to change over time 

There is variation in evaluation needs with time. Further changes, involving shifts 

in evaluation subjects-required may be anticipated as protected areas ‘mature’ to 

include established baseline information, established management systems and 

major responses to key threatening processes. 
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Wide range of evaluation subjects 
A total of 225 evaluation subjects were identified by this Australian survey 

research (comprising 146 evaluation subjects from the questionnaire, and 79 

‘additional’ evaluation subjects). Unfortunately the list was too long, and the 

range of subjects too great for organisations to obtain the type of guidance they 

need. Thus the most common 39 evaluation subjects-required list was a useful 

start to the prioritisation process needed. 

Evaluation subjects not considered important 
A number of evaluation subjects were only identified by a few respondents 

(Appendix 7.4). Management responsibilities such as energy consumption, liquid 

and solid waste generation, and water use were not considered important for 

baseline or change in condition evaluation. These are sustainable use management 

evaluations (Worboys et al. 2005), and whilst some protected area organisations 

such as Metsähallitus in Finland (Gilligan et al. 2005), and the Department of 

Environment and Conservation at Perisher Valley in Kosciuszko National Park 

(DEC 2004a) have provided leadership in this field, it is a very new concept for 

most managers. Other subjects such as evaluating the adequacy of legal protection 

and ownership and identifying the firm legal footing of protected areas were not 

considered important. 

7.6.2 Evaluation methods 
This Australian research identified 14 different types of evaluation methods being 

used. All protected area organisations were using at least one evaluation method 

while 82% used more than 10 evaluation methods in the previous 12 months 

(Table 7.15). The most frequent method type used was science technical based 

assessments. They were typically responding to research issues such as 

identifying the fauna and flora of a protected area (e.g. the biological survey of the 

Pilbara) and a sustainable use evaluation (e.g. a visitor use track monitoring 

program (Appendix 7.10). Science based change in condition (from baseline) 

evaluation also forms a basis for adaptive management being implemented by 

protected area organisations (Salafsky et al. 2001, Du Toit et al. 2003, Hockings 

et al. 2006). 

 

An important finding was the high rank status of state the parks reporting. This 

evaluation method has been introduced relatively recently by Parks Australia, 
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Parks Victoria and NSW Parks and Wildlife Division (PV 2000, DEC 2005c, 

DEH 2005). In each case, the development either followed or just preceded 

external Audit Office evaluations conducted for each agency (AGVictoria 1995, 

ANAO 2002, AGNSW 2004). The state of the parks reports developed in 

Australia were influenced by the pioneering work of Parks Canada in the 1990’s 

(Parks Canada 1998) and the WCPA management effectiveness evaluation 

framework (Hockings et al. 2000). With state of the parks reporting a very recent 

evaluation tool in Australia, the NSW DEC was one of the first organisations to 

develop a state of the parks evaluation program across its entire system of 639 

protected areas (DEC 2005c). 

 

New Public Management and administrative evaluation method types were a 

dominant group (Table 7.16). None of the purpose designed protected area 

assessment methods used internationally (such as RAPPAM and the WWF-World 

Bank Rapid Assessment Reporting) were reported by Australian respondents 

(Table 7.16). 

7.6.3 Potential limitations to the results 
There was a lower proportion (13%) of external stakeholders to total respondents 

interviewed for the Australia data compared with 41% for the international 

survey. This difference could have occurred because data returns for the 

international survey were often dependent on external stakeholders for the low 

and medium HDI countries surveyed. In Australia, the survey relied more on full 

time professional protected area managers to complete the survey. Nevertheless, a 

benefit resulted with more in depth data about protected area management 

organisations being obtained. 

Further, there was a lower than anticipated response to the evaluation subjects-

wanted data. Fewer respondents also completed question 44, the prioritised 

subjects wanted data question. This outcome is believed to be due to questionnaire 

fatigue. Additionally, lower response rates for the evaluation example (wanted) 

data may either reflect an absence of evaluation needs or a failure to complete 

individual sections of the questionnaire. Despite the limitations when the two data 

sets were compared they were found to be broadly similar. 
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7.7 CONCLUSION 

The Australian research survey identified a list of 39 most common evaluation 

subjects-required from a range of 225. They covered all six evaluation elements, 

and were most likely to be assessed by science technical, or New Public 

Management and administration focused evaluation method types. A total of 14 

(of 21) different types of evaluation methods were identified as being used, and 

when compared with the international list, there was an absence of the evaluation 

methods developed and used by NGOs and IUCN. Evaluations were seen as an 

essential part of the management process by almost all respondents, with all 

organisations represented using one or more evaluation methods in each 12 month 

period. 
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CHAPTER 8 KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL 
PARK SURVEY  

8.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapters 6 and 7 respectively report the results of the international and Australian 

surveys of protected area management practitioners, which included identifying 

the most common evaluation subjects-required and the most commonly used 

evaluation methods. Chapter 8 continues this survey research, but does so at a 

more detailed, individual protected area scale, viz. Kosciuszko National Park, 

Australia. The Park was chosen because of its high potential to provide a diversity 

of relevant research information. Using the questionnaire as an interview guide, 

35 staff members and external stakeholders were interviewed with data being 

collected on evaluation subjects and evaluation methods. The data were analysed 

to identify the 36 most common evaluation subjects-required, from a range of 205 

subjects, and the nine commonly used evaluation method types for one protected 

area and one management organisation. 

8.2 BACKGROUND 

8.2.1 Selection of Kosciuszko National Park 
To secure more detailed research information about evaluation subjects and 

methods than the Australian survey could provide (with its average of 4.2 people 

surveyed per protected area organisation), a single protected area, managed by one 

protected area organisation was sought for survey. The single protected area 

survey would provide data from many respondents about one park and one 

organisation. It would identify the full suite of evaluation subjects and evaluation 

methods used for an individual park. If the park was large and complex, then there 

was a strong possibility that the data could include many of the evaluation needs 

and practices of a particular protected area organisation. Such data, from a 

protected area in a high HDI country was selected, could also provide a 

comparative check for aspects of the Australian data, as well as the international 

data. 
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Kosciuszko National Park was selected as the single park because of its suitability 

for all key selection criteria and its overall superior status for two of these criteria 

(Table 8.1). Kosciuszko National Park: 

1) is very large (Figure 8.1); 

2) protects diverse natural environments (Appendix 8.1); 

3) protects a rich diversity of cultural environments (Aboriginal and non-

Aboriginal historical) (Appendix 8.1); 

4) involves complex management (Appendix 8.1); and 

5) is involved in organisational, national and international leadership on a range of 

protected area issues (Crabb 2003, Pulsford et al. 2004). 

 

It was more suitable than the other protected areas short listed (Table 8.1) 

because: 

1) by 2006, there had been a very long history (62 years) of conservation 

management at Kosciuszko National Park which brings with it traditions of 

evaluation such as the long-term alpine flora scientific plots (Scherrer 2003); 

2) of evaluations associated with four major Park plan of management planning 

programs (1965, 1973, 1982 and 2006);  

3) of evaluations associated with major fire management incidents, catchment 

management work and pest species management;  

4) of external evaluations such as the Montreal process (NFI 2003) and the NSW 

Attorney General’s 2004 Audit Report of the NPWS (AGNSW 2004), and  

5) of recent contributions to the NSW ‘State of the Parks Report’, one of only 

three such reports in Australia by 2005 (DEC 2005c). 

 

In addition, there were other complexities that tilted the selection to Kosciuszko. 

Developments within the Park for tourism and hydro-electricity and irrigation 

have also occurred during these 62 years. Ski-tourism has bought with it the 

development of ski-slopes, snow making and three sophisticated urban centres 

within the Park officially accommodating 10,404 overnight visitors in peak 

periods (DEC 2004a). Associated with these ski developments is a complexity of 

urban services which include road access, railway access, car parks, power supply, 

water supply, sewage treatment, and garbage removal. Further, hydro-electric 

developments are found over extensive areas of the Park. The impoundments, 
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aqueducts, pipelines, power stations and electricity transmission towers bring with 

them a range of evaluation requirements which include catchment condition 

monitoring, snow depth monitoring, water flow monitoring, fire management 

requirements, economic value evaluation, maintenance and rehabilitation 

evaluation (Manson and Enders 2004). There was also a great deal of information 

about evaluation available through the recent (2003-2006) Kosciuszko plan of 

management exercise (and its wealth of evaluative material) and the positive 

support of the New South Wales (NSW) Department of Environment and 

Conservation which provided ready access to the information needed for this 

research. 

Table 8.1 Criteria and rationale for the selection of a single protected area  
(■  Meets criteria. □  Partially meets criteria. ▬  Does not meet criteria) 

Protected area  Area 
(Km2) 

Diverse 
natural 
mgmt 

Diverse 
cultural 
mgmt 

Complex 
mgmt 

Long 
mgmt 
history 

Organis’n 
mgmt 

Access 
to info 

Kruger National Park, South Africa 
(Du Toit et al. 2003)  

2.0x104  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ▬ 

Rocky Mountains World Heritage 
Site, Canada (UNESCO 1983, 
Parks Canada 2004) 

2.0x104  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ▬ 

South West New Zealand World 
Heritage site (IUCN 1990, DOC 
2005) 

6.5x103  ■ ■ ■ □ ■ □ 

Yellowstone National Park, USA 
(USANPS 2000, Jensen 2003) 

9.0x103  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ▬ 
Alpine National Park, Victoria 

(DCE 1992 a,b,c,d , PV 2000) 
6.5x103  ■ ■ ■ □ ■ ■ 

Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
World Heritage Area, 
Queensland (GBRMPA 1994, 
Lawrence et al. 2002; GBRMPA 
2004a,b, 2005; Lloyd 2005) 

3.5x105  ■ ■ ■ □ ■ □ 

Greater Blue Mountains World 
Heritage Area, NSW (NSW 
NPWS 2001a,b,c,d; DEH 2005a) 

1.0x104  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

Kakadu National Park World 
Heritage Area, Northern 
Territory (EA 1998, CA 2003) 

2.0x104  ■ ■ ■ □ ■ □ 

Kosciuszko National Park, NSW 
(DEC 2004a) 

6.9x103  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 
Tasmanian Wilderness World 

Heritage Area (TPWS 1999, 
2004, DEH 2005b) 

1.4x104  ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 

Wet Tropics World Heritage Area, 
Queensland (McDonald and 
Lane 2000, DEH 2005c, WTMA 
2005) 

6.5x103  ■ ■ ■ □ ■ □ 

Criteria 
• Large area: The protected area is greater than 5 x103 square kilometres 
• Diverse management (natural): There is a diversity of ecosystems and wildlife to manage  
• Diverse management (cultural): There is a diversity of cultural heritage to manage 
• Complex management: There is complexity in the management of threats, visitor use and the social, economic and 

political environment. 
• Depth of management history: Parts or all of the protected area(s) has/have a long conservation management history 

(30+ years) that has allowed management systems and procedures to be developed 
• Organisation management: The protected area managers are involved as management leaders within an agency and 

are involved in liaison and protected area management nationally and internationally (as demonstrated from the 
literature). 

• Researcher access to information: Practical access was available for the researcher to receive published information, 
web based information and site based interview information for evaluations used and wanted for a single protected 
area (or protected area unit). 

Abbreviations 
Mgmt = management; Organis’n = organisation; Info = information 



194 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 8.1 Kosciuszko National Park, New South Wales, Australia 
(The Park is part of the Australian Alps national parks (shaded area), which includes other 
protected areas in Victoria, New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory.) 
Key 
ACT = Australian Capital Territory; KNP = Kosciuszko National Park; NSW = New South Wales; Vic = Victoria 
 

8.2.2 The Kosciuszko National Park context 
Location 
Kosciuszko National Park is a large protected area of 690,425 ha located in south-

eastern Australia (Figure 8.1). It is an important national park in the 

interconnected system of protected areas that straddle the southern part of the 

Great Dividing Range, known as the Australian Alps national parks (Worboys 

1996, Crabb 2003). The northern boundary shares the Australian Capital Territory 

(ACT) - NSW border with the ACT Namadgi National Park; its southern 

boundary shares the NSW-Victorian border, with the Victorian Alpine National 

Park (Figure 8.1).  
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Biogeographic realm and IUCN protected area category status 
Kosciuszko National Park is found within the Australian biogeographic realm 

(Udvardy 1975) and is an IUCN Category II protected area (CAPAD 2002) 

(Figures 6.1, 8.1). 

Governance 
The Park sits within the state of NSW, Australia, with its governance falling under 

the laws of the NSW Parliament and the Australian constitution (Appendix 7.1). It 

has been reserved under the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (as 

amended in 2001) (DEC 2004a). The Act states the purpose of reserving the land 

as a national park is to:  
‘Identify, protect and conserve areas containing outstanding or representative ecosystems, natural 

or cultural features or landscapes or phenomena that provide opportunities for public appreciation 

and inspiration and sustainable visitor use and enjoyment”. (Section 30E, NSW NPW Act)’. 
Further, the management at Kosciuszko National Park is also bound by other 

NSW statutes which cover matters such as wilderness, threatened species, fire, 

noxious weeds, traffic management and planning (DEC 2004a). 

Management accountabilities 

The Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC) administers Kosciuszko 

National Park on behalf of the NSW Government, through its Parks and Wildlife 

Division (PWD). DEC implements the priorities of the Government of NSW and 

the legislation of the NSW Parliament. National policies and legislation, as well as 

International Conventions, also guide its management. The DEC is a decentralised 

organisation with operational centres throughout NSW. Its Southern Branch is 

based in Queanbeyan (near Canberra) and is accountable for the Park. Two 

Regional Managers (the Snowy Regional Manager based at Jindabyne and the 

South West Slopes Regional Manager based in Tumut), as well as the Manager 

for Ski Resorts report to the Branch Manager, and are directly responsible for the 

Park’s management (NSW NPWS 2000) (Figure 8.2). Five specialists within the 

Queanbeyan Branch office also have direct responsibilities for Kosciuszko 

National Park. The three Divisional Sections are described further below. 
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Figure 8.2 Kosciuszko National Park organisational structure  
(in a context of the NSW Department of Environment and Conservation, the Minister for the 
Environment and the NSW Government) 
Resorts Section 

The Resorts Section administers four ski resorts in the Park (Charlotte Pass, 

Mount Selwyn, the Perisher Range Resorts and Ski Tube, and Thredbo), while the 

NSW Department of Planning is responsible for planning approval within the ski 

resorts (DEC 2004a). In 2004, there were 25 DEC staff working for the Resorts 

Section (DEC 2004b, Spoelder 2005b). Their responsibilities included the leasing 

and licensing management of commercial and club ski lodges, the municipal 

services for the Perisher Range Resorts, visitor access, and the environmental 

management of the ski resort management units.  

South West Slopes Region 

The South West Slopes Region, based at Tumut (Figure 8.1), is responsible for 

managing the northern part of Kosciuszko National Park, as well as other national 

parks and reserves of the south west slopes of NSW. In 2004, there were an 

average of 76 permanent and temporary (effective full time equivalent) staff 

working within the South West Slopes Region for the 12 month period, with an 

estimated 33 working full time on Kosciuszko National Park management duties 

(Horsley 2004a, DEC 2005a). Revenue generated from tourism paid for many 
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staff positions within the Park, including snow traffic management staff, cave 

guides, and summer seasonal staff. The revenue generated from logging the 

Jounama pine plantation paid for its rehabilitation staff, while funds from the 

Snowy-Hydro Corporation (the organisation responsible for the running of the 

hydro-electric scheme) paid for staff and the rehabilitation of old hydro-electric 

development work sites (Horsley 2004a, Henchman 2006). The permanent staff 

reporting to the Regional Manager included Area Managers, a Karst Area 

Manager, Rangers, Administration staff, Field Officers, and specialist staff 

(including an Engineer, Pest Species Officer, GIS Officer, Planning Officer, and 

visitor centre staff). 

Snowy Region 

The Snowy Region based at Jindabyne (Figure 8.1), was accountable for the 

southern part of Kosciuszko National Park as well as some small reserves within a 

greater Region. There was an average of 70 (effective full time) permanent and 

temporary staff based out of Jindabyne (DEC 2005a) including the Area 

Managers, Rangers, Field Officers, administration staff and specialist staff 

(including a Fire Management Officer, Fire Technical Officer, Tourism 

Management Officer, Visitor Centre Staff, Education officers, Publications 

Officer, Snowy Hydro-Liaison Officer and an Alpine Ecologist). Due to the 

climate, and the peaks in tourism use of the Park, there is a strong seasonality in 

the routine management operations for the Park (Appendix 8.1). Unprogrammed 

work and incidents must be dealt with, in addition to implementing the 

requirements of the annual operations plan. The unplanned work often includes 

the urgent evaluation of issues sought by the DEC executive or the Government. 

The 1982 Plan of Management (as amended in 1988, 1994, and 1999) 

The park staff have the responsibility of implementing the 1982 Plan of 

Management. The primary objective for the plan (NSW NPWS 1982, 2000) was 

to: 

• Preserve and protect the unique or outstanding scenery or natural features of 

the national park. 

The amended NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (Section 72(4) (NSW 

NPWS 1996, 2000) also requires that consideration be given to: 

• the conservation of wildlife (…); 
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• the preservation of each national park (…) and the protection of the special 

features of the park (…); 

• the prohibition of the execution of any works adversely affecting the natural 

condition or special features of each national park (…); 

• the preservation of each historic site and the preservation of any historic 

structure or any relic or Aboriginal place on each national park (…); 

• the encouragement and regulation of the appropriate use, understanding and 

enjoyment of each national park (…) by the public; 

• the appropriate use of each national park (…) by any lessee, licensee or 

occupant of land therein; 

• the preservation of each national park (…) as a catchment area; 

• the protection of each national park (…) against fire and erosion; and 

• the setting aside of the whole or part of a national park (…) as a wilderness 

area. 

Further, the Act also provides for the promotion of education and the conduct of 

scientific research in parks (NSW NPWS 2000). 

2004 draft plan of management 

The management of the Park under the provisions of the 1982 Plan of 

Management was concluded during the period of this research. A new draft plan 

of management was released in 2004 (DEC 2004a, Spoelder 2005a) and the 1982 

plan was to officially cease at the end of the consultation, amendment and 

adoption process for the new plan. The draft 2004 plan of management was used 

to guide this research because of its currency during the research*1. 

 

The draft 2004 plan provided contemporary directions for management of the 

Park and identified (DEC 2004a): 

• Key threats including climate change, weeds and feral animals, recreation use 

and developments, management operations and regional land management; 

• Six park zones and eight management units of exceptional natural and cultural 

significance and of recreational significance; 
 

(Note*1: The final 2006 plan of management for the Park (DEC 2006) was adopted and published 

very late in this research, but too late to be used). 
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• Detailed objectives of management, with issues, policies and multiple 

management actions prescribed; and 

• Research management actions identified including evaluation, monitoring and 

adaptive management. 

Researcher disclosure concerning Kosciuszko National Park 

I have worked for the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service in Kosciuszko 

National Park (1973/1974 and 1977/1983). Further, I was directly responsible for 

the management of the Park as a senior manager (1986/1990). Given my 

background, there was potential for data and analysis bias (Patton 2002). Any 

potential bias was minimised, however by using a standard interview guide (the 

questionnaire) and an interview method which maximised interviewee response, 

with a minimum of prompting (Patton 2002). 

8.3 AIM 

The aim of this chapter is to analyse Kosciuszko National Park respondent data 

and present information consistent with the aims identified in Chapter 5. 

8.4 METHOD 

The same methods used for the international survey (Chapter 6) were used for 

Kosciuszko National Park apart from some specific differences described here. 

8.4.1 Selection of people to be surveyed 
Three types of respondents (senior executives, senior managers and external 

stakeholders) were identified for the Kosciuszko survey (Chapter 4) providing 

consistency between both the international and Australian surveys. However, the 

senior managers were further categorised into six senior manager sub-types: area 

managers; rangers; administration staff; specialists; DEC resort management staff; 

and, senior field officers. Respondents were sought from all eight categories of 

people either working in the Park as staff or directly associated with it to ensure a 

cross section of people involved in using evaluation were surveyed. Based on the 

sampling design requirements (Chapter 6) potential respondents were 

recommended by Regional Managers and senior resort management staff. Care 

was taken to ensure that staff input was obtained from the three main operational 

centres, (Tumut, Jindabyne and Queanbeyan) (Figure 8.1).  
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External stakeholders included a conservation group representative and an 

external NSW Government representative. Additional external stakeholders were 

not targeted given such input was available from: the report of the Independent 

Scientific Committee for the draft Kosciuszko National Park plan; the plan’s 

Community Forum (DEC 2004a); and the very detailed knowledge available from 

Park respondents about all evaluations (internal and external) conducted for their 

area of responsibility. 

8.4.2 Survey method 
Face-to-face interviews were the principal method used to survey people. The 

questionnaire was used to guide the interviews of 34 people, while one person 

provided a written response. 

Interview management 
The 34 interviews were conducted at DEC offices in Jindabyne, Tumut and 

Queanbeyan between July 2004 and January 2005. Prior to the interviews, 

introductory staff meetings were held at Tumut and Jindabyne where the nature of 

the research was described and background information provided. The interviews 

were individual and kept confidential by using designated meeting rooms. Each 

interview lasted (on average) about one hour 15 minutes. Every interview 

commenced with a brief introduction about the research and concluded with an 

opportunity for interviewees to provide any additional comments.  

DEC staff positions interviewed included: 

• Executive Managers (Branch Director; Regional Managers, Resorts Manager, 

and Operations Managers); 

• Area Managers (Area Managers, Snowy Hydro Manager and Yarrangobilly 

Caves Manager); 

• Rangers; 

• Administration Staff (Business Manager and Administration staff); 

• Specialist staff (Engineer, Planner, Technical Officer (Fire), Environmental 

Management Officer, GIS Officer, Education Officer, Aboriginal Education 

Officer, Snowy Hydro Liaison Officer, Publications Officer, Archaeologist, 

Sustainable Management Officer, Pest Species Management Officer, Alpine 

Ecologist, Fire Management Officer, Karst Specialist and Botanist); 

• Resorts Staff; and 

• Field Officers (Senior Field Supervisor, and Operations Manager Roads). 
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The interviews 
The interviews were conducted formally. They were semi-structured (Sarantakos 

1998) using the questionnaire as a guide (Sarantakos 1998) and the open questions 

(Sarantakos 1998) encouraged free flowing responses. Polite encouragement to 

provide additional information was provided, but probing was not conducted 

(Sarantakos 1998). Interviews were recorded in writing by the interviewer during 

the actual interview process, and a copy of the record was provided to the 

interviewee. No electronic recording was used. This written recording process 

also allowed time for the interviewee to read and quietly think about their 

responses and the immediate following question.  

Interview data 
The interview response data were recorded, data entered, and analysed using 

SPSS Version 12.01 and Excel.  

8.4.3 Comparative analysis 
Planners undertaking the revision of the 1982 Kosciuszko National Park plan of 

management identified 197*1 evaluation actions for the 2004 draft plan. The 

planning work was completed in a parallel time frame, but independently to this 

research. It created a second data set of evaluation subjects and evaluation topics 

for the Park, which could be used as a comparative check of the survey data. The 

197 actions were categorised into evaluation subject categories using the 

expanded-WCPA framework, they were then compared with the list of evaluation 

subjects-required data. 
(*1 Note: this is a maximum figure. Some evaluation actions may have been repeated within different sections of the draft 

plan.) 

 

 

8.5 RESULTS 

8.5.1 Respondent characteristics 
A total of 35 respondents, 15 from Jindabyne, 12 from Tumut, 6 from 

Queanbeyan and two external stakeholders (Cooma and Canberra) were surveyed 

for this research (Table 8.2). Thirty-four were interviewed and one external 

stakeholder (a conservation organisation representative) provided a written 

response. Fewer external stakeholders were interviewed since full time staff had a 

comprehensive knowledge of evaluations either conducted or wanted intrernallya 
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and externally (through their professional work, and their constant interactions 

with the community and stakeholders and through multiple survey reports). Apart 

from two interviews which served as a check, it was considered unnecessary to 

sample external stakeholders further. 

In 2005, 26% of the approximately 128 DEC full time staff managing Kosciuszko 

National Park (Darlington 2004, DEC 2004, Horsley 2004a), were interviewed. 

Many specialists were interviewed (Table 8.2) since the management of 

Kosciuszko National Park requires specialist expertise for road management 

(engineer), fire management (fire specialist), planning (planner), fauna and flora 

work (alpine ecologist), visitor use (business manager) and other specialist 

functions. Such staff conduct evaluations as part of their responsibilities, and their 

input was important for this research. Further categorisation of the specialist 

group for analysis purposes however was not practical. 

 
Table 8.2 Number of Kosciuszko National Park survey respondents by category and location 
Category of people 
surveyed 

Jindabyne Tumut Queanbeyan Other Total no of 
respondents 

Executive Managers 3 2 1  6 
Area Managers 2 2   4 
Rangers  2   2 
Administration 2    2 
Specialists*1 6 5 5  16 
DEC Resorts Staff 1    1 
Field Officers 1 1   2 
External Stakeholders    2 2 
 15 12 6 2 35 
*1 Includes natural heritage scientists, cultural heritage scientists, engineer, planner, GIS staff, pest specialist, and fire 
specialist 

8.5.2 Views about evaluation 
There was a very positive attitude to evaluation. Ninety-seven percent of 

Kosciuszko respondents either strongly agreed or agreed that evaluating 

management effectiveness was an essential part of management (Table 8.3). No 

one disagreed or strongly disagreed, and only one person was equivocal.  
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Table 8.3 Responses to the statement: ‘Evaluating protected area management effectiveness 
evaluation is an essential part of management’ (presented by category of people surveyed) 

Category of people 
surveyed 

Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree Neither 
agree or 
disagree 

Agree Strongly 
agree 

Executive managers     6 
Area Managers     4 
Rangers     2 
Administration     2 
Specialists   1 3 12 
DEC Resorts Staff     1 
Field Officers     2 
Stakeholders     2 
Total   1 3 31 
Percentage   3 9 88 

8.5.3 Evaluation subjects-used 
All 146 evaluation subject examples included in the questionnaire were identified 

by respondents as being used. The frequency of use varied and ranged from ‘plan 

of management’ (97%) to ‘impacts to air’ (6%) (Appendix 8.2). This finding, like 

the results from the international and Australian data, also validated the evaluation 

subject examples selected for the questionnaire (Chapter 4). 

The most common evaluation subjects-used 
All six WCPA evaluation elements were represented by the most common 28 

evaluation subjects used for Kosciuszko National Park (Table 8.4). There was a 

wide diversity of evaluations being used for the park including a strong emphasis 

on New Public Management and administration evaluation subjects (planning; 

budgeting, staff, asset inventory, systems improvement, project status, and the 

achievement of objectives) (Appendix 8.2). There were context evaluations with a 

focus on establishing the values of the park (natural, cultural and economic), and 

the status of threats (fire and pest animals) but there were no baseline evaluations. 

The change in condition assessments for flora, fauna and water were however 

completed. The operational focus of the park managers was reflected through the 

regular evaluations of outputs focusing on visitor services, educational services 

and progress with weed management. 

 

The highest ranking subject, ‘plan of management,’ could have been anticipated 

given the Park planning process was being conducted concurrently with this 

research. Indeed, many other evaluations identified could be linked to this 

planning process. The evaluation subjects associated with fire impacts on 

vegetation, soils and geological stability and fire management capacity reflected 
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management responses to widespread fires that had burnt through the Australian 

Alps in 2003. These fires burnt over 1.7 million hectares, including a large area of 

Kosciuszko National Park (Worboys 2003). 

Table 8.4 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-used 
(showing rank (1 is the highest rank) and percentage response (brackets) of 35 respondents) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Fauna 3 (86) 
   Flora 4 (86) 
   Fungi 7 (71) 
  Natural (abiotic) values Water 16 (66) 
   Soils 27 (60) 
   Geological features 19 (63) 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 6 (74) 

   Structures 5 (74) 
  Social phenomena Economic benefits 20 (63) 
 Identified threat Physical threat Fire 15 (69) 
  Biological threat Pest animals 22 (63) 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence PA POM 1 (97) 

   Execution of PA POM 2 (97) 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds 10 (71) 

   Grant funds 9 (71) 
   Recurrent funds 8 (71) 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Staff competencies 25 (60) 

  Adequacy of equipment 
and infrastructure 

Plant and equipment 23 (60) 

Process Management 
process 

Management processes Operational systems 13 (69) 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Projects completed 12 (69) 

  Delivery of services Visitor information 
services 

28 (60) 

   Educational services 24 (60) 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced 26 (60) 

   Pest animals removed 21 (63) 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 14 (69) 

   Fauna 11 (71) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 17 (66) 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved Individual plan objectives 18 (66) 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 

8.5.4 Evaluation subjects-wanted 
Kosciuszko respondents wanted to evaluate (or wanted further evaluation) of 90 

of the 146 questionnaire evaluation subject examples for evaluation. Many 

respondents wanted to assess if the planning objectives for the park had been 

achieved. This result implies that assessments already being used were 
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inadequate. There was also a major emphasis for establishing baseline values for 

five evaluation-areas (natural biotic and natural abiotic phenomena; cultural 

happenings, sites, places or features; social phenomena; and, management 

responsibilities) (Table 8.5), which was a major change from what was actually 

happening in Kosciuszko. Another major change was also sought, viz. outcome 

evaluations in the form of the severity of threat assessments for fire, weeds and 

pest animals. Staff and external respondents wanted to track the success or 

otherwise of their management efforts in dealing with threats. This reflected both 

their professional and accountability information needs. 

 

The responses from people ranged from 26% of respondents for fauna to 6% for 

air emissions (Appendix 8.3). There was a limitation for some of the evaluation 

subjects-wanted data centred on the response rate. It was a low for some of the 

most common evaluation subjects-wanted with some less than 9% of 

respondents). This reflects the small sample size (35) and the diversity of 

respondents (Table 8.5). 
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Table 8.5 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-wanted 
(showing rank (1 is the highest rank) and percentage response (brackets) of 35 respondents)  
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 
Context Special social, 

cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena  

Flora 23 (6) 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 12 (9) 

   Sites of significance 24 (6) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

3 (20) 
1 (26) 
25 (6) 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 6 (11) 

   Air 13 (9) 
   Soils 14 (9) 
   Geology 15 (9) 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Structures 26 (6)  

   Sites of significance 16 (9) 
  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 17 (9) 
  Management 

responsibilities 
Solid waste 27 (6) 

   Air emissions 28 (6) 
 Identified threats Biological threats Pest animals 18 (9) 
 Vulnerability On-ground 

management 
Presence of staff 19 (9) 

  Local issues PA compatibility locally  20 (9) 
 National policy National conservation 

performance 
Conservation policies 
implementation 

7 (11) 

Planning Systems level 
planning 

Adequacy of legislation Comparison with best Leg 21 (9) 

  System/Landscape 
design 

Interconnections 22 (9) 

 Individual PA 
planning and 
design 

Design of an individual 
PA 

Connectivity 4 (14) 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems 
availability 

5 (14) 

Outcome Severity or 
extent of threat 

Physical threats Fire 8 (11) 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 9 (11) 
   Pest animals 10 (11) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved PA system objectives 

achieved 
11 (11) 

   Individual PA POM 
objectives achieved 

2 (26) 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 

8.5.5 The most common evaluation subjects-required 
The most common Kosciuszko evaluation subjects-required were generated by 

combining the most common evaluation subjects–used and subjects-wanted data.  

All six evaluation elements were represented in the 28 most common subjects-

required for the Park, and identify a wholistic and responsible approach for 

evaluation of management. Indeed there was a basic suite of administrative and 
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New Public Management type evaluation subjects, including planning, financial 

management, project reporting and an assessment of whether planned objectives 

had been achieved (Appendix 8.4). However, the evaluation of staff, a critical 

component of management (Bartol et al. 1998), was missing. 

 

Further specific protected area management requirements were identified. For 

example, context evaluations for baseline values (fauna and flora - biodiversity), 

and a more thorough evaluation of threats (pest animals, weeds and fire) were 

sought. Respondents also sought change in condition evaluations from this 

baseline, thus identifying an integrated approach for fauna and flora evaluation. 

They also required greater understanding of the severity of weed threats. 



208 

Table 8.6 The 28 most common evaluation subjects-required 
(showing rank (1 is the highest rank) and percentage response-brackets) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 

(%) 
Context Values Natural (biotic) values Value flora 4 (31) 
   Value fauna 5 (31) 
   Value Fungi 13 (25) 
  Natural (abiotic) Water 19 (23) 
   Geology 26 (22) 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 7 (28) 

   Structures 6 (29) 
  Social phenomena Value economic benefits 27 (22) 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Baseline value flora 14 (25) 
   Baseline value fauna 20 (23) 
 Identified threat Physical threats Fire 15 (25) 
  Biological threats Weed invasions 21 (23) 
   Pest animals 16 (25) 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM 1 (34) 

   Level of execution of 
POM 

2 (34) 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds 8 (27) 

   Grant funds 10 (27) 
   Recurrent funds 9 (27) 
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 17 (25) 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Projects completed 18 (25) 

  Delivery of services Educational services 28 (22) 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced 22 (23) 

   Pest animals removed 23 (23) 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 11 (26) 

   Fauna 12 (26) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 24 (23) 

 Severity of threat Biological threats Weed invasions 25 (23) 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for 

individual PA 
3 (32) 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 

8.5.6 Additional evaluation subjects  
The data from Kosciuszko respondents identified 61 ‘additional’ evaluation 

subjects-required (Appendix 8.5). They were similar to the additional subjects 

identified by the international survey. The eight most common additional subjects 

were identified from the combined and ranked data sets of additional used and 

wanted subjects (Table 8.7) (Appendix 8.5). A cut off of 34% was used given the 

smaller sample size (35) and the very focused response. There was a big gap 

between the top eight and the remaining ‘additional’ subjects, which provided a 
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clear demarcation for a cut off for the commonly recognised additional subjects-

required.  

 

The Kosciuszko respondents were uniformly concerned about the performance of 

the Park’s management. Seventy-four percent identified that management 

inaction, or an absence of policy, was a major threat to the Park (Table 8.7), and 

that this should be evaluated. Many also sought improvements to: internal 

management processes through evaluation (progress reports, procedures review, 

dollar effectiveness, sustainable use); the evaluation of visitor use threats; and the 

improved evaluation of historical values. Some of these needs highlighted 

problems associated with the processes of management at Kosciuszko, and a 

desire to improve them. 

Table 8.7 The eight most common additional evaluation subjects-required 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % 

Response 
Context Special social, 

cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Cultural-historical values 8 34 

 Baseline value Management 
responsibilities 

Sustainable use 7 37 

 Identified 
threat 

Direct human threats Management policy and 
management 
action/inaction 

1 74 

Planning Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Individual protected 
area planning 

Supplementary plans 6 40 

Input Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Dollar effectiveness 3 57 

Process Management 
process 

Operational systems Procedures review 2 66 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of work 
programs 

Progress reports 5 43 

Outcomes Severity of 
threat 

Direct human threat Visitor use 4 54 

8.5.7 Combining the evaluation subjects-required data  
Thirty-six most common evaluation subjects-required were analysed from the 

total of 207 (146 + 61) subjects-required identified for the Kosciuszko National 

Park survey (Table 8.8). They were derived by combining the 28 most common 

evaluation subjects-required data (Table 8.6) with the eight most common 

additional subjects-required data (Table 8.7).  
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Table 8.8 The 36 most common (combined) evaluation subjects-required 
(Derived by combining the 28 most common evaluation subjects-required (Table 8.6) and eight 
most common evaluation subjects-required (bold font) from the additional data - Table 8.7) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Flora 
   Fauna 
   Fungi 
  Natural (abiotic) Water 
   Geology 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 

   Structures 
   Cultural-historical values 
  Social phenomena Economic benefits 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Flora 
   Fauna 
  Management 

responsibilities 
Sustainable use 

 Identified threat Physical threats Fire 
  Biological threats Weed invasions 
   Pest animals 
  Direct human threat Management action/inaction 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and design 
Individual PA plan Presence of a POM 

   Level of execution of POM 
   Supplementary plans 
Inputs Management inputs Adequacy of financial 

resources 
Capital funds 

   Grant funds 
   Recurrent funds 
   Dollar effectiveness 
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 

   Procedures review 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products Projects completed 

  Delivery of services Educational services 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed are reduced 

   Pest animals removed 
   Progress reports 
Outcome Change in condition Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 

   Fauna 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 

 Severity of threat Biological threats Weed invasions 
  Direct human threat Visitor use 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for individual PA 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
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8.5.8 Review of subjects-required using qualitative comments 
The 34 interviewees and one respondent provided a wealth of comments on the 

benefits of this research (Appendix 8.6). Some representative comments have 

been used to review the 36 most common evaluation subjects-required list.  

Support for the expanded-WCPA framework criteria 
The Kosciusko respondents recognised the need for the three additional evaluation 

criteria of the expanded-WCPA framework (Chapter 4). Comments made by three 

respondents were (Appendix 8.6): 

‘Baseline evaluation is essential to be clear about what condition we are aiming for in our 

management. There are Treasury negotiations aimed at achieving different standards of 

management. Baseline is also used for management decision making. Currently it is being 

developed on a professional intuitive basis’; 

[change in condition evaluation required for] ‘soil condition post fire change, landscape. 

hydrological change, bog areas. Water quality and aquatic life post fire’; and 

[Severity of threat evaluation for] ‘broom mapping; wild dog mapping; pine wildings; 

blackberries; periwinkle; tree of heaven; serrated tussock; [and] exotic fruit trees’. 

Confirming important evaluation subjects-required 
There were many supportive comments for the 36 evaluation subjects-required 

(Appendix 8.6), and some of these were: 

‘More [evaluation] work (is needed) on pest animals and weeds. [We] need a strategic approach, 

and overview, a bigger picture’; 

[Evaluation required] ‘Regular evaluation and review of the new plan of management; 

‘No real evaluation of the funds necessary to manage a park like Kosciuszko National Park’. 

Working with what you have got versus what is needed. I don't know if we are good at assessing 

where we place our funds. We need to justify this more. Are we looking adequately at the long 

term. Plus how well are we allocating?’;  

‘A lot of the value of research and monitoring is not translated into management’; 

 

[Evaluation required] ‘Better assessment of weeds and pest animal programs. Ranger time 

administration versus ongoing works. Outputs. Are science outputs implemented/utilised. Was the 

1982 plan implemented? e.g. Tracks. Integrated outputs. Outputs and ego's’; and 

[For outcome evaluation] ‘If we don’t have this information, we don’t know if we have been 

successful, we are unable to be adaptive’. 
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A number of respondents expressed great concern over the need for some 

evaluation subjects, thus reinforcing their status on the subjects-required list. 

Some of these comments were: 

‘More work [is needed] on pest animals and weeds. Need a strategic approach, and overview, a 

bigger picture’; 

‘It would be good to really look at what we are trying to achieve and the financial and human 

resources needed [for managing the] entire Park’; 

‘What is really missing is the manager receiving feedback which helps to improve the 

management. Adaptive. Most needed, externally. Very little available to assist management; 

‘Are we actually achieving the plan of management objectives?’; and 

‘More and more the government and community are asking: Where is the money going? What is 

value for money? [There is a] need for demonstrated effectiveness of management…[Is] staff 

effective?...[Is] biodiversity conserved?’. 

There were no negative comments identified for the 36 evaluation-subjects-

required, though one respondent expressed concern that the priorities of 

evaluation were wrong and stated: 

‘[We] tend to evaluate the political issues (e.g. wild dogs). There is a need to move to the 

environmental priority list’. 

Confirming a minimalist approach 
Excessive evaluation workloads were a very real issue at Kosciuszko National 

Park. This was a similar finding to both the international and Australia surveys. 

Three comments made about this issue were:  

‘Monitoring: Often [we] do not get around to doing it. We do things we need to do, but not enough 

resources to do them well, but we do well with the resources given’; 

[The] ‘current process of condition reporting is not adequate. It is too costly, too time consuming 

and too difficult’; and 

‘Evaluation systems. A lot of time for not much gain’. 

Poor evaluation systems and changing systems for evaluation were also identified 

as contributing factors to excessive workloads. Two comments made were: 

[The] ‘system of evaluation needs to be structured, a framework, a systematic approach is needed’; 

and 

‘Have not evaluated the evaluation methods. Why so many? NPWS as a whole does not know 

where it is going. All short term, election to election’. 
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In addition, some evaluations were conducted as part of the bigger picture 

evaluation needs, but the information was not used by the management of the 

Park. One interviewee commented on the Montreal Process (Ecologically 

Sustainable Forest Management) monitoring that: 

‘Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management change in condition reporting is provided [from the 

Park] to Queanbeyan, then to Head Office, then to DIPNR [NSW Department of Infrastructure, 

Planning and Natural Resources; now Department of Natural Resources, 2007] then to Canberra 

for the State of Forests report. It is not used by local management’. 

Guidance for the final list 
The comments provided by respondents were generally supportive of the subjects-

required, and Table 8.8 became the final evaluation subjects-required list for 

Kosciuszko National Park. 

8.5.9 New evaluation subjects-wanted (question 44 data) 
Respondents identified as a priority that they wanted improvements to: change in 

condition (from baseline) evaluation; evaluation of internal management 

processes; and how pest animals and weeds are evaluated. Many of these 

evaluations (such as fauna, flora, and pest animals) were already being conducted 

(Table 8.4) and the response (Table 8.9) reflects on the adequacy (suitability) of 

assessments already being conducted. 
Table 8.9 The 14 most common new evaluation subjects-wanted 
(1 is the highest rank) Cut off was established at 9% response rate (of 35) (Source Appendix 8.7) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank (%)

Context Special social, 
cultural or scientific 
values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena  

Flora 
Fauna 

5 (11) 
6 (11) 

  Cultural sites, places or 
features 

Site 12 (9) 

  Biological threats Weeds 13 (9) 
   Pest animals 14 (9) 
Planning     
Inputs     
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 1 (23) 

Outputs     
Outcome Change in condition Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 4 (17) 

   Fauna 3 (20) 
   Fungi 7 (11) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 8 (11) 

   Air 9 (11) 
   Soils 10 (11) 
   Geology 11 (11) 
 Management 

outcomes 
 Individual PA POM objectives 

achieved 
2 (23) 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management 
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Triangulation 
A data check for subjects-wanted 

The two sets of evaluation subjects-wanted data (Table 8.5 and Table 8.9) were 

compared. There was some comparability (identified threat-pest animals and 

outcome-individual protected area objectives achieved), but the remaining 

evaluation subjects were not similar (Appendix 8.8). The lack of comparability 

can be explained by: the low responses for subjects-wanted for both data sets; and 

variation in views about what subjects were wanted by Kosciuszko respondents. 

However, further analysis was also possible to help clarify this issue. 

 

Both data sets were compared with evaluations identified by the draft Kosciuszko 

National Park plan of management (Appendix 8.9). This evaluation research was 

conducted concurrently, (but independently), to the draft 2004 Kosciuszko 

National Park plan of management development. The draft plan identified 197 

evaluation actions (that is, evaluation topics) that needed to be undertaken. Given 

the draft plan did not deal with inputs, national policy, and landscape design 

issues, a comparison was made after excluding such variables. For the evaluation 

example data there was a 70% correlation (16 of the 23 subjects-wanted 

compared) (Appendix 8.8). For the question 44 data, there was a 71% correlation 

(10 of the 14 subjects-wanted) This relatively high similarity provides confidence 

for both data sets. 

Evaluation emphasis of the draft 2004 plan 

The 197 evaluation topics of the draft plan (DEC 2004) were further analysed to 

identify what evaluation emphasis had been planned. The evaluation topics were 

categorised into evaluation subject categories (Appendix 8.8); these were then 

compared with the list of evaluation subjects-required (Table 8.10). Eighty-five 

percent (167) compared directly with the 36 most common subjects-required 

(Table 8.10). The results show that planners were seeking considerable evaluation 

data for context, process and outcome issues. It also identified that integrated 

evaluation subjects such as cost-effectiveness (AGNSW 2004) were not dealt with 

by the draft plan. The subject ‘severity of impact-visitor use’ had the highest 

number of evaluation topics (35) (Table 8.10). The 197 evaluation topics involve 

a very large commitment of resources for one park; and 91% of the evaluation 

topics will most likely need long duration science technical evaluations (Appendix 

8.9). 
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A data check for evaluation subjects-used 

A comparison of the ‘most common’ evaluation subjects-used data sourced from 

the evaluation examples was made with the ‘tick the box’ data at an expanded-

WCPA framework evaluation-area category level. The ‘most common’ categories 

for both data sets were similar, with close correlation between 15 of the 17 

evaluation-areas (Appendix 8.10). 
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Table 8.10 The number of evaluation topics identified by the 2004 draft plan of management 
for Kosciuszko relative to the 35 evaluation subjects-required. (Shaded evaluation subjects 
identify the presence of evaluation topics identified by the draft Plan).  
Key 
▬  an absence of evaluation topics identified by the draft plan 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject POM 

No of 
Eval’n 
Topics 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Flora 5 
   Fauna 9 
   Fungi 1 
  Natural (abiotic) Water 5 
   Geology 9 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Sites of significance 9 

   Structures 2 
   Cultural-historical 23 
  Social phenomena Value economic benefits ▬ 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) values Baseline value flora 3 
   Baseline value fauna 2 
  Management responsibilities Sustainable use 2 
 Identified threat Physical threats Fire 10 
  Biological threats Weed invasions 4 
   Pest animals 5 
  Direct human Management action/inaction 1 
Planning Individual PA 

planning and 
design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM ▬ 

   Level of execution of POM 1 
   Supplementary plans 1 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds ▬ 

   Grant funds ▬ 
   Recurrent funds ▬ 
   Dollar effectiveness ▬ 
Process Management 

process 
Management processes Operational systems 10 

   Procedures review 3 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products Projects completed ▬ 

  Delivery of services Educational services 2 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced ▬ 

   Pest animals removed ▬ 
   Progress reports ▬ 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 8 

   Fauna 3 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 6 

 Severity of threat Biological threats Weed invasions 1 
  Direct human threat Visitor use 35 
 Management 

outcomes 
Objectives achieved Objectives achieved for 

individual PA 
7 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management; Eval’n = evaluation 
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8.5.10 Methods used in the previous 12 months 
Nearly all respondents (97%) were aware of at least one method used by DEC in 

the previous 12 months (Table 8.11) and only one external stakeholder was 

unaware of any evaluation methods used. Many (43%) were aware of a few 

methods (1-9) however most (51%) were aware of 10 or more, with some even 

advising that they were aware of more than 30 different methods used in the 

previous 12 month period (Table 8.11). 

Table 8.11 Number of different evaluation methods known by respondents to have been 
completed for Kosciuszko National Park in the previous 12 months (by respondent category) 

Number of different 
evaluation 

methods/category of 
people surveyed 

1-9 
 

10-19 
 

20-29 
 

30+ 
 

Not able 
to be 

estimated 

Don’t 
know/No 
response 

Executive Managers  3  2   
Area Manager 3 1     
Rangers    2   
Administration  2     
Specialists 9 4 1 1 1  
DEC Resorts Staff  1     
Field Officers 1 1     
External stakeholders 1     1 
Total 15 12 1 5 1 1 
Percentage of respondents 43 34 3 14 3 3 
Key 
DEC = NSW Department of Environment and Conservation 

8.5.11 Types of evaluation methods 
Respondents identified 95 individual titles for evaluation reports used in the Park 

(Appendix 8.11). They were categorised using the checklist of 21 types of 

evaluation methods developed for the International survey (Table 6.15) and nine 

different types were recognised for the Park (Table 8.12). The most commonly 

identified types were New Public Management and administrative, with science 

technical and park operational types also being recognised. No evaluation method 

types used by NGO groups or IUCN internationally (such as RAPPAM) were 

identified. 



218 

Table 8.12 The nine evaluation method types used (by Kosciuszko respondents for two or more 
evaluation subjects) 
(1. Context; 2. Planning; 3. Inputs; 4. Process; 5. Outputs; 6. Outcomes) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
 Most likely evaluation elements 

assessed (Source Table 6.15) 
Rank Evaluation method types % of 

Respondents 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Plan of management  97 ● ● ● ● ● ● 
2 Scientific - technical review 89 ● ○  ○ ○ ● 
3 Annual plan, operational plan 31  ○ ● ○ ● ● 
4 Finance -economics review 29   ● ● ● 

 

5 State of the Parks report 14 ● ● ● 
 ● ● 

6 Administration review  11   ● ● ● 
 

7 Threat evaluation 11 ● ○ 
 ● ● ● 

8 Effectiveness evaluation 9 ● ● ● ● ● ● 
9 Business plan evaluation 3  ● ● ● ● ● 

 

Duration of methods 
The nine method types identified for Kosciuszko may be separated into methods 

which were long in duration (greater than 12 months) (Table 8.13) or shorter than 

12 months (Table 8.14). In addition, very short duration ‘issue based’ methods 

were identified at Kosciuszko National Park; these methods are described below. 

Greater than 12 month types 

The long duration methods focus on the expanded-WCPA framework evaluation 

elements of context, outputs and outcome (Table 8.13). Since many aspects of 

Park operational processes can cause threats to the heritage values of the Park, the 

‘threat evaluation’ method includes process (Table 8.13). The state of the parks 

method evaluates the change in condition and the severity of threat from baseline 

values; it may evaluate the effectiveness of inputs in meeting planned objectives. 

Table 8.13 Types of evaluation methods which are more than 12 months in duration  
(1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Inputs; 4: Process; 5: Outputs; 6: Outcomes) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 

Duration greater than 12 months Most likely evaluation 
elements assessed 

No of 
evaluation 
elements 

Type of evaluation method 
(showing rank out of 9) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 Plan of management (1) (evaluations required for 
achieving the presence of a plan of management will be 
long in duration, evaluations determining the level of 
execution of a plan will be short) 

● ● ● ● ● ● 

5 State of the Parks report (5) ● ● ● 
 ● ● 

4 Threat evaluation (7) ● ○ 
 ● ● ● 

2 Science technical review (2) ● ○ 
 ○ ○ ● 
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Less than 12 month types 

Short term methods were focused on the expanded-WCPA framework elements 

input, process and output (Table 8.14). The Auditor General’s external evaluation 

of DEC (and Kosciuszko National Park) and the business plan review of the 

Park’s tourism services provide an exception to this. 

 
Table 8.14 Methods less than 12 months in duration 
(Evaluation elements: 1: Context; 2: Planning; 3: Inputs; 4: Process; 5: Outputs; 6: Outcomes) 
● = evaluation method most likely evaluates this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 
○ = evaluation method may evaluate this expanded-WCPA evaluation element 

Methods less than 12 months Dominant evaluation 
elements assessed 

No of 
elements 

Method for evaluation  
(showing rank out of 9) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

6 Effectiveness evaluation (8) ● ● ● ● ● ● 
5 Business plan evaluation (9)  ● ● ● ● ● 
3 Administration review (6)   ● ● ● 

 

2 Annual plan - operational plan- (3)  ○ ● ○ ● ○ 
2 Finance-economics review (4)   ● ● ●  

 

Very short issue based methods 

An additional group of very short duration evaluation methods was used at the 

Park. They were methods focused on immediate issues, conducted in response to 

requests from Parliament, the Courts, the Minister, other organisations, and the 

DEC hierarchy. These methods use evaluation information generated from any 

reliable source available, including the long and short duration methods as well as 

unique ‘one off’ data gathering evaluations. The issues include evaluation reports 

generated for incidents such as major fires, search and rescues, and politically 

sensitive issues (such as wild dog attacks on sheep owned by neighbours). 

Respondents advised that a considerable amount of time and resources were 

committed to these unplanned (but essential) evaluations. The very short duration 

evaluations also included issues raised by the community (and others) to the NSW 

Minister for the Environment (Figure 8.2), which thus required urgent attention 

and response from the Department. These issues were described as ‘ministerial 

issues’. In the two years preceding this research there was an average of six 

ministerials per month for the Park, with many requiring urgent evaluations 

(Table 8.15). The ministerial responses, with evaluations, were typically required 

to be completed within four weeks. 
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Table 8.15 Kosciuszko National Park: number of ministerial issues per month requiring 
action by senior managers (DEC 2005b) 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
2003 1 11 13 11 6 8 7 2 8 6 1 2 
2004 5 4 7 4 11 4 4 6 6 7 4 1 

The dominant ministerial issue evaluation topics for the two year period (DEC 

2005b) were wild dog management, bushfire management, the management of 

wild horses, the Kosciuszko National Park plan of management process, ski resort 

management and horse riding. A wide range of different evaluation methods were 

used to deal with these ‘ministerials’; while the evaluations opportunistically used 

a mix of the following evaluation methods: 

• individual issue based data gathering (science technical); 

• output and outcome reporting (science technical); 

• input, output and outcome reporting (operational planning–cost effectiveness); 

• planning status reporting (plan of management); 

• incident reporting (operational planning); 

• pest animal management (science technical); and 

• visitor use management (science technical). 

As these very short duration urgent evaluations were unplanned, the routine work 

of managers was usually delayed while they attended to them. 

Single evaluation subjects-used: most likely types of evaluation methods used 
The 28 most common evaluation subjects-used were assessed for their most likely 

evaluation method and duration (Table 8.16). The assessment used the same 

technique as for the international survey. The results (Table 8.16) show a balance 

between long and short duration evaluations that were most likely being used in 

the Park. 
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Table 8.16 The most likely evaluation method type and most likely assessment duration for 
28 evaluation subjects-used (source Table 8.4) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation Subject Most likely 

duration 
Most likely ‘type’ of 
evaluation method 

Context Value-flora Long Science technical 
 Value-fauna Long Science technical 
 Value-fungi Long Science technical 
 Value-water Long Science technical 
 Value-geological features Long Science technical 
 Value-soils Long Science technical 
 Value-sites of significance Long Science technical 
 Value-structures Long Science technical 
 Value-economic benefits Long Science technical 
 Identified threat Fire Long Science technical 
 Identified threat pest animals Long Science technical 
Planning Presence of a POM Long Plan of management  
 Level of execution of POM Short Plan of management  
Inputs Capital funds Short Finance-economics review 
 Grant funds Short Finance-economics review 
 Recurrent funds Short Finance-economics review 
 Staff competencies Short Administration review 
 Plant and equipment Short Administration review 
Process Operational systems Short Administration review 
Outputs Projects completed Short Operational plan 
 Visitor information services Short Operational plan 
 Educational services Short Operational plan 
 Weed area reduced Short Operational plan 
 Pest animals removed Short Operational plan 
Outcome Change in condition flora Long Science technical 
 Change in condition fauna Long Science technical 
 Change in condition water Long Science technical 
 Obj’s achieved individual PA Long State of the Parks 
Key 
Long = evaluation longer than 12 months; Short = evaluation less than 12 months; Obj’s = objectives; PA = protected area; 
POM = plan of management 
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Single evaluation subjects-required: most likely types of evaluation methods 
used 
All 36 subjects-required were also assessed to determine the most likely 

evaluation method used (Table 8.17) and their duration (short term-less than 12 

months, or long term-greater than 12 months). 

 
Table 8.17 The most likely evaluation method type and most likely assessment duration for 
36 evaluation subjects-required (source Table 8.8) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation Subject Most 

likely 
duration 

Most likely evaluation 
method type 

Context Value flora Long Science technical 
 Value fauna Long Science technical 
 Value fungi Long Science technical 
 Value water Long Science technical 
 Value geological features Long Science technical 
 Value sites of significance Long Science technical 
 Value structures Long Science technical 
 Values cultural-historical Long Science technical 
 Value economic benefits Long Science technical 
 Baseline value flora Long Science technical 
 Baseline value fauna Long Science technical 
 Baseline value sustainable use Long Science technical 
 Identified threat Fire Long Science technical 
 Identified threat weed invasions Long Science technical 
 Identified threat pest animals Long Science technical 
 Identified threat mgmt action Short Science technical 
Planning Presence of a POM Long Plan of management  
 Level of execution of POM Short Plan of management  
 Supplementary plan Short Plan of management  
Inputs Capital funds Short Finance-economics review 
 Grant funds Short Finance-economics review 
 Recurrent funds Short Finance-economics review 
 Dollar effectiveness Short Administration 
Process Operational systems Short Administration review 
 Procedures review Short Administration review 
Outputs Projects completed Short Operational plan 
 Educational services Short Operational plan 
 Weed area reduced Short Operational plan 
 Progress reports Short Operational plan 
Outcome Change in condition flora Long Science technical 
 Change in condition fauna Long Science technical 
 Change in condition water Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat weed invasions Long Science technical 
 Severity of threat visitor use Long Science technical 
 Objectives achieved individual PA Long State of the Parks 
Key 
Long = evaluation longer than 12 months; Short = evaluation less than 12 months; PA = protected area; POM = plan of 
management 
 

The duration of evaluation subjects-required was also presented relative to the 

cycle of management (Hockings et al. 2006) to demonstrate the focus and 

duration of evaluation required. The circle presented consists of the cycle its six 

evaluation elements, each with one or more of the 36 subjects-required located by 
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its associated element. Long duration methods were identified by long solid arrow 

and less than 12 month methods by a short dashed arrow (Figure 8.3). The 

diagram identifies the concentration of evaluations for context and outcome and 

the dominance of long duration evaluations which use science technical methods. 

 
 
Figure 8.3 Duration of evaluation subjects-required relative to the cycle of management 
(Source Table 8.17) 
 
Key 
Solid arrow: evaluation subjects of greater than 12 months duration 
Dashed arrow: evaluation subjects of less than 12 months duration 

Context 

Process 

Long term evaluation 

12 month cycle evaluation 

Outputs Inputs 

Planning 
Outcome 
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8.6 DISCUSION 

Kosciuszko National Park respondents strongly endorsed the view that 

effectiveness evaluation was an essential part of the management of the Park, with 

97% either strongly agreeing or agreeing with this view. This result was a similar 

to the Australian and International surveys. While a heavy evaluation workload 

was identified, it was compounded further by poor evaluation management 

processes and the constant need to respond to short term, unplanned, ‘one-off’ 

issue based evaluations. 

8.6.1 Evaluation subjects 
Evaluation subjects used 
The real-time influences of an operational Park influenced the evaluation subjects-

used. The severe wildfires of 2003 (Worboys 2003) introduced issues of soil and 

geological instability, the need to assess the condition of fauna and flora, the need 

to evaluate both fire patterns and fire history and how fire was managed (AIIMS 

1992) (Table 8.4). Similarly, the plan of management revision process heightened 

an awareness of both natural and cultural values, and the need to assess these 

(Worboys et al. 2005). Aboriginal cultural heritage issues in particular were 

important. Operational issues, such as how well educational and visitor services 

were implemented, and how well pest animals (wild dogs) were being managed 

were also important. 

Evaluation subjects wanted 
The survey showed that Kosciuszko respondents wanted to improve their 

evaluation management. They wanted new evaluation subjects such as major new 

investments in baseline evaluation, change in condition and severity of threat 

evaluations as well as improvements to logistics such as how evaluation was 

conducted (systems, processes and procedures). They sought a more holistic and 

strategic approach to evaluation for the Park. They also sought improvements to 

many of the existing evaluations being conducted and wanted improvements to 

the system which managed the unplanned, reactive, issue based ‘ministerial’ 

evaluations. 

Evaluation subjects-required 
A list of 36 of the most common evaluation subjects-required was identified from 

a range of 207. These 36 subjects-required represented all six WCPA evaluation 



225 

elements (Table 8.8) and included administrative and New Public Management 

type subjects, as well as those focused on the purposes for which protected areas 

were reserved. 

New Public Management and administrative assessment subjects 

Fourteen of the 36 subjects-required focused on administrative and New Public 

Management evaluations (Table 8.8). This result is consistent with essential 

management tasks needed to run any organisation (Bartol et al. 1998, McLaughlin 

et al. 2002). However, there are some New Public Management and 

administration evaluation subject considerations which reflect the specific 

circumstances at Kosciusko National Park. These include: 

• evaluations for sustainable use (They were introduced to the ski resorts within 

the park as a basis for improving environmental management practices and are 

now required for DEC itself-DEC 2004a, 2006); 

• evaluations for planning (The very high profile Kosciuszko National Park 

planning process, from 2004-2006, provided a focus on the plan of 

management for the park, including attaining the objectives of management 

and the development of supplementary plans); 

• evaluations that assessed management action/inaction (There was very real 

concern expressed by many respondents about management inaction for key 

issues. Management inaction and an absence of policy were seen as a 

threatening process at Kosciuszko. In addition, many respondents despaired 

about actions implemented which threatened the ecological integrity of the 

park including pest species management (the application of poisons) and fire 

management); 

• the management of evaluation (Many people were concerned about poor 

systems of evaluation management at Kosciuszko-especially for weeds and 

pest animals, and assessing management procedures was important); and 

• cost effectiveness evaluation (Many people sought a capacity to assess cost-

effectiveness for professional reasons and in response to recommendations by 

the NSW Auditor General-AGNSW 2004). 

Staff assessment was not amongst the most common subjects-required. This 

finding was similar to that in the Australian survey. 
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Operational-protected area management focused assessments 

The evaluation subjects-required identified reflect a range of needs. These include 

evaluations needed for: IUCN category II protected area management 

responsibilities; state, national, and international accountabilities; external 

organisation needs; responses to the specific needs of the park; and for 

professional aspirations of Park practitioners. Some of these evaluations were in 

response to: 

• external influences (such as hydro-electricity generation, ski resort snow cover 

and drinking water quality and evaluations for water such as snow cover 

assessments, river flow rates, and water quality); 

• external reporting for fire management requirements of the NSW Rural Fire 

Service (Assessments completed for fire management were also used by the 

Park); 

• evaluations for NSW legislative responsibilities (such as for noxious weeds, 

pest animals, occupational health and safety for the Park); 

• evaluations for assessing whether management inputs have achieved a 

measured change in condition from a known baseline condition, and whether 

established objectives have been achieved; 

• assessments which assisted the management of the unique cultural heritage 

sites of Kosciuszko, especially those which were on the register of the 

National Estate (DEC 2004a), and those which were sites of special 

significance to people (NSW NPWS 2004); 

• evaluations which assist identifying the biodiversity condition of the park for 

external and internal reporting (including the Montreal process (NFI 2003); 

Biosphere Reserve reporting (DEC 2004a); Ramsar wetland reporting (DEC 

2004a) and internal reporting such as the state of the parks reporting, annual 

reporting and operational plan reporting); and 

• evaluations which assist the operational management of the Park (including 

responses to threats such as visitor use, fire, weeds and pest animals; the 

effectiveness of services such as educational services; and the efficiency of 

internal systems such as procedures review, projects completed, and progress 

reports). 
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Many of the subjects-required were similar to the findings of the Australia study 

(including specific matters such as geology, economic benefits, water and threats). 

However, despite being discussed by practitioners, the assessment of community 

attitudes and values was not one of the most common evaluation subjects-

required. 

 

From these ‘most common’ evaluation subjects-required, it was found that 

external accountability and legal responsibilities were the major purposes 

undergirding the evaluation subjects-required at Kosciuszko National Park. There 

was a very high level of mandatory evaluation reporting. Amongst these multiple 

demands there were also practitioner needs to improve internal management 

processes, along with the need to demonstrate the benefits of their management 

inputs.  

Wide range of evaluation subjects 
For Kosciuszko, there were 206 evaluation subjects-required. The number was 

very large number for a single park, and for a protected area organisation. It 

identifies a need for prioritising evaluation effort conducted by the Park. Relative 

to the evaluation subjects-required identified by the International survey, no new 

evaluation subject or evaluation area categories were identified. 

Evaluation subjects not considered important 
Some evaluation subjects recorded a very low response rate. These included: 

some baseline value (liquid waste solid waste, air emission, energy consumption); 

vulnerability; national policy; protected area systems; and severity of threat 

evaluation subjects. The low responses for environmental management subjects 

were somewhat surprising given that Kosciuszko National Park has provided 

leadership for evaluating such issues at the Perisher Valley ski resort (DEC 

2004a). This work included the introduction of an Environmental Management 

System based on ISO 14001 (Thompson 2002; Tinsley and Pillai 2006) and the 

recording of environmental performance for waste generation, water consumption 

and energy consumption for the ski lodges and the ski resort company (DEC 

2004). Evaluating these environmental management subjects, however, is a 

relatively new concept for protected area managers (Worboys et al. 2005). At this 

time however, most Kosciuszko respondents considered it to be less important 

than many other evaluation subjects. 
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The low responses for evaluation subjects such as the ‘adequacy of legal 

protection’, ‘clarity of ownership’, ‘accessibility for illegal activities’, and 

‘economic demand for protected areas resources’ (Appendix 8.4) were explained 

by the legally secure status of Kosciuszko National Park and the relative adequacy 

of its staffing. This also accounts for why the evaluations of ‘direct’ and ‘indirect 

human threats’ were less important. Evaluation area issues not frequently 

identified also included ‘national policy’ and ‘national conservation performance’ 

and organisational systems level ‘management planning’ issues reflecting a focus 

of respondents for one park only. 

8.6.2 Evaluation methods 
Nine types of evaluation methods were identified as being used at Kosciuszko 

National Park. The Park used at least one of these evaluation methods for a given 

12 month period, but many respondents (51%) advised they were aware that many 

more (10 to 19 or more) were being used. This range of methods was consistent 

with the range of evaluation purposes and the internal and external demand for 

evaluation in the Park. 

New Public Management and administration evaluation method types 

(management planning, operational planning, finances, staff resources, 

effectiveness evaluation, and business planning) were recognised by most 

respondents, with science technical, state of the parks and threat evaluation types 

being important. A research advantage of surveying one park is the high 

probability that all types of evaluation methods being used were identified. 

An important finding was that the most commonly used evaluation methods were 

dominated by New Public Management and administration and science technical 

assessments. However, there was dissatisfaction about how effective they were in 

providing the information that was needed and how efficiently they were 

organised. 

 

The very short duration (about one month) issue based types of evaluations were 

different to those identified for the international and Australia surveys. They were 

unplanned and were identified by Kosciuszko practitioners as ‘ministerials’. 

While they were essential, and originated from the democratic process of 

government (such as questions in Parliament or letters to Ministers) they also 

demanded immediate availability of evaluation information. As such, they were 
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disruptive to routine Park operations and consumed substantial staff time and 

financial resources. Respondents sought more effective evaluation systems to deal 

with these ‘ministerials’. No doubt this was one of the reasons why the subject-

required ‘process-procedures review’ was in the top 36 subjects needed. There 

purpose of such evaluations was primarily accountability. By reviewing some 

examples of ministerials for 2003-2004 (for example) it was found that evaluation 

subjects were dominated by output assessments (Table 8.15), and this example 

has been illustrated in the context of other evaluation subjects-requited (Figure 

8.4) (DEC 2005b). Such ‘ministerial assessments’ are recognised by the literature 

as ‘rapid evidence assessments’ (Davies et al. 2006) and are developed by 

governments to effectively utilise existing research evidence. Given that some of 

the information may be in an unfinished state of preparation, the information is 

used with caution (Davies et al. 2006). From my own experience as a practitioner, 

considerable resources are committed to these ministerials, and they need to be 

seen as a fundamental part of evaluation completed by organisations. 

 

This finding introduces an additional level of complexity to the management of 

evaluation. It requires an organisation’s evaluation management system to have a 

capacity to respond to short term evaluation issues, to have the right ‘core’ 

evaluation information, and to be capable of integrating and sharing other 

evaluation data. Scalability of evaluation information will be important. 

Identifying the most common evaluation subjects-required is an important 

beginning. 
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Figure 8.4 Six very short duration issue based evaluations for 2003-2004 relative to the cycle 
of management (and compared with the 36 subjects-required data) (Source Table 8.15)  
 
Key 
Solid arrow: evaluation subjects that are conducted over the long term (greater than 12 months 
Dashed arrow: evaluation subjects that are conducted during the 12 months management cycle 
Dotted arrow: issue based evaluation subjects conducted in a very short duration (one month) 
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8.7 CONCLUSION 

A list of 36 most common evaluation subjects-required were identified from a 

range of 205 subjects for Kosciuszko National Park. The mostly full-time 

protected area management professionals considered evaluation to be an essential 

part of management, with most identifying more than 10 different evaluation 

methods used in the previous 12 months. The responses from the Kosciuszko full 

time practitioners were importantly, for this research, quite similar to the 

responses of the mixed respondents of the International survey. A balanced 

approach to effectiveness evaluation was identified for the Park with all six 

evaluation elements included among the 36 subjects-required. Strategically 

important evaluation subjects for organisations, such as staff numbers and staff 

competency, however were not identified by most respondents. Nine (of 21) 

different evaluation method types were identified, and these were dominated by 

New Public Management and administration types. Short term evaluation 

(ministerial) requirements were quite important. Evaluation workload was 

identified as a key issue, with multiple external and internal accountabilities 

requiring substantial, non discretionary assessments. Compounding this problem 

were poor evaluation management support systems, and unplanned, essential, 

short duration issue based evaluations, that required immediate staff time and 

financial resources. The  
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CHAPTER 9: MOST COMMON TO CORE  

9.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 presented the survey results for protected area practitioners 

internationally, for one nation, and for one protected area, respectively, and also 

identified the most common evaluation subjects-required and the commonly used 

evaluation methods. Chapter 9 uses these results to identify a minimum set of core 

subjects for evaluation that are likely to be required by most protected area 

organisations. Thirty core subjects were analysed from the 56 most common 

subjects-required. The analysis resulted in the first compiled group of the most 

important evaluation subjects needed for management effectiveness evaluation. 

The subjects were selected if they were: present in all three surveys; important for 

administrative and New Public Management evaluation information use; and 

important for protected area management operations information use. Such core 

subjects have the potential to provide guidance for the management of evaluation, 

including the selection of evaluation subjects, the selection of indicators and the 

improvement of efficiencies in information collection. 

9.2 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter examines whether a core set of evaluation subjects can be established 

from the most common subjects used identified from the international, national 

and Park data sets. Examples of evaluation methods are used to guide the analysis. 

The identified core subjects can be considered a guide (rather than a prescription) 

for a set of evaluation subjects that are needed by an organisation. As each 

organisation’s evaluation needs are situational, the core subjects used will be 

different for each organisation. 

9.3 AIM 

The aims of Chapter 9 are to identify:  

• the core subjects from the most common evaluation subjects-required; and 

• the characteristics of core subjects, including duration (less than or greater 

than 12 months), the most likely method used, their context relative to the full 



236 

range of evaluation subjects-required identified, and, their relationship with 

commonly used evaluation methods. 

9.4 METHOD 

9.4.1 Identifying core subjects 
The identification of a core set of subjects involved four steps. 

Step one compared the most common evaluation subjects-required from the 

international, national and single park surveys. If the same subject was common in 

all three surveys, then it was considered to be a core subject (unless there was 

high potential for data entry bias). This alignment showed that the subject was 

required by many organisations in many countries, by many organisations in one 

country, and by many people in one park. 

Step two determined the relative importance of the most common subjects as a 

source of evaluation information for protected area administrative and New Public 

Management purposes. This ranking was achieved by: 

• identifying how frequently the subject was being used by reviewing the 

examples of different evaluation reports provided to this research (Appendices 

6.11, 7.10 and 8.11). 

• reviewing examples of how the subject was used from the literature; and 

• using decision making criteria and my own judgement (based on my 34 years 

of protected area management experience). 

The decision making criteria were based on identified importance (high, medium 

or low). A subject was given high importance if it provided essential information 

for any of the following: a plan of management, business planning, annual reports, 

corporate plan, administration review, staff and financial management, identifying 

outputs and outcomes of management actions, and responses to external 

effectiveness evaluations (such as cost-effectiveness reporting). Medium 

importance was given if a subject provided some background information in 

support of the information needs, while low importance was assigned if it 

contributed little administrative and New Public Management information. 

Step three involved identifying the relative importance of the most common 

subjects and their use as a source of evaluation information for park management 

operational purposes. This procedure repeated that in step two above, with once 

again the decision making criteria were being based on importance. Subjects were 
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considered to have high importance if they were essential for protected area 

systems review, state of the parks reporting, operational reports, external reporting 

such as World Heritage reporting, and identifying the achievement of the plan of 

management objectives such as for threat reduction and species conservation. 

They had medium importance if they were not regularly required for such 

reporting purposes and low importance if they contributed little to the protected 

area management. 

Step four determined the high, medium or low potential status for data entry bias 

of a commonly used subjects. This assessment was based on my knowledge of the 

data entry process. 

Additionally there was the potential for data entry bias to influence the ranking of 

some core subjects. Consequently the evaluation subjects-required data for 

subjects ranked immediately below the ‘most common’ cut-off for the three 

surveys were checked to ensure that there were no subjects displaced. 

9.4.2 Characteristics of core subjects 
The characteristics of core subjects such as the most likely evaluation method 

used and its likely duration were determined from information from the three 

surveys. 

9.5 RESULTS  

9.5.1 Core subjects 
Fifty-six most common subjects-required were identified from combining the 

international, Australia and Park data sets (Table 9.1). After comparing the three 

data sets it was immediately evident that a concept of core subjects could be 

applied to the data. Indeed, eighteen of 19 subjects-required were identified as 

such by all three surveys because of their overlap and their high importance (for 

administration - New Public Management use and park management operational 

use) (Tables 9.1, 9.2). An additional 12 subjects-required were also placed in the 

core grouping because of their generally high importance (Table 9.2), although 

there may have been little or no overlap between data sets. All six evaluation 

elements of the expanded-WCPA framework were represented (Figure 9.1). Any 

subjects which demonstrated a high potential for data entry bias, such as the 

subject-required values-fungi (which had biased data entry recording due to the 
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standard recording procedure for biodiversity data -Appendix 6.1) were excluded 

from core status (Table 9.2). 
Table 9.1 The 56 most common evaluation subjects-required sourced from three surveys 
(Source: Tables 6.10, 7.12, and 8.8).  
The 30 core evaluation subjects are identified (bold text and shaded) 
● Most common evaluation subject-required  

▲ Additional data check: This symbol identifies most common subjects-required that were ranked greater than the ‘cut-
off” but less than rank 38 for the three surveys. *1. 
 
Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Evaluation Subject Int’l 
 

Nat Park 
 

Context Values Natural (biotic) 
values 

Flora ● ● ● 

   Fauna ● ● ● 
   Fungi ● ● ● 
  Natural (abiotic) Water ● ● ● 
   Geological features  ● ● 
  Cultural 

happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Sites of significance ● ● ● 

   Structures ● ● ● 
   Cultural-historical values   ● 
  Social 

phenomena 
Recreation opportunities ▲ ● ▲ 

   Value economic benefits ● ● ● 
   Community values, 

attitudes 
● ●  

 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 
values 

Flora ● ● ● 

   Fauna ● ● ● 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land 

types 
● ●  

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Sustainable use  ● ● 
   Management performance  ●  
 Identified threat Physical threat Fire  ● ● 
  Biological threat Weed invasions ▲ ● ● 
   Pest animals  ● ● 
  Direct human 

threat 
Grazing ●   

   Poaching ●   
   Fishing ● ▲  
   Mining ●   
   Trampling ●   
   Management action, 

inaction 
 ● ● 

  Indirect threat Adjoining landuse impacts ●   
   Urban encroachment ●   
   Impacts to climate ●  ▲ 
 Vulnerability Management 

issues 
Management risks  ●  

 National policy Presence national 
conservation 
policy 

Commitment national 
conservation 

● ●  

Planning Individual PA 
planning & 
design 

Individual PA 
plan 

Presence of a POM ● ● ● 

   Level of execution of 
POM 

● ● ● 
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Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Evaluation Subject Int’l 
 

Nat Park 
 

   Supplementary plans 
 

  ● 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital funds ● ● ● 

   Grant funds ● ● ● 
   Recurrent funds ● ● ● 
   Dollar effectiveness  ● ● 
  Adequacy of 

human resources 
Sufficient staff resources ● ▲ ▲ 

   Staff competencies ●  ▲ 
Process Management 

process 
Managerial 
processes 

Operational systems ▲ ● ● 

   Procedures review   ● 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of 
products 

Projects completed  ● ● 
  Delivery of 

services 
Visitor information 
services 

 ●  

   Educational services   ● 
  Delivery of 

work programs 
Weed area reduced  ● ● 

   Pest animals removed   ● 
   Progress reports ● ● ● 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora ● ● ● 

   Fauna ● ● ● 
   Fungi   ● 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land 

types 
 ●  

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water   ● 
 Severity of 

threat 
Physical threat Fire  ●  

  Biological threat Weed invasions  ● ● 
  Direct human 

threats 
Visitor use ● ● ● 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

Objectives achieved for 
individual PA 

● ● ● 

Key 
Int’l = International; Nat= National (Australia); Park = One Park (Kosciuszko National Park); PA = protected area; POM = 
protected area management 
 

Core subjects identified by all three surveys 
 

Core subjects not identified by all three surveys 
 

(*1 Note: This analysis was completed to check whether any important subjects-required had been missed through potential 
inflated rankings caused by data entry bias. No new core subjects were identified but the check provided additional 
confirmation of the status of some of core subjects, and these have been shown) 
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Table 9.2 The relative importance (to users) of 56 evaluation subjects-required 
(The importance is based on: 1) administration and New Public Management (NPM) use needs, 
and 2) protected area operational management needs). (Source: Table 9.4) (The 30 core subjects are 
shown as bold. The potential for data entry bias for each subject is shown) 
H = High importance; M = medium importance; L = low importance 
HP = high potential for bias; MP = medium potential for bias; LP = low potential for bias; NA = not applicable 
Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Most common 
evaluation subject-
required 

Admin and 

NPM use 

needs 

PAOM 

use 

needs 

Data 

entry bias 

status 

Context Values Natural (biotic) 
values 

Flora H H MP 

   Fauna H H MP 
   Fungi M L HP 
  Natural (abiotic) Water H M LP 
   Geological features M L LP 
  Cultural 

happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Sites of significance H M LP 

   Structures H M LP 
   Cultural-historical values H L NA 
  Social 

phenomena 
Recreation opportunities H M LP 

   Value economic benefits H M LP 
   Community values, 

attitudes 
H H NA 

 Baseline values Natural (biotic) 
values 

Flora H H LP 

   Fauna H H LP 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land 

types 
H H NA 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Sustainable use M M NA 

   Management performance M M NA 
 Identified threat Physical threat Fire H H LP 
  Biological threat Weed invasions H H LP 
   Pest animals H H LP 
  Direct human 

threat 
Grazing H M HP 

   Poaching H H MP 
   Fishing H M HP 
   Mining H M HP 
   Trampling H M HP 
   Management action, 

inaction 
H M NA 

  Indirect threat Adjoining landuse impacts H M HP 
   Urban encroachment H H MP 
   Impacts to climate H H LP 
 Vulnerability Management 

issues 
Management risks H M NA 

 National policy Presence national 
conservation 
policy 

Commitment national 
conservation 

L L LP 

Planning Individual PA 
planning and 
design 

Individual PA 
plan 

Presence of a POM H H LP 

   Level of execution of 
POM 

H H LP 

   Supplementary plans H M NA 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital funds H H LP 

   Grant funds H H LP 
   Recurrent funds H H LP 
   Dollar effectiveness H H NA 
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Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Most common 
evaluation subject-
required 

Admin and 

NPM use 

needs 

PAOM 

use 

needs 

Data 

entry bias 

status 

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff resources H H LP 

   Staff competencies H H LP 
Process Management 

process 
Managerial 
processes 

Operational systems H H LP 

   Procedures review M M NA 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of 
products 

Projects completed M M LP 

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor information 
services 

M H LP 

   Educational services M M LP 
  Delivery of 

work programs 
Weed area reduced H H LP 

   Pest animals removed H H LP 
   Progress reports H H LP 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora H H MP 

   Fauna H H MP 
   Fungi L L HP 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land 

types 
H H LP 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water H H LP 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threat Fire H H LP 

  Biological threat Weed invasions H H LP 
  Direct human 

threats 
Visitor use H H NA 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

Objectives achieved for 
individual PA 

H H NA 

Key 
Int’l = International; Nat= National (Australia); NPM = New Public Management; Park = One Park (Kosciuszko National 
Park); PA = protected area; PAM = protected area management; PAOM = Protected area operational management; POM = 
plan of management; Admin = administration; Manag’l = managerial 
 
…….  Core evaluation subjects identified by all three surveys 

 
           Core evaluation subjects not identified by all three surveys 
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Figure 9.1 Thirty core subjects presented by six evaluation elements (and 10 (of 13) evaluation 
criteria of the expanded-WCPA framework) 
Key 
ach = achieved; Comm’y = community; ecosys = ecosystem; hab = habitat; Ind = individual; objs = objectives; opport’s = 
opportunities; Op = operational; PA = protected area; POM = plan of management; Prog = progress; signif = significance; 
syst = system. 
 

Thirty core subjects 
A final list of 30 core subjects was compiled. The list was based on: their most 

common status for three surveys (Table 9.1); their relative importance (medium-

high) for use as a source of evaluation information for administration-New Public 

Management and park management operation purposes (Table 9.2); and their low 

to medium potential data entry bias potential (Table 9.2) (Figure 9.1). The 30 core 

subjects are described further (in order of the six evaluation elements). 

Context 
Seventeen core subjects were identified for assessing the element context and 

specifically the evaluation criteria of values, baseline values and threats (Figure 

9.1).  

Expanded-WCPA 
framework categories 

Context Planning Inputs Process Outputs Outcomes 

Values 
Flora 
Fauna 
Water 
Sites of signif 
Structures 
Econ benefits 
Rec Opport’s 
Com’y values 
 
Baseline Values 
Flora 
Fauna 
Ecosys, hab, type 
 
Identified threat 
Fire 
Weeds 
Pest animals 
Poaching 
Urban encroach 
Impacts climate 

Individual 
PA 
POM pres 
POM exec 

Mgmt  
inputs 
Capital 
Grant 
Recurrent 
Sufficient staff 
Staff competency 

Mgmt 
process 
Op syst 

Mgmt 
Outputs  
Prog report 

Change in 
condition 
Flora 
Fauna 
 
Severity of 
threat 
Visitor  use 
 
Management 
outcomes 
Ind PA objs ach 
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Values 

Eight core subjects fell within the values criteria (flora, fauna, water, cultural sites 

of significance, cultural structures, economic benefits, recreational opportunities 

and community values-attitudes). Their importance was reflected by the examples 

of evaluation reports provided by respondents (Table 9.2, Appendices 6.11, 7.10 

and 8.11). The information they provided was important for understanding the 

natural heritage, cultural heritage and economic benefit status of protected areas. 

This knowledge is especially important as in the past 15 years, the number of 

global protected areas has grown from 30,000 (Bishop et al. 2004) to 113,707 

(UNEP-WCMC 2005) (Chapter 1). The information is required to help plan and 

manage these protected areas. The eight core subjects could be said to reflect a 

catch up period, where practitioners are systematically assessing the values of 

their protected areas in readiness for management decision making. On-going 

revisions of plans of management will also require further evaluations of these 

core subjects.  

 

Six of these eight core subjects were common in all three surveys (Table 9.1), 

while ‘community values’ was common in both the international and Australia 

surveys. It had high importance for administration and managerial uses and for 

protected area management operational uses (Table 9.2) and this result is 

consistent with other studies (Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004a, Borrini-

Feyerabend et al. 2006, Lockwood et al. 2006). Indeed, its importance for 

management was highlighted when, ‘working with communities’ was identified as 

a key recommendation of the recent World Parks Congress (IUCN 2005). Davies 

et al. (2006) for example state that research evidence on the attitudes, values and 

understanding of ordinary citizens is very important for effective government. 

Although community attitude was not amongst the most common subjects-

required at Kosciuszko, many Park interviewees stated the importance of working 

with the community, and the need to evaluate community attitudes and values 

(Appendix 8.6).  

 

Although not ranked as most common in the international and Kosciuszko Park 

surveys, ‘recreational opportunities’ was still used regularly in protected area 

evaluations (Tables 9.1, 9.2) Assessing the range of appropriate recreational 

opportunities for protected areas is a critical part of establishing the planning 
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context for a protected area. For example, tourism and visitor use of protected 

areas is very important for many nations (Eagles and McCool 2002) as a major 

source of revenue. It is also a tool used for promoting tourism to regional 

locations within countries (Worboys et al. 2005). In Australia for example, 

protected areas received an estimated 108 million visits in 2005 (Chapter 7), both 

domestic (from a base population of 22 million) and international visitors. Indeed, 

international tourism (including to protected areas) is forecast to steadily increase 

(WTTC 2004) thus making the future planning for tourism even more important. 

 

An evaluation of economic benefits of a protected area helps managers and others 

to highlight and promote the positive aspects and importance of protected areas. 

This approach is important and may also be linked to social and cultural 

sensitivities for protected area staff living and working with local communities. 

There may be some communities where there is scepticism of the benefits of 

protected areas, and thus promoting the economic benefits could reduce such 

antagonism. 

Baseline values 

Baseline flora and fauna evaluation needs were common in all three surveys and 

had high importance (Tables 9.1 and 9.2, Figure 9.1). Assessing the baseline 

values of flora and fauna reflects a principal purpose of protected areas, 

biodiversity conservation (IUCN 1994, 2004c). Such baseline assessment may 

vary from comprehensive scientific assessments to less intensive assessments 

such as those used for the development of indicis, used to calculate the relative 

density of species (such as elephants in Uganda protected areas) from 

opportunistic data collection (Makombo and Schmidt 2003). 

The core subject ‘ecosystem, habitat and land types’ a landscape level assessment 

of the condition of ecosystem, landscape and land types was common in the 

international and national surveys, and was considered to have high importance 

(Tables 9.1 and 9.2). The result highlighted that practitioners and scientists were 

becoming increasingly concerned about the need to conserve biodiversity at a 

landscape scale and thus ensure the conservation of species (Soulé and Terbough 

1999, Worboys et al. 2005, Chester, 2006, Crooks and Sanjayan 2006, Hilty et al. 

2006, Lockwood et al. 2006). International reporting of the condition and change 
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in condition of major ecoregions and biodiversity hotspots is being assessed at this 

scale (Olson et al. 2000, 2001, Rodrigues et al. 2003).  

Identified threats 

Six ‘identified threat’ core subjects (Figure 9.1) were identified from a possible 46 

(Tables 9.3 and 9.4). No single threat was prominent for all three surveys 

probably because situational circumstances influenced the nature of threats 

identified. From their research, Hockings et al. (2004), and also advised of 

situational limits to the concept evaluation information. This research (and the 

literature review) found that some of the most common threat subjects apply to 

many countries (Table 9.3). However, six core subjects were selected because 

they had high importance ratings and they had most common status in at least one 

of the three surveys. 

 

One threat, fire was important in many countries. This was especially so for 

Australia, the Central African Republic, Ecuador, Nepal (Carey et al. 2000), and 

for South Africa (Goodman 2003), Bhutan (Tshering 2003), Russia (Tyrlyshkin 

2003), and Kalimantan Indonesia (IUCN 1999).  

 

Additionally, weeds and pest animals were a key issue for protected areas (Table 

9.3) which is not surprising seeing that invasive species directly affect 30% of 

threatened birds, 11% of threatened amphibians and 8% of threatened mammals 

(IUCN 2004b). Invasives were a problem in Australia, New Zealand (Carey et al. 

2000) and South Africa (Goodman 2003). Both weeds and pest animals were 

common in the Australian and Park surveys, but only weeds were common in the 

international survey (Table 9.1). Nevertheless, both had high importance based on 

an assessment of evaluation information use needs (Table 9.2). While pest animals 

may cause destruction to a protected area, the international data identified that 

they were not commonly evaluated as a threat. This could result from the 

situational nature of the problem, such as invasive species impacting islands 

(IUCN 2004b), or managers who have more urgent issues such as poaching 

(WWF 2004). Unfortunately, but importantly, the threat from invasive species 

was predicted to increase with climate change (Pickering et al. 2004, 2005, Price 

and Neville, 2004). 
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Table 9.3 Threats to protected areas identified by this thesis compared with threats identified by other surveys (Core subjects are shaded) 
(Modified from Carey et al. 2000, WWF 2004, Hockings et al. 2006. The information sourced from Hockings et al. 2006 is ranked as shown in brackets (1 to 10) 

Questionnaire 
derived evaluation 
subjects-required 
Identified threats 

Threats facing 43 of 
the worlds most 
threatened protected 
areas. (IUCN 1984) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

Survey of 135 parks in 
50 countries (Machlis 
and Tichnell 1985) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

Survey of 148 national 
parks in South 
America. (Amend and 
Amend 1985) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

IUCN 1994 Regional 
survey of protected 
areas (McNeely et al. 
1994) (Hockings et al. 
2006) 

2003 IUCN delegate 
survey (responses from 
479 delegates) (Hockings 
et al. 2005b) (Hockings et 
al. 2006) 

Protected areas threats 
likely to be faced by 
protected areas 
identified by Carey et 
al. 2000 (Not ranked) 

Key protected area 
threats from nearly 200 
protected areas in forest 
protected areas in 34 
countries (WWF 2004) 

Earthquakes        
Landslides        
Fire  ● (7) ● (9)  ● (7) ●  
Severe weather        
Soil erosion  ● (4)      
Geological risks        
Snow ice impacts        
Salinity        
Weed invasions     ● (2) Invasive species ● Invasive species  
Pest animals     ● (2) Invasive species ● Invasive species  
Introduced 
organisms 

       

Threats to intrinsic , 
spiritual, aesthetic 
values  

       

Human health 
issues 

       

Illegal clearing ● (10)  Forestry 
activities(?) 

● (3)  Removal of 
vegetation 

● (1) Extraction of 
natural resources 

 ● (4) Commercial over 
harvesting 

● Illegal logging, 
fuelwood collection 

● Illegal logging. Non-
timber forest products 

Grazing ● (8)  ● (4) Agriculture and 
grazing 

 ● (8) Inappropriate 
livestock grazing 

● 
 

 

Poaching ● (4) ● (1) Illegal removal 
of animal life 

● (1) Extraction of 
natural resources 

● (8) ● (6) Poaching and illegal 
harvesting 

● Wildlife trade ● 

Hunting    ● (6) Over harvesting 
(e.g. timber, wildlife, 

water 

● (4) Commercial over 
harvesting 

● Bushmeat hunting 
Trophy hunting 

 

Fishing   ● (1) Extraction of 
natural resources 

 ● (4) Commercial over 
harvesting 

●Over fishing  

Mining ● (7)  ● (1) Extraction of 
natural resources 

 ● (9) Extraction of 
minerals and gas 

●  Oil and gas 
extraction, mining 

 

Trampling  ● (10)      
Visitor use    ● (10) Development 

tourism adjac’t landuse 
   

Development ● (6) Inappropriate 
internal development  

 
 

  ● (10) Development, 
tourism, adjac’t landuse 

● (5 )Infrastructure 
development 

● Transport links  
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Questionnaire 
derived evaluation 
subjects-required 
Identified threats 

Threats facing 43 of 
the worlds most 
threatened protected 
areas. (IUCN 1984) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

Survey of 135 parks in 
50 countries (Machlis 
and Tichnell 1985) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

Survey of 148 national 
parks in South 
America. (Amend and 
Amend 1985) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

IUCN 1994 Regional 
survey of protected 
areas (McNeely et al. 
1994) (Hockings et al. 
2006) 

2003 IUCN delegate 
survey (responses from 
479 delegates) (Hockings 
et al. 2005b) (Hockings et 
al. 2006) 

Protected areas threats 
likely to be faced by 
protected areas 
identified by Carey et 
al. 2000 (Not ranked) 

Key protected area 
threats from nearly 200 
protected areas in forest 
protected areas in 34 
countries (WWF 2004) 

Management 
action/inaction 

 ● (6) Conflicting 
demands on mgmt 

● (8) Insufficient 
control 

● (5) Inadequate 
legislation, policy 

administrative 
arrangements 

   

Political impacts    ● (9) Absence of 
political will 

   

Land invasion by 
people 

  ● (6) Illegal 
occupancy 

  ● Settlement ● Encroachment 

Human conflict      ● Impacts of war  
Crime        
Adjoining landuse 
impacts 

● (5)   ● (10) Development, 
tourism, adjac’t landuse 

● (1)(3) Adjacent landuse, 
agricultural encroachment  

  

Urban 
encroachment 

● (2)   ● (7)    

Impacts to climate      ● Climate change  
Impacts to air      ● Air pollution  
Impacts to water 
quality 

   ● (6) Over harvesting 
(e.g.timber, wildlife, 

water 

● (10) Water extraction  ● Aquatic pollution  

Inadequate mgmt 
resources 

● (1) ● (2) Lack of mgmt 
personnel 

● (2) Lack of qualified 
staff 

● (2) Inadequate staff 
numbers and training 

   

Sustainable use    ● (6) Over harvesting 
(timber, wildlife, water) 

● (4) Commercial over 
harvesting  

  

Poverty        
Sea level rise        
Threats identified  by Hockings et al. 2006 not identified by the questionnaire     
Change in water 
regime or hydro 
development 

● (3)       

Military activity ● (9)       
Local attitudes  ● (5)      
Human harassment 
of animals 

 ● (8)      

Loss of habitat  ● (9)  ● (1) 
Habitat destruction 

 ● 
Agriculture conversion 

 

Land tenure not 
clarified 

  ● (3) 
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Questionnaire 
derived evaluation 
subjects-required 
Identified threats 

Threats facing 43 of 
the worlds most 
threatened protected 
areas. (IUCN 1984) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

Survey of 135 parks in 
50 countries (Machlis 
and Tichnell 1985) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

Survey of 148 national 
parks in South 
America. (Amend and 
Amend 1985) 
(Hockings et al. 2006) 

IUCN 1994 Regional 
survey of protected 
areas (McNeely et al. 
1994) (Hockings et al. 
2006) 

2003 IUCN delegate 
survey (responses from 
479 delegates) (Hockings 
et al. 2005b) (Hockings et 
al. 2006) 

Protected areas threats 
likely to be faced by 
protected areas 
identified by Carey et 
al. 2000 (Not ranked) 

Key protected area 
threats from nearly 200 
protected areas in forest 
protected areas in 34 
countries (WWF 2004) 

Inappropriate or 
undefined 
boundaries 

  ● (7)     

Poor park planning   ● (5)     
Legal occupancy   ● (10)     
Pollution    ● (3)    
Abbreviation 
Adac’t = adjacent, mgmt = management 
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Internationally, though not in Australia, poaching was a key issue for many 

protected areas (Table 9.3), including in Canada, Central African Republic, 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (Carey et al. 2000), China (Diqiang et al. 

2003), Russia (Tyrlyshkin 2003), South Africa (Goodman 2003), Bhutan 

(Tshering 2003), and India (Lockwood et al. 2006). The WWF (2004) identified it 

as the most severe threat for 200 forest protected areas in 34 countries and it was 

reported for 10 forested areas by an IUCN study (1999). With the forecast growth 

in global population from 6.5 to 9.1 billion people by 2050 (United Nations 2005) 

and forecast increases in poverty (MEAB 2005), increased pressures from 

poaching are likely to impact on many protected areas. Poaching is not seen as a 

major threat for Australia including Kosciuszko National Park (Table 9.1) and this 

research confirms this view. Probable reasons for this are Australia’s low 

population numbers and relatively satisfactory level of protected area staffing 

(Table 7.3).  

 

Increased populations can also mean urban encroachment on protected areas, and 

this was recognised as a common threat by the international survey (Table 9.1) as 

well as in other studies (Table 9.3). It was reported as a key threat in: WWF’s 200 

forest protected areas (WWF 2004); forest areas in 10 countries (IUCN 1999); 

Ecuador, Ethiopia and Mexico (Carey et al. 2000); South Africa (Goodman 2003); 

and Russia (Tyrlyshkin 2003). 

 

Another threat, climate change was identified as a ‘common subject’ in the 

international survey, and an important issue in the Australian and Kosciuszko 

National Park surveys. The threat from climate change will increase for protected 

areas with forecast biome shifts (Welch, 2005), sea level rise (Barber et al. 

2004a), and influences on hydrological cycles, invasive alien species and 

biodiversity loss (Barber et al. 2004a). Global climate change, for example, is 

forecast to exacerbate fire and weed issues in Australia and in other countries 

(Barber et al, 2004a, Lowe 2005; Barrie Pittock 2005, Pickering et al. 2004, 

2005).  

Other prominent threats of potential core subject status were identified in the 

surveys and literature (such as illegal clearing and mining) (Tables 9.1, 9.3), but 
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they were not recognised as core given the potential for data entry bias (Table 

9.2). 

Planning 
The core subject ‘presence of a plan of management’, and the level of its 

execution was common for all three surveys (Table 9.1, Figure 9.1) thus reflecting 

a commitment by most countries around the world to prepare plans of 

management for their protected areas. This result indicates that initiatives to 

establish protected area management planning as a routine task, have largely been 

successful (Lockwood et al. 2006). The presence of a plan of management or a 

process of creating a plan is important because they are fundamental to achieving 

the effective management of protected areas (Thomas and Middleton 2003, 

Lockwood et al. 2006) (Table 9.4). Many new plans will be required with the 

establishment of new protected areas (Chapter 1). However, achieving a plan of 

management may involve separate evaluations that take considerable time to 

complete (Table 9.4). Further, the level of execution of a plan of management is a 

separate evaluation and identifies a protected area organisation’s success (or 

otherwise) for systematically implementing the plan (Table 9.1). It is different to 

an evaluation which determines if the objectives of a plan of management have 

been successful or not. 

Inputs 
There were five ‘input’ core subjects. They were subjects that assessed: 1) capital 

funds; 2) grant funds; 3) recurrent funds; 4) sufficient staff resources; and 5) staff 

competencies (Figure 9.1, Table 9.4). Dollars and staff are a fundamental basis for 

managing protected areas (Thomas et al. 2000, Lockwood et al. 2006). The three 

core financial subjects (capital, grant and recurrent) were common to all three 

surveys highlighting the essential nature of these assessments for organisations 

(Table 9.1). There was less consistency for staff evaluations, though international 

respondents supported the need for both staff number and staff competency 

assessments. Indeed, the effective management of staff is recognised as being 

critical for successful protected area management (Bartol et al. 1998, Robbins et 

al. 2003, Lockwood et al. 2006). 

Process 
The core subject ‘operational systems’ in the evaluation element process reflects a 

need to constantly review and refine operational processes and systems to achieve 
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effective management (Figure 9.1, Table 9.4). The resulting improvements may 

be needed because of changed operational environments, new legislative 

requirements, legal requirements, safety requirements, improvements to 

efficiencies or other reasons. This core subject also reflects comments made by 

the senior executive focus group (Chapter 3), where they sought greater emphasis 

on how protected area management actions were achieved rather than what was 

achieved (Table 9.4).  

Outputs 
For the outputs element, ‘progress reports’ was common to all three surveys and 

had high importance (Figure 9.1, Table 9.2). A progress report refers to the 

establishing and improving of the system of reporting and monitoring of 

management action achievements against established milestones (Table 9.4). 

Many respondents (Chapters 6, 7 and 8) had no system for progress reporting or 

they needed improvements to their system. Such reporting provides a mechanism 

for tracking the progress of actions, and for implementing adaptive action if this 

was required. 

Outcome 
Four core subjects relate to the outcomes element and they are common to all 

three surveys (Tables 9.1, 9.2, 9.4). The core subjects, change in condition of 

fauna and flora was consistent with  the principal purpose of establishing 

protected areas (IUCN 1994); the requirements of the Convention on Biological 

Diversity (SCB 2001); and a professional approach to managing these aspects of 

biodiversity in protected areas. The severity of threat of visitor use was identified 

by the international, Australian and Kosciuszko National Park surveys as being a 

serious issue for protected area evaluation (Table 9.1). Of particular importance 

was the physical disturbance and other impacts of visitors (e.g. Figgis 1999, Carey 

et al. 2000, Green and Higginbottom 2001, Newsome et al. 2002, Buckley 2003, 

Buckley and King 2003, Bushel 2003, Higginbottom 2004, Newsome et al. 2005, 

Tonge et al. 2005, Worboys et al. 2005, Leung and Monz 2006).  

 

The core subject, the ‘objectives achieved for an individual protected area’ help to 

evaluate the success (or otherwise) of management effort for a protected area 

(Jones 2000, 2005). It is an important and basic principle of protected area 

management (Table 9.4). For some organisations, it is the major focus of 
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evaluations (TPHA 2004), and for most other organisations, it is a very important 

part of a suite of evaluations (Hockings et al. 2006). 

9.5.2 Characteristics of core subjects 
The characteristics of each of the 30 core subjects are described. The description 

includes information about the most likely evaluation method used by the core 

subject, the duration of the method, why the evaluation information is potentially 

needed by protected area managers and how the information is potentially used. 

Examples of core subject evaluations are provided. The source of this information 

is described. 

1) The most likely evaluation method and most likely duration information are 

sourced from the analysis completed of the three surveys. 

2) The evaluation information needed is sourced from the focus group participant 

comments and qualitative comments from the survey respondents and;  

3) Guidance for identifying the potential use of evaluation information is sourced 

from examples of evaluation reports provided for this research, and my personal 

protected area management experience.  

The information is presented in Table 9.4 which provides: 

1) the most likely evaluation method used to evaluate the single core subject; 

2) the most likely duration of that method; 

3) the potential need for the core subject (expressed as questions); and 

4) how the evaluation information is potentially used for the high priority 

evaluation purposes required by protected area organisations. Examples of 

evaluations using the core subject are sourced from data obtained by this research. 
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Table 9.4 Characteristics of core subjects 
Identifying: 1) potential need; 2) potential use; 3); most likely evaluation method and duration, 4) 
importance status; and 5) examples of evaluations used for core evaluation subjects 
Sources 
1. Potential need: Comments from respondents (Appendices 6.7; 7.9 and 8.6)  
2. Potential evaluation report topics and examples (Appendices 6.11, 7.10 and 8.11) 
3. Most likely types of evaluation methods and duration (Tables 6.16, 7.16, and 8.12) 
4. Importance status: Comments from respondents (Appendices 6.7; 7.9 and 8.6) 
Key 
(L = Long duration; S = Short duration).  

Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Values-flora  Science-

technical 
(L) 

Potential need: 
• What flora is present within a protected area? 
• What is the significance of the flora present? 
Potential administration and New Public Management use: high 
• Establishing objectives of management 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
• Status evaluation (World Heritage; Ramsar; national 

significance) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• flora species management 
• fire management 
• visitor use management 
• biodiversity management 
• ecosystem management 
Example 1: Uganda flora and fauna survey  
Example 2: Malaysia floral survey, limestone hills 
 

Values-fauna  Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential needs:  
• What fauna is present within a protected area? 
• What is the significance of the fauna present? 
Potential administration and New Public Management use: high 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
• Status evaluation (World Heritage; Ramsar; national 

significance) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• fauna species management 
• threat management 
• fire management 
• visitor use management 
• biodiversity management 
• ecosystem management 
Example 1: Kosciuszko National Park post 2003 fire surveys (fauna and 
flora) 
Example 2: Kenya: Man and the Biosphere inventory of birds and mammals 
 

Values-water Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the water quality of a stream in a protected area?  
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Status assessment (e.gRamsar) 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
• Licensing compliance requirements 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Drinking water management 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
• Stream flow management 
• Licensed discharge management 
Example 1. Australian Alps stream health monitoring program 
Example 2. Kosciuszko National Park 5 year study of water quality 
and the use of road de-icing salt 
 

Values-cultural 
sites of 

significance  

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential needs: 
• What are the significant cultural sites for a protected area? 
• What is the cultural significance for each cultural site within a 

protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
• Status evaluation (World Heritage; national significance) 
Potential protected area operational management use: medium 
• Site management 
• Education and visitor management 
• Fire management 
Example 1. Mongolia: Inventories of winter camps and pristine areas 
used by nomadic livestock herders 
Example 2. Survey of Aboriginal heritage, Tantangara Dam, 
Kosciuszko National Park NSW Australia. 
 

Values-cultural 
structures  

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential needs: 
• What are the significant cultural structures for a protected area? 
• What is the cultural significance of a cultural structure within a 

protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high  
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
• Status evaluation (World Heritage; national significance) 
Potential protected area operational management use: medium 
• Site management 
• Education and visitor management 
• Fire management 
Example 1. Australian Capital Territory. Cultural heritage evaluation 
(Shaping our Territory) 
Example 2. South Africa. Ukhalamba Drakensberg Cultural Resource 
Management Plan. 
 

Values-
recreation 

opportunity 

 Potential needs: 
• What are the recreation opportunity values of a protected area? 
• What recreation opportunities are provided for visitors for a 

protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
Potential protected area operational management use: medium 
• Visitor site management 
• Diversity of recreation opportunity management 
• Supply of visitor opportunities management 
• Tourism marketing management 
Example 1. Kosciuszko National park: Australian Alps Liaison 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Committee survey of visitor values of parks. 
Example 2. Malaysia: Tourism feasibility study, Kinabatangan 
Wildlife Sanctuary. 
 

Values- 
economic 
benefits  

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential needs: 
• What are the economic benefits that a protected area achieves for 

a local area (and beyond)? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Employment benefits (resourcing bids) 
• Regional economic benefits (resourcing bids) 
• Prioritising resource allocation 
 
Potential protected area operational management use: medium 
• marketing the economic benefits of a protected area 
• marketing the water catchment benefits 
Example 1. Mauritania: Economic and environmental assessment 
study 
Example 2. Parks Victoria, Australia. Economic benefits of parks 
report  
 

Values-
community 

values-attitudes 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What are the (local) community values and attitudes? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high  
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Resource allocation prioritisation 
Potential protected area operational management use: medium 
• Consultation management 
• Co-operative partnership management (issues and initiatives) 
Example 1. Parks Canada: National public opinion poll 
Example 2. Austria: Hohe Tahern National Park public opinion poll  
 

Baseline-flora Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the baseline condition of flora for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• cost-effectiveness 
• establishing flora planning objectives 
• prioritising resource allocation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• flora management 
• fire management 
• pest flora species management 
• sustainable use of flora management 
Example 1: Wyperfield National Park, Victoria vegetation condition 
assessment. 
Example 2: Alpine vegetation baseline monitoring plots (GLORIA), 
climate change Kosciuszko National Park 
 

Baseline-fauna Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the baseline condition of fauna for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• cost-effectiveness 
• establishing fauna planning objectives 
• prioritising resource allocation 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• fauna management 
• pest animal species management 
• sustainable use of fauna management 
Example 1: Kosciuszko National Park NSW baseline evaluation of threatened 
species including the broad toothed rat (Mastocomys fuscus)  
Example 2: Baseline evaluation of birds on the Great Barrier Reef Marine 
Park, NSW 
 

Baseline 
values-

ecosystem, 
habitat, land 

types 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the baseline condition of ecosystem types, habitat types 

and land types? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Cost effectiveness of actions at a landscape scale 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
• Establishing planning objectives 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Ecosystem management 
• Climate change biome shift response management 
• Pest animal and weed management 
• Fire management 
Example 1: Kosciuszko National Park NSW, Ecologically 
Sustainable Forest Management identifying the extent and condition 
of forest ecosystems 
 

Identified 
threat-fire 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What are the fire threats for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Threat reduction (insurance) 
Potential protected area operational management use : high 
• Fire management 
• Property protection management 
• Fauna, and flora management 
• Catchment management 
• Soils management 
Example 1: Department of Environment and Conservation NSW 
Australia, Fire management planning 
Example 2: United States National Park Service FIREPRO – 
inventory of fire regimes 

Identified 
threat-weeds 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What are the weed threats for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Threat reduction (compliance) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Weed management 
• Conservation of threatened species management 
Example 1: Department of Environment and Conservation NSW 
Australia, South Coast Region pest and weed strategy 
Example 2: Kosciuszko National Park. Weed invasion plots 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Identified 
threat-pest 

animals 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What are the pest animal threats for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
• Establishing planning objectives 
• Threat reduction (compliance) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Pest animal management 
• Conservation of threatened species management 
Example 1: Kosciuszko National Park NSW, Tumut, pest animal 
strategy 
Example 2: Kosciuszko National Park NSW, Tumut, sand pit feral 
animal monitoring 
 

Identified 
threat-poaching 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What are the poaching threats for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Poaching management 
• Endangered species management 
Example 1: Uganda: Bird and large animal numbers quantified 
Example 2: Uganda: Use of the resources of the forest quantified 
 

Identified 
threat-urban 

encroachment 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the extent of urban encroachment for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Urban expansion management 
• Landuse planning 
• Community liaison management 
Example 1: Kenya: Socio-economic studies of adjacent communities 
(conflict) 
 

Identified 
threat-climate 

change 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the nature and extent of climate change effects on a 

protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Prioritisation of resource allocation 
• Establishing planning objectives 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Flora management 
• Fauna management 
• Fire management 
• Threats management 
• Water management 
• Energy management 
Example: Kosciuszko National Park NSW Department of 
Environment and Conservation alpine ecologist evaluation of snow 
cover, bird migration patterns and native mammal populations 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Individual PA 
planning and 

design-Presence 
of a plan of 

management 

Plan of 
management 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• Does a plan of management exist for a protected area? 
• What is the suite of evaluations required to prepare a plan of 

management? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Compliance reporting (presence or absence of a plan) 
• Establishing resourcing priorities 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Review of performance for a previous plan 
• Review and updating of baseline condition data 
• SWOT analysis for the protected area 
• Review and updating of assets 
• Review of management priorities 
• Review of community attitudes 
• Review of threats 
Example 1: Department of Environment and Conservation NSW 
Australia, preparation of the draft 2004 Kosciuszko National Park 
plan of management. 
Example 2: South Africa National Park Service Tabletop Mountain 
Strategic Management Plan Review 
 

Individual PA 
planning and 

design-Level of 
a execution of a 

plan of 
management 

Plan of 
management 

(S) 

Potential need: 
• What is the level of execution of a plan of management? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Implementation performance against targets 
• Resource allocation prioritisation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Budget preparation management 
• Staff and equipment deployment management 
• Adaptive management 
Example 1: Parks Canada 5 year review of plans of management 
Example 2: Parks Australia: Technical audit of the Pulu Keeling National 
Park Plan 
 

Management 
inputs: Capital 

funds 

Finance-
economics 

(S) 

Potential needs: 
• What capital funds are required for a protected area? 
• What capital funds have been allocated for a protected area? 
• How will the capital fund provided be allocated within a 

protected area? 
• What capital funds have been expended for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Budget compliance 
• Cost effectiveness 
Potential protected area operational management use : high 
• Budget estimate assessment 
• Budget management (financial reporting) 
• Budget effectiveness (cost controls) 
• Budget performance (annual review) 
Example 1: Kruger National Park, South Africa, annual budget 
process 
Example 2: Norfolk Island, Australia, annual budget review 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Management 
inputs: Grant 

funds 

Finance-
economics 

(S) 

Potential needs: 
• What grant funds are required for a protected area? 
• What is the status of grant fund expenditure? 
• How effective have the grant funds been in achieving the 

outcomes sought? 
• What grant funds have been expended for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Budget compliance 
• Objectives achieved 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Budget estimate assessment 
• Budget management (financial reporting) 
• Budget effectiveness (cost controls) 
• Budget performance (review against objectives) 
Example 1: Kosciuszko National Park. Evaluation of costs for projects 
 

Management 
inputs: 

Recurrent funds 

Finance-
economics 

(S) 

Potential need: 
• What recurrent funds are required for a protected area? 
• What recurrent funds have been allocated for a protected area? 
• How will the recurrent funds provided be allocated within a 

protected area? 
• What recurrent funds have been expended for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Budget compliance 
• Cost-effectiveness 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Budget estimate assessment 
• Budget management (financial reporting) 
• Budget effectiveness (cost controls) 
• Budget performance (annual review) 
Example 1: Western Australia CALM forward estimates evaluates 
the adequacy of resources being applied 
Example 2: Kosciuszko National Park, annual budget forecast 
process 
 

Management 
input: Sufficient 
staff resources 

Admin. 
review 

 (S) 

Potential need: 
• What staff numbers are required to manage a protected area? 
• What staff numbers are required for priority actions? 
• What staff numbers are available for priority actions? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Staff numbers management 
• Priority staff resourcing relative to the budget 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Staffing levels management 
• Rostering and leave management 
• Incident preparedness management 
• Recruitment management 
• Retirement management 
Example: Kosciuszko National Park review of resources required to 
manage newly acquired lands (Yaouk-Bill additions to Kosciuszko 
National Park) 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
 

Management 
input: Staff 

competencies 

Admin. 
review 

(S) 

Potential need: 
• What staff competencies are required to manage a protected 

area? 
• What competencies do protected area staff possess? 
• What competencies do protected area staff need? 
 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Staff training needs (prioritisation of resources) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Staff training management 
• Staff recruitment management 
• Occupational health and safety management 
Example: Kosciuszko National Park review of resources required to 
manage new lands (Yaouk-Bill) 
 

Management 
process: 

Operational 
systems 

Admin. 
review 

 (S) 

Potential needs: 
• What are the strengths and weaknesses of an operational system 

for a protected area? 
• How effective is an operational system? 
• What improvements are required for an operational system for a 

protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Effectiveness and efficiency of systems 
Potential protected area management uses: high 
• Review of an operational system 
• Review of how well actions were achieved 
• Review of how well resources were deployed 
• Review of how well staff were managed in achieving tasks 
• Review of customer service performance 
• Review of safety performance 
Example 1: Ghana, operational systems review 
Example 2: Parks Canada: Administration reviews and processes 
 

Management 
outputs: 

Progress reports 

Operational 
plan 
(S) 

Potential need: 
• What management actions should be subject to progress 

reporting? 
• Is there a progress reporting system in place? 
• How effective is the system which provides management action 

progress reports? 
Potential administration and New Public Management t uses: : high 
• Compliance reporting (budgeting) 
• Project milestone reporting (performance reporting) 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Project progress management 
• Project progress system reporting assessment 
Example 1: KwaZuluNatal operational task performance review (6 
months) 
Example 2: Arcadia: annual assessment of visitor satisfaction 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
 

Change in 
condition-flora 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the change in condition of flora for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Achievement of objectives  
• Budget prioritisation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Change in condition of flora from an established baseline 
• Adaptive management 
• Effectiveness assessment against industry standards 
• Cost effectiveness assessment 
• Goal progress assessment 
Example: Kosciuszko National Park. Change in vegetation (Costin 
plots) 
 

Change in 
condition-fauna 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the change in condition of fauna for a protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management use: high  
• Achievement of objectives  
• Budget prioritisation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Change in condition of fauna from an established baseline 
• Adaptive management 
• Effectiveness assessment against industry standards 
• Cost effectiveness assessment 
• Goal progress assessment 
Example 1: Kosciuszko National Park. Alpine ecologist Ken Green research 
into the populations of the broad-toothed rat (Mastocomys fuscus) 
 

Severity of 
threat-visitor 
use 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• What is the severity of threat of visitor use for sites within a 

protected area? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Achievement of objectives  
• Budget prioritisation 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Recreation Opportunity Spectrum category management 
• Provision of visitor services (facilities) management 
• Management of visitor demand (strategic marketing) 
• Fauna management 
• Flora management 
• Water management 
Example: Tasmania: Visitor use: Standing camps monitoring program 
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Core 
evaluation 

subjects (9.1) 
 

Most likely 
evaluation 

method and 
(duration)  
(Source: 3) 

• Potential evaluation needs (expressed as questions) 
• Potential use of evaluation information for administration 

and New Public Management needs and protected area 
operational management needs 

• Importance status (high, medium, low) and examples of 
evaluations 

(Sources: 1, 2, 4) 
Objectives 
achieved-
Objectives 
achieved for an 
individual 
protected area 
 

Science-
technical 

(L) 

Potential need: 
• Have the objectives of management for a protected area been 

achieved? 
Potential administration and New Public Management uses: high 
• Achievement of objectives 
Potential protected area operational management use: high 
• Flora management 
• Fauna management 
• Visitor management 
• Threats management 
• Staff management 
• Infrastructure and services management 
Example 1: Australia: Broad scale monitoring of the Great Barrier 
Reef Marine Park (annual reports). 
Example 2. USA: Glacier National Park threatened-endangered species 
annual report 

9.5.2 Common but not core  
Twenty-six of the 56 common subjects-required (Tables 9.1, 9.2) were not 

considered to be core subjects. They are briefly described. 

Values 
Values-fungi was common for the international, Australian and Kosciuszko 

National Park data due to a data entry bias when recording biodiversity evaluation 

examples as ‘fauna’, ‘flora’ and ‘fungi’ (Appendix 6.1, Table 9.2)1. However, 

there were few individual examples of fungi evaluations provided by respondents, 

in contrast to the individual flora and fauna examples provided. Geological risk 

evaluations (values-geological features) were prominent for the Australian and 

Kosciuszko National Park surveys, most probably because in recent years, 

geological incidents in protected areas in Australia including in the Kosciuszko 

National Park have caused loss of life (Worboys et al. 2005). However, they do 

not have the same profile in the international survey. The recording of oral 

histories and identification of cultural values other than sites of significance and 

structures, was very important for Kosciuszko National Park respondents The 

Australian and international surveys did not reflect this concern. 

                                                 
1 As stated in Appendix 6.1, a decision was made to maximise the use of all data returned by 
questionnaire respondents, which meant there was potential for data entry bias for some data. 
Checking for such bias here is critical in determining the core subjects). 
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Baseline values 
In the Kosciuszko National Park and Australian surveys baseline value 

evaluations for sustainable visitor use were commonly needed. Although it was 

also important for some international respondents it was not assessed as having 

high importance (Table 9.2). Australian respondents and some international and 

Kosciuszko National Park respondents commonly identified ‘management 

performance’ as being necessary to establish minimum best practice standards for 

a wide range of management responsibilities. However, it had medium importance 

for the information use criteria and was not recognised as a core subject (Table 

9.2). However best practice management standards were seen as increasing in 

importance as an organisation’s management system became more established and 

more essential evaluations such as values for fauna and flora were finalised. 

Identified threats 
Direct human threats from grazing, fishing, mining, trampling, management 

action/inaction along with indirect human threat from adjoining landuse-impacts 

were common in the international survey. Whilst some were also common in other 

surveys (Table 9.3) they did not have the same general profile from the 

questionnaire responses as did the core subjects for identified threats. Data entry 

bias may also have occurred because of the relative prominence of some single 

evaluation reports such as RAPPAM (Ervin 2003a) (Table 9.2). For this reason, 

core threat subjects were only selected where they were supported by individual 

evaluation examples and/or examples from the literature.  

Vulnerability 
The evaluation of risks was common in the Australian survey (for insurance 

management, reputation management, compliance and law enforcement and other 

issues), but not for the international or Kosciuszko National Park surveys. Indeed 

it was only considered of moderate importance for information use in the day-to-

day protected area management operations (Table 9.2). 

National policy 
Many international and Australian respondents sought the evaluation of a political 

party’s commitment to national conservation. Protected area organisations would 

be highly unlikely (for political reasons) to evaluate this information formally and 

hence this subject-requirement was not rated as a high priority (Table 9.2). 
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Planning 
Kosciuszko National Park respondents identified a need to evaluate the ‘plan of 

management’s supplementary plans’; as well as a need to conduct evaluations to 

complete new supplementary plans. This issue was less of a priority for the 

Australia and international surveys. 

Process 
The procedures review was only common for the Kosciuszko National Park 

survey, with improvements to many operational procedures sought. While it is 

important evaluation work necessary to improve effectiveness, it was not common 

in all three surveys. 

Projects completed; visitor information services, educational services, weed area 

reduced, and pest animals removed evaluations were sought by Australian and/or 

Kosciuszko National Park respondents (Table 9.1). However these evaluations can 

be subsumed under the core subject progress reports which was identified as 

common in all three surveys. 

Change in condition 
The change in condition of the fungi, ecosystem, habitat, land types and water 

evaluations were common to the Kosciuszko National Park and Australian 

surveys respectively (Table 9.1), which was in contrast to the international survey. 

In the future assessments for water and ecosystem types may become more 

important, but currently they were not considered core based on the examples of 

evaluation information use (Appendices 6.11, 7.10, 8.11). 

Severity of threat 
Severity of threat from fire and weed invasions was identified as common for 

Australian respondents, while the Kosciuszko National Park respondents 

commonly listed the severity of weed invasions as a requirement for evaluation. 

However, there was less emphasis in the international survey and literature for 

assessing changes in the severity of fire and weeds (Table 9.3). Consequently, 

although important, they were not recognised as core subjects (Table 9.3). 

9.5.3 The range of evaluation subjects-required 
There were 251 different evaluation subjects-required identified by the three 

surveys (Table 9.5). The resulting list provides a snapshot of evaluation subjects 

that were required for assessment in 2005. The large number and range of subjects 

highlights the immensity of the evaluation task to be undertaken for protected area 
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management while highlighting the necessity to reduce the subjects needed for 

evaluation to a core set of subjects. 
Table 9.5 Two hundred and fifty one evaluation subjects-required identified from three 
surveys (Source: Appendices 6.4, 7.4, 8.4) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation 

Area 
Evaluation Subjects Intern’l Aust Kosci 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 
Ecosys, habitat, land types 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 
Climate-natural ambience 
Landscape values 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 
Intrins, spiritual, aesthetic 
Com’y  val’s, attit, needs 
Cultural-historical values 
Visitor values 
Staff values 
Management values 
International values 
Economic values 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 
 
 
 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 
Ecosys, habitat, land types 
Introduced plants 
Introduced animals 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 
Landscape values 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 
Intrins, spiritual, aesthetic 
Com’y values, attit, needs 
Economic values 
Visitor values 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 
Sustainable use 
Admin performance 
Assets baseline 
Financial performance 
Management performance 
Degree of threat 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 
 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 
■ 
■ 
 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 
Soil erosion 
Geological risks 
Snow-ice impacts 
Salinity 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 
 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
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Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Evaluation Subjects Intern’l Aust Kosci 

  Threats to social 
values 

Intrinsic, spiritual, aesth 
Health issues 
 
 
 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

 
 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 
Visitor use 
Development 
Mgmt, action, inaction 
Political impacts 
Land invasion by people 
Conflict 
Crime 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 
 
 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 
Inadeq mgmt resources 
Sustainable use 
Poverty 
Sea level rise 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 
 
 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 
Competency of staff 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
 

  Local issues Compat PA obj’s local bel’fs  
Com’y  val’s, attit, needs 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  Management 
issues 

Management risks ■ ■ ■ 

  Potential for 
impacts 

Accessibility illegal activities 
Econ’c demand for PA res’s 
Fire risks 
Risks to wetlands 
Risks to soils 
Biological threats 
Salinity 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
 
 
 
 

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation 
policy 

Political support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 
Commit to intern’l cons’n 
Commit to nat’l cons’n 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg impln of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to cons’n 
Conservation performance 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Compl best pract legisl’n ■ ■ ■ 

  Adequacy of 
policy 

Presence mgmt policies 
Vision, mission state’s pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

  System design Comp and Rep Resve system 
Adequate layout config 
System cons’n effectiveness 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

  System/landscap
e design 

PA cont landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
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Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Evaluation Subjects Intern’l Aust Kosci 

Integrated management 
Org’n mgmt standards 
 
 
 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 
CAR sampling 
Sustainable use 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 
Community participation 
Plan review  improvement 
Supplementary plans 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 
Dollar effectiveness 
Revenue 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Skills match competencies 
Volunteers 
Staff effectiveness 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 
Access roads and electricity 
Staff housing 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Inform systems availability 
Research contribution 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s ■ ■ ■ 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of res’s contributed ■ ■ ■ 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n priorit’n syst’s 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 
Staff performance 
Staff structures 
Dollar effectiveness 
Assets 
Leasing-licensing perform 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Operational 
systems 

Incident mgement systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable ops systems 
Procedures review 

■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of monitoring data ■ ■ ■ 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds agst nat’l 
Establishing standards 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Devpt projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 
Dollar effectiveness 
Customer satisfaction 
Visitor use 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 
Progress reports 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 
Ecosys-habitat-land type 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
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Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation 
Area 

Evaluation Subjects Intern’l Aust Kosci 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 
Climate-natural ambience 
Fire 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 
Cultural-historical values 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 
Customer satisfaction 
Com’y vals, attit, needs 
Visitor use 
Economic value 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
 
■ 
■ 
■ 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 
Management performance 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 
Geological risks 
Snow/ice impacts 
Floods 
Salinity 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 
Fauna: unsustainable use 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 
Com’y vals, attit, needs 
Visitor use 
Development 
Mgmt polcy, action/inaction 
Political impacts 
Conflict 
Impacts to aquat environ 
Illegal flora activities 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 
 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 
 
 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 
Inadeq mgmt resources 
Pollution 
Poverty 
Cumulative impacts 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
 
 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 
 
■ 
 
 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA systobjectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 
Effectiveness achieved 
Cooperative management 

■ 
■ 
■ 
■ 

■ 
■ 
■ 
 

■ 
■ 
■ 
 

Key 
Adeq = adequate; admin = administration; alloc’n = allocation; aquat = aquatic; attit = attitude; Aust = Australia; bel’fs = 
beliefs; CAR = comprehensive, adequate, representative; commit = commitment; com’y = community; compat = 
compatability; compl = compliance; comp = comprehensive; cons’n = conservation; cont = contribute; deg = degree; devpt 
= development; econ’c = economic; ecosys = ecosystem; environ = environment; ;  impln = implementation; inadeq = 
inadequate; intern’l = international; intrins = intrinsic; Kosci = Kosciuszko National Park; landsc = landscape; mgmt = 
management; nat’l = national; no = number; obj’s = objectives; OH&S = occupational health and safety; org = 
organisation; pres = presence; Polcy = policy; proc = process; POM = plan of management; priorit’n = prioritisation; PA = 
protected area; prop = proportion; rep = representative; resve = reserve; res’s = resources; rev = review syst’s = systems; 
val’s = values 
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9.5.4 Most likely types of evaluation method 
The most likely evaluation methods used for each of the core subjects were 

identified (Table 9.6). An analysis of the subjects shows that context and outcome 

elements were dominated by science-technical types, planning by the plan of 

management type, inputs by the finance-economics and administration types, 

process and outputs by the administration type; and outcomes by the science-

technical and state of the parks types (Table 9.6, Figure 9.2).  

Further, the different types of evaluation methods were to more likely to use 

different information systems, data storage, data management and protocols for 

data exchange. For this reason integrated effectiveness evaluation (such as cost-

effectiveness evaluations) will require the capacity for data exchange between 

different information management systems (Figure 9.2). 

9.5.5 Most likely duration of evaluations 
The most likely duration of evaluations for core subjects was similar for all three 

surveys (Table 9.7). Context and outcome evaluations were most likely to require 

long duration evaluations, while input, process, and output evaluations were most 

likely to be conducted within a 12 month cycle of operation (Table 9.7). Planning 

had a mixed duration. A diagrammatic overview (Figure 9.3) was developed. This 

figure helps, more clearly, to identify the most likely duration for each of the core 

subjects for each evaluation element and has been presented in the form of a 

management cycle. 
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Table 9.6 The most likely evaluation method used for the 30 core subjects (for each of the 3 
surveys) (Source Tables 6.19, 7.19, 8.16) 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation 

Subject 
Int’l Aust Kosci 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Flora Sc Sc Sc 
   Fauna Sc Sc Sc 
  Natural (abiotic) Water Sc Sc Sc 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or 
features 

Sites of significance Sc Sc Sc 

   Structures Sc Sc Sc 
  Social phenomena Economic benefits Sc Sc Sc 
   Recreation opportunities  Sc  
   Community values-attitudes Sc Sc  
 Baseline 

values 
Natural (biotic) values Flora Sc Sc Sc 

   Fauna Sc Sc Sc 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land type Sc Sc  
 Identified 

threat 
Physical threat Fire  Sc Sc 

  Biological threat Weed invasions  Sc Sc 
   Pest animals  Sc Sc 
  Direct human threat Poaching Sc   
  Indirect threat Urban encroachment Sc   
   Impacts to climate Sc   
Planning Individual 

PA planning 
and design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM POM POM POM 

   Level execution of POM POM POM POM 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds Fin Fin Fin 

   Grant funds Fin Fin Fin 
   Recurrent funds Fin Fin Fin 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Sufficient staff resources Adm   

   Staff competencies Adm   
Process Management 

process 
Managerial processes Operational systems Adm Adm Adm 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of work 
programs 

Progress reports Ops Ops Ops 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora Sci Sci Sci 

   Fauna Sci Sci Sci 
 Severity of 

threat 
Direct human threats Visitor use Sci Sci Sci 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved Obj’s achieved indiv’l PA SoP SoP SoP 

Key 
Sc = Science-technical; POM = plan of management; Fin = finance-economics; Adm = administration; Ops = operations 
plan; SoP = state of the parks 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management; Int’l = international; Aust = Australia; Kosci = Kosciuszko National 
Park; Obj’s = objectives; indiv’l = individual. 



271 

 
Figure 9.2 Core subjects organised by the six expanded-WCPA evaluation elements  
(With the dominant type of evaluation method identified) 
 
Key Dominant type of evaluation method (Source: Table 9.6) 
Dots Science-technical (Includes state of the parks reporting for outcomes)  
  
Horizontal Lines Plan of management   
  
Hatched Finance-economics and human resources  
  
Diamonds Operations administration 
  
Abbreviation: POM = plan of management 
 

Process Input 

Planning 

Context Outcome 

Output 

Values-flora 
Values-fauna 
Values-water 
Values-sites of significance 
Values-structures 
Values-economic benefits 
Values-recreation opportunity 
Values-community values, attitude 
Baseline values-flora 
Baseline values-fauna 
Baseline values-ecosystem, habitat, land type 
Identified threat-fire 
Identified threat-weed invasions 
Identified threat-pest animals 
Identified threat-poaching 
Identified threat-urban encroachment 
Identified threat-impacts to climate 

Change in condition-flora 
Change in condition-fauna 
Severity of threat-visitor use 
Objectives achieved-individual plan of management 

Progress reports 
Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of a POM. 

Capital funds 
Grant funds 
Recurrent funds 
Sufficient staff resources 
Staff competencies 

Operational systems 
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Table 9.7 Most likely duration of evaluations for the 30 core subjects 
(Sourced from each of three surveys) (Source Tables 6.20, 7.19, 8.17). 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation 

Subject 
Int’l Aust Kosci 

Context Values Natural (biotic) values Flora L L L 
   Fauna L L L 
  Natural (abiotic) Water L L L 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or 
features 

Sites of significance L L L 

   Structures L L L 
  Social phenomena Economic benefits L L L 
   Recreation opportunities  L  
   Community values-attitudes L L  
 Baseline 

values 
Natural (biotic) values Flora L L L 

   Fauna L L L 
   Ecosystem, habitat, land type L L  
 Identified 

threat 
Physical threat Fire  L L 

  Biological threat Weed invasions  L L 
   Pest animals  L L 
  Direct human threat Poaching L   
  Indirect threat Urban encroachment L   
   Impacts to climate L   
Planning Individual 

PA planning 
and design 

Individual PA plan Presence of a POM L L L 

   Level execution of POM S S S 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital funds S S S 

   Grant funds S S S 
   Recurrent funds S S S 
  Adequacy of human 

resources 
Sufficient staff resources S   

   Staff competency S   
Process Management 

process 
Managerial processes Operational systems S S S 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of work 
programs 

Progress reports S S S 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora L L L 

   Fauna L L L 
 Severity of 

threat 
Direct human threats Visitor use L L L 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved Objectives achieved 
individual PA 

L L L 

Key 
PA = protected area; POM = plan of management; L = Long duration: evaluations are typically longer than 12 months in 
duration;  S = Short duration: evaluations are typically less than 12 months in duration 
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Figure 9.3 Most likely duration of evaluations conducted for core subjects 
(Presented using the six evaluation elements in a cycle of management format) 
 
Key 
Solid arrow: evaluation subjects of duration greater than 12 months. Dashed arrow: evaluation subjects of duration less than 
12 months 
 

This presentation of the combination of core subjects and evaluation methods 

highlights (Figure 9.2) that many protected area management organisations may 

need an organisational response such as restructuring, reprioritisation of resources, 

new external partnerships, and revised information systems if they are to 

adequately respond to the management effectiveness evaluation that is required.  

 

 

 

 

 

Context 

Process 

Greater than 12 month duration evaluation 

Less than 12 month duration evaluation 

Outputs Inputs 

Planning 
Outcome 
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9.6 DISCUSSION  

9.6.1 The concept of core subjects 
Core subjects 
This research has identified thirty core subjects from a range of 251 evaluation 

subjects-required (Figure 9.1, Table 9.5). The core subjects were included in all 

six evaluation elements, but were dominated by context and outcome evaluations 

(Figure 9.1 and 9.3). They thus become a list of evaluation subjects that will be 

relevant to some or all of a protected area management organisation’s evaluation 

needs. A number of underlying factors have influenced their development, and 

these are discussed. 

Core subjects and underlying factors 
The rapid growth in the number and size of protected areas, internationally and in 

Australia over the past 10 years (Chapters 6 and 7) requires the development of 

many new plans of management. From the research, it appears that context 

evaluations were critical for such planning and this reasoning helps explain a 

dominance of core context subjects. 

 

Human activities, influenced by development, population growth and poverty are 

rapidly changing the natural condition of Earth. Many of these changes are 

existing or potential threats to protected areas. If protected area managers are to 

respond adequately, they need to understand the baseline values for their protected 

areas, the nature of the threats and any change in the condition of the values they 

are conserving. They may need to implement adaptive management (Lockwood et 

al. 2006). Respondents also identified that they required flora and fauna baseline 

value and change in condition evaluations along with evaluations which identify 

the nature of six identified threats, and the severity of threat from visitor use 

(Figure 9.1). 

 

Additionally nations that are signatory to International conventions, such as the 

Convention on Biological Diversity, the World Heritage Convention and the 

Ramsar Convention, may have international reporting responsibilities in relation 

to the condition and threats of protected areas (Chapters 6 and 7). The 

Biodiversity Convention in particular, seeks both the creation of new protected 

areas and their effective management (Chapter 6). Protected area management 



275 

outcomes sought by the action plan of the Convention thus includes: that there is 

conservation of biodiversity in protected areas; that management is planned and 

effective; that threats are reduced; and that there is a capacity to report on these 

issues (Dudley et al. 2005). The core subjects meet the majority of evaluations 

required for this outcome reporting. 

 

World wide there is also a new awareness of the importance of evaluation in 

undertaking protected area management. This has been further endorsed by the 

positive attitude to evaluation identified by this research. Further improvements to 

protected area evaluation theory were sought by protected area practitioners at the 

Durban World Parks Congress (IUCN 2005). Many practitioners are driving this 

improvement by establishing new approaches to evaluate their performance. The 

state of the parks reporting (for example) has been a new style of reporting 

beyond the more traditional New Public Management type evaluations of the 

1990’s. In addition, many practitioners are questioning what evaluation is being 

conducted, and are seeking improvement to the evaluation process. 

 

The ‘Yellowstone’ model of protected area management (Chapter 2) has been 

superseded by a new paradigm of protected area management (Phillips 2003, 

Lockwood et al. 2006). This new paradigm focuses more on protected areas being 

managed as part of the wider community. It includes building a constituency 

supportive of protected areas, and is more supportive of the rights, needs and 

cultures of local communities (Worboys et al. 2005). One core subject routinely 

identifies assessing ‘community attitudes and values’. Such evaluation is 

consistent with the ‘whole of community’ focus of the new paradigm for protected 

areas. 

 

Governments have been committing more resources to protected area 

management as more reserves are created, staff appointed, and more infrastructure 

established. However, questions were also being raised by governments about 

how well the resources allocated were being used. Formal external reviews of 

management performance have therefore been conducted. These include 

independent evaluations from a government Auditor General’s Department (or 

equivalent) as evidenced by evaluations of  Parks Canada (Chapter 6), Parks 
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Australia, Parks Victoria and the NSW Department of Environment and 

Conservation (Chapter 7). These evaluations sought to identify how effective 

financial resources (including staff costs) were in achieving outputs and outcomes. 

They also sought confirmation that the objectives of management had been 

achieved. This has driven new evaluations such as state of the parks assessments. 

However it also requires new evaluation management thinking, especially how 

evaluation information is integrated and used. 

Core subjects likely to change with time 
The core subjects were identified as the most important evaluations required by 

178 respondents in 2005. However, it needs to be remembered that these core 

subjects will not be static. Requirements will change as protected areas become 

more established, as systems and background information improve, and as 

protected area management organisations mature (Figure 9.4) (Dahl-Tacconi 

2006). It is anticipated that more core subjects, linked to outcome reporting, will 

be needed over time, including baseline values, severity of threats and change in 

condition assessments, and less context-value evaluations will be needed. Many 

other core subject needs will remain unchanged. These include evaluations 

required for planning (plan of management presence and level of execution), 

inputs (funds, cost-effectiveness and staff numbers) and management outcomes 

(individual protected area objectives of management achieved). This 2005 

research therefore forms a baseline for measuring change in core subject 

evaluation needs over time. 

 
Figure 9.4 Potential changes in core subjects needed with time 

CONTEXT DOMINATED 
17 context evaluations 
dominated by values and 
identified threats  

2005 research  

Identified threat evaluation 
 
Values evaluation 

Severity of threat evaluation 
 
Baseline values 

Change in condition evaluation 

OUTCOME DOMINATED 
Future core subjects dominated by 
change in condition and severity 
of threat evaluation from baseline 
values
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Potential application of core subjects 
Core subjects can potentially provide guidance for protected area organisations for 

the selection of: evaluation subjects; evaluation indicators; scalable indicators; and 

evaluation methods. There is the potential to identify those core subjects that are 

used by multiple protected area organisations. If this becomes reality there may be 

opportunities for establishing universal indicators based on these common, core 

subjects. 

Core subjects and the management of evaluation 
Core subjects provide a minimum set of subjects for evaluation managers to deal 

with in a protected area organisation. Managers of evaluation systems are 

responsible for running the software and hardware, for dealing with different 

evaluation ‘stakeholder communities’ (within and external to an organisation) and 

for managing other systems necessary to conduct evaluation (Briggs et al. 1996, 

Turban et al. 2005, Sallans, 2006, Walker and Wiseman 2006). Core subjects 

provide some certainty about ‘what’ is evaluated for such evaluation management. 

They can help provide a basis for planning and organising evaluation management 

including such measures as: 

• identifying the data to be collected, how it is collected and the quality 

assurance levels for the data; 

• determining computer software systems for data entry and storage; 

• determining supporting computer hardware; 

• identifying how the separate computers and data storage are integrated; 

• identifying how external data sources are integrated; 

• identifying data exchange protocols between the different types of evaluation 

data that are collected (Figure 9.2) (Environment Canada 2005, USA NPS 

2005); 

• identifying the accessibility of the data; and 

• Identifying training requirements for staff. 

9.7 CONCLUSION 

Through this research, a concept of core subjects for protected area management 

effectiveness evaluation has been established and validated. The thirty core 

subjects were identified from a range of 251 evaluation subjects-required. 

Importantly, the core subjects have a potential guidance role for the selection of 
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evaluation subjects needed for assessment, for the selection of evaluation 

indicators, and as guidance for selecting evaluation methods. 
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CHAPTER 10 DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSION  

10.1 CHAPTER OVERVIEW 

In this chapter I discuss the results of my research in relation to the four key issues 

and aims identified in Chapters 1 and 2 and their implications for the theory and 

practice of protected area management effectiveness evaluation. The chapter 

discusses: categorising variables to be evaluated; what evaluation subjects people 

were using; what they wanted to use; what they required; and what core subjects 

were needed. The 30 core subjects and 251 evaluation subjects-required identified 

are discussed as are the 12 commonly used evaluation methods. The chapter 

concludes by reviewing the implications of the research for theory and for 

practice, by identifying opportunities for further research and by presenting a 

conclusion and recommendations. 

10.2 THE KEY RESEARCH ISSUES 

The results of this research are discussed in relation to the four key research issues 

identified at the start of this thesis (Chapters 1 and 2) and the international 

literature which were: 

1. To establish a suitable method for categorising the range of variables to be 

evaluated; 

2. To identify which variables were being evaluated, what were wanted for 

evaluation and what were required for evaluation; 

3. To identify commonly used methods; and 

4. To identify core variables to be evaluated. 

10.2.1 Categorising variables to be evaluated 
To identify what was being evaluated and what was wanted for assessment, this 

research established a method of categorising evaluation variables. A literature 

review, and feedback from the focus groups, showed that there was no method for 

categorising variables to the levels of specificity discussed by practitioners.  

The categorisation method developed was based on the WCPA framework 

(Hockings et al. 2000), with the framework being expanded (vertically) to three 

increasingly specific categories: evaluation area, evaluation subject, and 
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evaluation topic (Figure 4.1) and, horizontally by increasing the number of 

evaluation criteria from 10 to 13. Two new criteria, change in condition and 

severity of threat, were added to the evaluation element outcome, with one new 

criteria, baseline value, being added to the evaluation element context (Figure 

4.1). 

 

Dr Marc Hockings, the principal researcher in the development of the WCPA 

framework (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006), supported (through personal 

communication) the three increasingly specific categories and the placement of 

two of the additional criteria (change in condition and severity of threat) in the 

element outcome. However the discussions with Dr Hockings identified that he 

did not support the placement of the criterion ‘baseline values’ within the element 

context. Dr Hockings believed that baseline values were better located within the 

element outcome. He advised that a condition assessment was completed, and it 

was then followed by one full cycle of management (including management 

inputs and work actions - Figure 1.1) and then a second assessment of condition 

was completed. This latter assessment identified the change in condition of the 

subject, any trend in condition, and any outcomes attributable to work having 

been done. He emphasised that, while the first condition assessment was the 

equivalent of a baseline value assessment, it was more appropriately located in 

outcomes rather than in context because it represented the results of human 

impacts and management up to that time. 

 

Dr Hockings advice was respected and very carefully considered, however I 

decided to defer the decision of where to locate baseline values until after the 

survey data were analysed. The decision on the appropriate placement was, 

consequently to be utilisation focused, and guided by empirical data and the 

literature. Ultimately I found that it was more appropriate to locate the baseline 

values within context. This decision was based on three considerations:  

1) Users specifically identified 29 baseline value evaluation subjects for 

evaluation (Table 9.6). Such baseline value evaluations provide information for 

the context question: Where are we now? (Hockings et al. 2006). Practitioners 

were seeking a benchmarking evaluation for these subjects. Some were commonly 

identified. Further the term baseline was also regularly used by protected area 
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management practitioners in their detailed comments (Appendices 6.7, 7.9, 8.6). 

Additionally users sought context baseline value evaluations for adaptive 

management and for benchmarking comparisons (Chapter 3) and this need was 

also identified by the literature (e.g. Allan and Southern, 1996, Margoluis and 

Salafsky 1998 and Salafsky et al. 2001, Buckley 2003, Bubb et al. 2005). 

2) Many users observed that baseline value evaluations were completed at the 

start of a project cycle rather than at the end (Figure 1.1). This is an intuitive and 

useful approach because baseline value evaluations measure conditions before 

project works are commenced (Allan and Southern 1996, Margoluis and Salafsky 

1998, Salafsky et al. 2001). Managers then plan, organise, implement and 

measure the change in condition against those baseline values, within a single 

cycle (Figure 1.1).  

3) The use of the context baseline value information is potentially more politically 

acceptable than reporting the actual condition. The actual condition describes the 

condition of a site at a point in time, irrespective of the history of the landuse for 

the site. Baseline value evaluations, however permit performance measurement to 

be judged by the increment of change in condition achieved by the measured 

increment of work completed. Thus they benchmark the evaluation subject, and 

(theoretically) link accountability for outcomes to actions completed. This 

approach is considered a politically more sensitive way of collecting and using 

change in condition evaluation information. Baseline value evaluation hence 

provide pre-project work condition information and can be reported in this manner 

(if reported at all). A condition report (Hockings 2004) however reports the actual 

condition with a danger that any negative aspects will be held against protected 

area managers irrespective of the origins and history of that condition (Woodford 

2005). This is a subtle but important utilisation focused (Patton 1997) evaluation 

consideration. 

Utility of the new categorisation method 
The expanded-WCPA framework method for categorising variables worked 

effectively, with important results. Five of these results are listed below: 

1) Each of the 251 evaluation subjects identified could be readily categorised into 

one of the six IUCN framework evaluation elements. This result was an 

endorsement for the WCPA framework, the six evaluation elements, and its 
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associated cycle of management for protected areas (Hockings et al. 2000) 

(Figures 1.1, 1.2);  

2) All 251 subjects and more detailed evaluation topics (Figure 4.1) could be 

readily categorised vertically by the three expanded-WCPA framework 

categories; 

3). All 251 subjects could be categorised relative to the 13 (horizontally) 

expanded-WCPA framework evaluation criteria with the 30 core subjects 

categorised relative to 10 of these criteria (Figure 9.1); 

4). Inclusion of the additional evaluation criteria (baseline values, change in 

condition and severity of threat), in the expanded-WCPA framework was 

confirmed by core subjects being recognised for each new criterion; and 

5). The placement of baseline values in context was supported by the 

identification of multiple (29) baseline value subjects that were required, 

including three core subjects. 

Upgrading the Hockings et al. (2006) WCPA framework? 
The development of a categorisation method for variables can be seen as a useful 

mechanism for upgrading the 2006 WCPA framework so that it provides more 

comprehensive guidance for practitioners. The WCPA framework (Hockings et al. 

2000, 2006) has provided a critical role for developing and improving protected 

area management effectiveness evaluation since its development in 2000 (Ervin 

2003) (Chapter2). This research expanded that framework in developing the 

categorisation method. The applicability of the expanded version was 

subsequently confirmed by empirical evidence and so provides an opportunity to 

improve the 2006 WCPA framework. If it is improved, it is an investment in more 

effective protected area management and therefore an improvement in 

biodiversity conservation. 

New terms for protected area management effectiveness evaluation 
Three new categories of variables to be evaluated (evaluation area, evaluation 

subject and evaluation topic) have been defined by this research. They expand the 

language of evaluation for protected area management, and in doing so, help to 

establish clarity for descriptions of ‘what’ is being evaluated. This result has 

important ramifications for the management of evaluation which relies on clear 

and effective communication about the variable being evaluated. 
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Different functions of evaluation variables and indicators  
Evaluation variables have a different function to evaluation indicators. For 

example, variables to be evaluated describe what is being evaluated, while 

indicators define what evaluation information is collected (Figure 4.1). This 

difference is confused in some of the literature (e.g. Cifuentes et al. 2000) and 

many practitioners also mix the two functions in their discussions. The 

recognition and use of the new description for what is evaluated, the evaluation 

subject, will help to clarify the functional difference.  

Variables: co-ordinating the collection of evaluation information 
Evaluation subjects can provide a strategic tool for evaluation research and 

management. They can be used to help co-ordinate what information is collected, 

both within an organisation and between organisations. Evaluation research has 

long focused on the selection of indicators and the information they collect. This 

understanding is important given the high cost of collecting such information. 

However, one strategic weakness of evaluation indicators is that they are 

situational, having been developed for an organisation’s specific purposes. Often 

there is little co-ordination about evaluation indicators used within an organisation 

(Chapter 7) and even within one park (Chapter 8) let alone between organisations. 

In addition, for some organisations, very similar evaluation information has been 

sought by people in different parts of an organisation and for different 

organisational tasks. This lack of co-ordination and planning frustrates busy 

practitioners who have to collect such information (Chapter 3). Research using 

evaluation subjects can help determine the scope of the information to be 

collected and how that information is to be efficiently collected and used to meet 

an organisation’s total information needs. This approach includes the concept of 

scalable indicators identified by the focus groups (Chapter 3).  

10.2.2 Evaluation subjects 
The categorisation method provided a tool to create order for the variables to be 

evaluated. From such order, it was possible to respond to the second aim of the 

thesis: to identify which variables were currently being evaluated, what were 

wanted for evaluation and what were required for evaluation. This research 

established what subjects were being evaluated and what subjects were wanted by 

international, national and park survey respondents. Further analysis also 

identified the common subjects-required. 
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Evaluation subjects commonly used 
Commonly used evaluation subjects identified by the international survey 

included only four of the six expanded-WCPA framework elements with subjects 

missing from the process and output elements. In addition, only one common 

subject was identified for the outcome evaluation (Table 6.6). This was a 

significant finding. It highlighted (in 2005) a deficiency in assessing: how well 

protected area organisation institutional processes run (process); how effectively 

individual actions and tasks progress to completion (outputs); and a lack of focus 

for outcome evaluations. To achieve effective protected area management, 

evaluation information is required for all six elements of the cycle of management 

(Hockings et al. 2006) and this view was reinforced by the senior executive focus 

group (Chapter 3). This issue is a serious one for the Convention on Biological 

Diversity’s (CBD) ambitious program of work for protected areas which stated:  
‘by 2010, frameworks for monitoring, evaluating and reporting protected areas management 

effectiveness at sites, national and regional systems, and transboundary protected area levels 

adopted and implemented by parties (Dudley et al. 2005)’. 

 

To address this deficiency, new process and output investments will need to be 

made by many organisations wishing to meet the 2010 CBD target. The findings 

of the Australian survey and the single Park survey were more balanced, with the 

most common evaluation subjects-required being identified for all six expanded-

WCPA evaluation elements (Tables 7.8, 8.4). This finding, however, does not 

diminish the importance of the international finding. 

Results from all three surveys demonstrate that some evaluation subjects are used 

consistently (finances, management planning and context-values). These were the 

New Public Management and administrative focused evaluations which would be 

expected for organisations operating effectively in the 21st Century (Kaplan and 

Norton 1996, Bartol et al. 1998, O’Donnell et al. 1999, McLaughlin and Osborne 

2002). The evaluations are fundamental to any organisation’s survival. From the 

research it was identified that there were differences between the surveys for the 

subjects baseline value, identified threats, outputs and outcomes, and many of 

these were expected. One important and predictable finding (for example) was 

that local issues that were important at a single park level (such as geological 

features and fires at Kosciuszko) were different to issues that were important 

internationally. Another finding was that international respondents identified a 
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greater range of threats compared to the national and single park surveys; and this 

was also expected. 

Evaluation subjects commonly wanted 
The research found that users from all three surveys were not entirely happy with 

what they were evaluating and how evaluations were conducted. They wanted 

improvements. They also wanted new evaluations such as assessing management 

performance relative to an established baseline and clear management objectives 

for a protected area. The need to demonstrate conservation outcomes arising from 

management actions was also sought. These views were an important change in 

the evaluation subject priorities from what was being used. In particular, users 

wanted to do more evaluation for three of the IUCN elements, context-baseline 

values, outputs and outcome subjects (Tables 6.7, 7.9, 8.5).  

There are several possible reasons for this, including: 

1) increased demand for accountability by governments and by international 

conventions; 

2) increased external scrutiny such as the Commonwealth of Australia Auditor 

General’s performance audit of Parks Australia (Commonwealth of Australia 

2002); 

3) increased professionalism from managers; and 

4) increased awareness of the IUCN’s best practice guide and framework for 

protected area management effectiveness evaluation (Hockings et al. 2000, 2006).  

This finding also identified a potential lack of managerial ‘capacity’ as the 

evaluation subjects that practitioners wanted actually needed an increased number 

of science-technical based evaluation methods. If followed through, this may 

require changes and new investments by organisations. In addition, it was found 

that many users wanted improvements to evaluations currently conducted. It 

implies that many evaluations being conducted were not appropriate.  

Evaluation subjects commonly required 
The evaluation subjects wanted and used were combined and ranked by frequency 

to establish three lists of ‘most commonly required’ subjects (one for each 

survey). With the inclusion of the additional common evaluation subjects-

required, comprehensive lists of common subjects-required were established 

which included subjects in all six of the expanded-WCPA framework elements. 

The three lists were similar with an emphasis on establishing baseline values, 
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measuring change in condition and identifying severity of threat outcomes. The 

lists varied in the type of threats identified. However this variation, which was 

researched further, showed important commonality for some subjects. This 

finding was supported by a literature review (Chapter 9). The three ‘most 

common’ lists of subjects-required were then compared to determine if a concept 

of core subjects applied to this data, thus responding to the fourth aim of this 

research. 

A range of evaluation subjects-required 
In identifying commonly required evaluation subjects, this research established 

that 178 respondents required 251 different evaluation subjects-required (Table 

9.5). 

A range of 251 evaluation subjects-required was an issue for protected area 

practitioners. It was simply too many. Whilst many subjects were only identified 

by a few respondents, the list of subjects was large, relative to the available 

resources for protected area management. Dahl-Tacconi (2004, 2006) found a 

similar problem with her research of evaluation indicators for two marine 

protected areas in Indonesia, and she stated: 
‘that if there was a chance to choose their own indicators for evaluating information managers 

would tend to go overboard and request much more information than they will actually want’.  
However, many questionnaire respondents expressed concern about the amount of 

work and the costs that evaluation introduced. 
‘We are trying to address this [evaluation], but the resources, time, tools and finances [available] 

face competing priorities, and the task is hard to define let alone address in a cost-effective way’. 
There needed to be a more strategic focus for evaluation subjects. Guidance from 

a core set of subjects was one way of helping organisations to rationalise and 

establish priorities for what evaluation subjects were required for their needs. 

 10.2.3 Evaluation methods 
The 2003 Durban World Parks Congress attendees sought guidance on the types 

of evaluation methods used by practitioners (IUCN 2005). This was also a key 

research issue and the third aim of the thesis was to identify commonly used 

evaluation methods. Twenty-one different evaluation methods were identified 

from examples of evaluations provided by respondents. These methods were used 

to collect evaluation information by protected area organisations (Table 10.1) 

(Appendices 6.11, 7.10, 8.11). Some methods, such as annual reports and state of 
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the parks reports, both initiated evaluation data collection and used (presented) the 

analysed evaluation information. These methods represent a broader view of what 

constitutes an evaluation method when compared with published, purpose built 

protected area methods (such as RAPPAM or Enhancing our Heritage-Chapter 2). 

However they also represent what the respondents considered to be methods. This 

research therefore used a broad, utilisation focused and inclusive view of what 

constitutes evaluation methods. The 12 evaluation methods identified as 

commonly used, are discussed in terms of their potential utility for protected area 

organisations (Table 10.1). 

Table 10.1 Comparison of evaluation method types identified by three surveys 
(Showing rank and percentage of responses for each survey. Shading identifies those types of 
methods identified by two or more surveys. Bold type identifies 12 commonly used types of 
evaluation methods.) 
(Source: Tables 6.16, 7.16 and 8.12) 

‘Types’ of evaluation methods Int’l 
rank 

Int’l % 
of 97 

Aust 
rank 

Aust 
% of 

46 

KNP 
rank 

KNP % 
of 35 

Scientific - technical review 1 56 1 72 2 89 
Plan of management  2 37 2 48 1 97 
Annual plan, operational plan 3 18 3 39 3 31 
Administration review 4 16 5 24 6 11 
Threat evaluation 5 15 9 13 7 11 
Finance-economics review 6 14 4 30 4 29 
State of the Parks report 7 14 7 22 5 14 
RAPPAM 8 12     
Corporate plan 9 6 12 4 □  
Protected area systems plan 10 5 6 24 □  
Effectiveness evaluation 11 4 8 22 8 11 
WWF-World Bank Rapid Assessment 12 3     
World Heritage Report 13 3     
ISO 14001 14 3     
Measures of success 15 2     
Enhancing our Heritage 16 1     
Annual report  17 1 10 13 □  
TNC 5S method 18 1     
Systems for monitoring evaluation 19 1     
Balanced scorecard 20 1     
Business plan evaluation 21 1 11 4 9 3 
Key 
Int’l = International survey; Aust = Australia survey; KNP = Kosciuszko National Park survey.  
□ = An annual report, corporate plan and protected area systems plan exists, but they were not identified by respondents 
 

Science-technical based evaluation methods 

Scientific and technical reviews were the most common evaluation methods 

(Table 10.1). This finding identifies the international importance of science and 

research based evaluations in protected area management. The information 

generated is used for all four primary purposes for evaluation including: 1) basic 

research; 2) status assessment; 3) measuring effectiveness; and 4) accountability 

(FOS 2004) (Table 2.4) (Appendices 6.11, 7.10, 8.11). It is used for measuring the 
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effectiveness of outcome evaluations, which help to determine the overall success 

of a conservation program. The improvement aspects to management cover 

science based monitoring programs for understanding the factors which underlie 

problems, for instigating adaptive management or for improvements to 

management processes and systems (Salafsky et al. 2001). As knowledge is 

generated through the basic research of values and other assessments the 

evaluation information influences thinking about issues and the potential use of 

evaluation information (Patton 1997, Weiss 1998). 

New Public Management and administration based evaluations 

Eleven of the 12 method types were dominated by management and 

administrative evaluations (Table 10.1). The result highlights how embedded such 

reports were internationally for protected area management organisations. It also 

reflects the influence of the New Public Management model (McLaughlin et al. 

2002) and its private sector characteristics (corporate planning, management by 

objectives, program budgeting, performance indicators, performance appraisal, 

and remuneration varied according to performance) (Corbett 1996, Fenna 1998).  

The evaluation reports generated include plans of management, operational plans, 

finance and economic reviews, administration reviews, threat evaluations, annual 

reports, business plans and corporate plans. Some of these methods were not 

identified by the Kosciuszko respondents, but they were known to exist from the 

Kosciuszko literature including a corporate plan, a protected area systems plan 

and an annual report (RACAC 1996, DEC 2005e). The evaluation information 

was predominantly used for accountability and status assessment purposes, with 

organisation developmental purposes being important (Patton 1997, FOS 2004). 

The consistency of the evaluation methods identified by the three surveys helps to 

define commonly used evaluation methods (Table 10.1). 

NGO and IUCN surveys 

The international survey respondents identified methods used by international 

organisations such as IUCN’s Enhancing our Heritage method (Hockings et al. 

2004) and the NGO methods, including: WWF’s RAPPAM (Ervin 2003a); The 

Nature Conservancy’s 5S evaluation (TNC 2003); and the WWF-World Bank 

Rapid Assessment Method (Stolton et al. 2003). With the exception of RAPPAM 

these methods were not commonly reported (Table 10.1). The evaluation 

information from these methods was predominantly used for status assessment 
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and adaptive management purposes (FOS 2004); it was also used at different 

organisational scales such as a single protected area and protected area system 

levels (Chapter 2). As they were used for particular functions by NGOs and other 

organisations, they may be less important for protected area organisations. 

Duration of evaluation methods and information management 

The evaluation methods are recognised, through this research as long in duration 

(greater than 12 months), short in duration (less than 12 months) or issue based 

(less than one month in duration). Science-technical and plan of management 

evaluations for example, were typically long in duration, while finance and human 

resource (administration) evaluations were less than 12 months duration. Long 

duration evaluations require special managerial investments, given that they 

transcend one financial year, which is the normal financial operating period for 

organisations. The issue based evaluations also require special management 

support. These evaluations are a feature of democratic societies. For example 

there may be a question on notice in a house of parliament requiring rapid and 

accurate information. Such information may require a number of different inputs 

(such as outcome information and finance-cost information), so the design of 

evaluation management information systems is critical in order to provide this 

information efficiently (Sallans 2006), (Figure 9.2). 

10.2.4 Core subjects 
Core subjects are those evaluation subjects which have very high potential for use 

by most protected area organisations and the fourth aim of the thesis was to 

identify core variables to be evaluated. This research established a core set of 

subjects that users require from the 251 evaluation subjects-required examples 

(Chapter 9) (Figure 10.1). The thirty core subjects were derived from a larger list 

of the 56 most common evaluation subjects-required identified by questionnaire 

survey respondents (Chapter 9). The larger list was analysed, which included a 

review relative to the international literature and actual examples of evaluations 

conducted by organisations (Chapter 9), and the thirty were confirmed as core 

subjects. These core subjects can potentially provide guidance for many protected 

area organisations since they identify variables where evaluation information is 

most likely to be needed. The 30 core subjects were user focused (Patton 1997) 

and responded to utilisation needs. Many practitioners sought guidance and clarity 

about what evaluation subjects were required for protected area management and 
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the core subjects provided a response to this need. Practitioners also sought a 

reduction in their evaluation workload and the core subjects provide a focus for 

what should be evaluated (IUCN 2005a). 

Potential application of core subjects 
There are many potential applications for the 30 core subjects.  

Situational use 

Individual protected area management organisations will identify their own 

priority core subjects to suit their evaluation information requirements relative to 

the cycle of management. The core subjects help determine evaluation subject 

priorities and some can be expected to be used by the majority of protected area 

organisations some of the time. However, different organisations will use different 

core subjects, not all core subjects will be required by all users, and some users 

may not require any. Their needs will be situational (Patton 1997, Margoluis and 

Salafsky 1998, Patton 2002, Dahl-Tacconi 2005, Hockings et al. 2006), and 

would be expected to include evaluations for all six elements of the cycle of 

management involving core subjects and other (non-core) evaluation subjects.  

Checklist role 

The 30 core subjects can be used as a checklist to determine what subjects are 

important for an organisation to evaluate. This is relevant to protected area 

organisations assessing their management of evaluation requirements, particularly 

their evaluation indicators. Dahl-Tacconni (2006) for example found for her 

research on two marine protected areas in Indonesia, that guidance information for 

evaluation indicators (such as from evaluation methods and frameworks) was 

limited or not suitable. 

Facilitating information collection 

Often core subjects provide evaluation information for two or more evaluation 

methods used by the same organisation (Appendices 6.11, 7.10, 8.11; PV 2000, 

2005; DEC 2004, 2005). Typically, the information is required for use in different 

ways by the organisation, and often at different organisational levels. Core 

subjects can be used as a tool to achieve efficiencies by co-ordinating and refining 

how such evaluation information is collected and used. 
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Figure 10.1 Thirty core subjects presented relative to the expanded-WCPA evaluation framework categories 
 
Abbreviations 
Com’y = community; Econ = economic; Execut’n = execution; Ind = individual; Obj’s = obnjectives; Opport’s = opportunities; PA = protected area; POM = plan of management; Rec Opport’s = recreation opportunities; 
Signifce = significance 
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Facilitating exchange of information 

By reviewing the type of evaluation information collected by evaluation methods 

used by some NGO groups (TNC 2005), by IUCN (Hockings et al. 2004) and 

government organisations such as the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service 

(TPWS 2004), it was found that at least some of the 30 core subjects were 

relevant to each of these methods. The core evaluation subjects therefore have 

utility for many organisations and users, and this could help facilitate efficiencies 

in the collection, storage and use of evaluation data. There is the potential to 

achieve inter-organisational evaluation information exchange by linking core 

subjects that are already being used by many organisations with agreed evaluation 

indicators. Such an opportunity for comparative analysis of protected area 

management was sought by the senior-executive focus group (Chapter 3). 

Facilitating universal evaluation information collection 

In 2003, Salafsky and Margoluis lamented that: 
‘the field of conservation suffers from having no common approaches for measuring bottom-line 

success (…) as a result managers and practitioners are limited in their ability to learn from one 

another, and donors question the value of their investments’ 
They observed, from lessons learned from other organisations; that evaluation 

management became more mature and functional when common approaches to 

designing, managing and monitoring programs were achieved (Salafsky and 

Margoluis 2003). The core subjects provide an opportunity for establishing a 

common (or universal) approach to what is evaluated. If many organisations 

already use a few core subjects that are the same, then there is an opportunity for 

the collection of universal evaluation information. An agreed and standardised 

(universal) indicator, with clear protocols for use (such as a World Conservation 

Monitoring Centre data indicator), could be added to an organisation’s situational 

data collection for these core subjects. 

Information needs of protected area practitioners 
The most important information needs of protected area practitioners and 

organisations were identified by the core subjects. These research findings are 

discussed further below. 

Biodiversity information 

The core subjects are a source of biodiversity evaluation information for values, 

baseline values and the change in condition for fauna and flora, as well as 

identifying the principal threats which may influence these values. This research 
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result relates directly to one of the primary purposes for which protected areas 

have been established, being the conservation and effective management of 

biodiversity (IUCN 1994). Such evaluation information may be required for 

internal (organisational) planning and reporting needs, for reporting against 

national biodiversity conservation objectives, for international conventions (such 

as the World Heritage Convention (Lockwood et al. 2006), the Ramsar 

Convention (Lockwood et al. 2006), and the Convention on Biological Diversity 

(SCB 2001)), and for evaluation data which tracks the condition of protected areas 

world wide (UNEP-WCMC 2005).  

Conservation International, for example, state that ‘there is an urgent need for a 

global biodiversity monitoring framework’ (CABS 2006) and identify four 

indicators used in Madagascar which could be used by a nation to record progress 

towards meeting the Convention on Biological Diversity 2010 Targets (Dudley et 

al. 2005, CABS 2006). While all four of the indicators developed (CABS 2006) 

related to the core subjects established by this research, two indicators are 

presented here as examples. They are: 

1) Indicator - The red list index: This measures the rate of change in species 

extinction risk and is an indicator of core subjects ‘baseline value-fauna’ and 

‘change in condition-fauna’. 

2) Indicator - Change in habitat extent in key biodiversity areas: This shows 

trends in the proportion of habitat over time and is an indicator linked to the core 

subject ‘baseline value-ecosystem, habitat, and land type’. 

Administration and New Public Management information 

The core subjects identify essential financial and human resource information 

utilised for internal and external accountability reporting (such as annual reports, 

state of the parks reports), or for responding to external audits (such as cost-

effectiveness evaluations) (AGVictoria 1995, Parks Canada 1998, ANAO 2002, 

AGNSW 2004). These types of evaluations are common to most organisations. 

Further, the evaluation of such information may be mandated by organisational 

policy or by legislation. 

Operational information 

Information, such as managing finances, monitoring staff numbers, tracking the 

progress of works, assessing the effectiveness of operational procedures, and even 

adaptive management is provided from the core subjects. This information is 



294 

required for the every day running of protected areas (Kaplan and Norton, 1996, 

Pomeroy et al, 2004, Worboys et al. 2005, Lockwood et al. 2006, Hockings et al, 

2006). 

Threat information 

The core subjects included six subjects dealing with threats. Site circumstances 

will prevail for most organisations identifying their threat evaluation subjects 

(Carey et al, 2000, Hockings et al. 2004, IUCN-CMP 2006b). However, the value 

in recognising these six core threat subjects is that they can provide guidance for 

many organisations about what threat subjects to evaluate. The range of threat 

evaluation subjects identified by this research can also provide guidance for 

organisations (Table 9.5). 

Information from multiple sources 

Many external audit agencies require that the actual cost of achieving 

conservation outcomes is determined by organisations. Thus data from the core 

subjects, such as the change in condition of fauna, will need to integrated with 

information from a data base of financial records, and (potentially) a data base of 

human resource information for staff time. This data can then be analysed and 

merged to provide cost-effectiveness information (e.g. AGNSW 2004). 

Maintaining a capacity for evaluation information to be sourced from more than 

one data storage system (Figure 9.2) will need to be managed effectively. 

Causal relationships and core subjects 
Whilst a search for the causes of particular outcomes may be problematic (Lincoln 

and Guba 2004) causal relationships such as ‘Did the implemented program lead 

to the desired outcomes?’ (Patton 1997), were important for practitioners for some 

aspects of protected area management. The 30 core subjects provide an indication 

of what causality issues are important for users (Salafsky et al. 2002). The 

respondents have identified for example, that they require: 

• evaluations of change in condition of fauna and flora (from a known baseline 

value) as a consequence of work completed by a management organisation; 

• evaluations of the change in severity of the threat of visitor use as a 

consequence of work completed; and 

• evaluations of whether the objectives of management for a protected area have 

been achieved, as a consequence of work conducted. 
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Further, as management actions may have contributed to the observed effects 

(Patton 1997), this needs to be tested, and forms the basis for research and is 

potentially an adaptive management research design (Margoluis and Salafsky 

1998). Causality should be demonstrated for some key areas of management. 

Additionally, assumptions that management interventions actually achieve 

designed outcomes needs to be tested and verified to ensure full accountability 

(for transparency and professional responsibility reasons) for management 

effectiveness claims. By gaining an insight into causality that is important to 

protected area managers, an insight into theory construction for the program of 

protected area management is also achieved. 

Theory of action and core subjects 
The theory of ‘protected area management program’ link the means (actions) to 

the ends (outcomes) and the construction of a means-ends hierarchy describes a 

program’s model (Patton 1997). Margoluis and Salafsky (1998) describe such 

conceptual models (theory of action), and state that they are the foundation for 

project design, project management and evaluation and provide a framework for 

testing assumptions, adaptation and learning. Their conceptual model establishes 

relationships between factors impacting on a conservation target and is an integral 

part of the project cycle for conservation programs (Margoluis and Salafsky 

1998). The model is designed to be simple by only including the most relevant 

information; it helps to establish the data needed for effective evaluation 

(Margoluis and Salafsky 1998). Once completed, the conceptual model helps to 

develop a project and evaluation plan, with the evaluation plan only monitoring 

the most important subjects. 

 

By establishing the 30 core evaluation subjects (Figure 10.1) this research 

provides some guidance for the development of the initial conceptual model (or 

models) for protected area management, based on Margoluis and Salafsky’s 

(1998) approach. Some examples of core subjects assisting the development of a 

conceptual model include: 

• establishing the initial state or condition of a site (Core subjects for: Context- 

values and baseline values); 

• identifying local stakeholder inputs (Core subject: Context-values); 
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• identifying direct and indirect threats (Core subjects: Context-identified 

threats); and 

• identifying conservation targets (Core subjects for: Outcomes-change in 

condition; severity of threat; and, individual protected area management 

objectives achieved). 

The core subjects also assist with other aspects of the project cycle identified by 

Margoluis and Salafsky (1998), including a program’s management plan, 

monitoring and evaluation plan, and adaptive management. For the monitoring 

plan, the core evaluation subjects provide guidance about priority evaluation 

information required by users; and in turn, this would assist with the selection of 

evaluation indicators. 

Core subjects and evaluation indicators 
There is a direct relationship between core subjects, the evaluation information 

required and evaluation indicators. Core subjects are the source of evaluation 

information, while evaluation indicators identify what particular information will 

be collected. Evaluation indicators are defined as ‘a unit of information measured 

over time which documents changes in specific condition’ (Margoluis and 

Salafsky 1998). 

 

The 30 core subjects provide guidance for the development of evaluation 

indicators by identifying (from a range of 251 subjects) the more important 

subjects for which evaluation information are required by users (Patton 1997, 

Margoluis and Salafsky 1998). The indicators, when selected, should relate 

directly to the objectives established for the projects (Margoluis and Salafsky 

1998), Hockings et al. 2006), and they should be measurable, precise, consistent 

and sensitive to changes in the item being measured (Margoluis and Salafsky 

1998). Additionally, the indicators should also be sensitive to the needs of users, 

how the information will be used. Matters such as scale will be influential (Bubb 

et al. 2005). If for example, the objective is to evaluate the core subject ‘change in 

condition of flora’ for the purpose of identifying trends in the condition of natural 

flora, then the indicators selected will vary depending on the scale at which the 

information is to be used (Table 10.2). An important part of this process is how 

the information is used. There is a need for an effective organisational policy 
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framework and responsive management to receive the evaluation information 

(Bubb et al. 2005). 

Table 10.2 Scalability of evaluation indicators  
(Using the evaluation subject ‘change in condition of flora’, as an example) 

Scale Potential indicator Example of 
potential user 

Example of potential 
use 

Global evaluation 
scale 

Positive or negative trend in 
the condition of flora in 
protected areas by 
ecoregions or biomes 

UNEP-WCMC 
World Data base 
on protected areas 

Use by the Secretariat 
of the Biodiversity 
Convention in 
measuring progress on 
global conservation 
efforts against targets 
 

Protected area 
organisation scale 

Positive or negative trend in 
the condition of flora in 
protected areas by ecoregion 
or parts of ecoregions 

Protected area 
management 
organisation 

Use by a government to 
track progress against 
national biodiversity 
conservation objectives 
 

Protected area 
scale 

Positive or negative trend in 
the condition of flora for a 
protected area 
{Derived by combining 
findings for flora changes 
measured potentially for a 
number of sites}  
 

Officer in charge, 
protected area  

Use by management to 
determine the 
effectiveness of 
management actions 

Individual 
protected area site 
scale 

Positive or negative trend in 
the condition of specific 
flora for a specific part of a 
protected area 

Protected area site 
manager 

Use for adaptive 
management 

 

When indicators are carefully selected for a core subject, then the data collected 

has the potential to be utilised at a number of different scales by an organisation. 

This approach can deliver efficiencies in the support systems undergirding 

evaluation management.  

10.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY 

This research has a number of theoretical implications, which are discussed below 

in relation to the four key research issues and the research findings. 

Categorisation 
The method for categorising the variables has contributed to theory. It has 

expanded and improved the language of protected area management evaluation; it 

has helped to clarify the functional differences between evaluation indicators and 

variables to be evaluated; and, has provided an opportunity to improve the WCPA 

evaluation framework. 
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Evaluation subjects 
In 2005, a baseline of evaluation data (for 178 respondents) was established. This 

included evaluation subjects protected area organisations were using, what they 

wanted, and what was required. As a consequence, such data can be used to 

interpret evaluation management, to forecast potential evaluation management 

changes, and to measure changes with time. 

Evaluation methods 
The evaluation methods that protected area organisations were commonly using 

were determined. This has established a baseline for evaluation methods, used for 

2005, for 178 respondents. Researching the relationship between commonly used 

methods and core subjects provides new opportunities for further refining how 

evaluation information is collected and used. 

Core subjects 
The 30 core subjects allow the identification of what evaluation subject 

information is needed and can help establish more efficient and effective 

evaluation indicators. Aspects of causality of importance to users have also been 

identified, and so contribute to conceptual models for projects. Additionally, they 

contribute to identifying different evaluation information types (such as science 

data, financial data, and human resource data) (Figure 9.2) that those managing 

the machinery and systems of evaluation need to consider. 

10.4 IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY AND PRACTICE 

The research findings have a number of implications for protected area 

management policy and practice. The findings provide a direct response to some 

issues raised by participants at the Durban World Parks Congress in 2003. Of 

particular importance to this research was a request that a work program on 

management effectiveness evaluation include: ‘research on appropriate indicators, 

standards, and methodologies for assessing aspects of protected area management’ 

(IUCN 2005). The participants proposed that such research incorporate protected 

area manager experience and take account of the environmental and social 

differences found in the world (IUCN 2005). The importance of this work was 

reinforced in 2004, when the Convention on Biological Diversity’s program of 

work for protected areas was formally adopted and an action guide prepared 

(Dudley et al. 2005). The action guide stated that: 
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‘by 2010, effectiveness evaluations would be completed for at least 30% of protected areas’ 
…[and]…‘effective systems for monitoring protected areas (coverage, status, and trends) at 

national regional and global scales would be established’ (Dudley et al. 2005).  
Thirty percent of the world’s protected areas, in 2005, represented about 34,000 

protected areas. To provide effectiveness evaluations for that number of protected 

areas (plus the additional areas since 2005), is an enormous task. In addition to 

core subjects and common methods, the benefits of being able to categorise 

evaluation information thanks to the (new) evaluation language (evaluation area, 

evaluation subject and evaluation topic) will enable practical developments such 

as benchmarking and comparison of intra and inter-organisational performance; 

the development of personal computer software for evaluation; and finessing the 

collection of global evaluation data such as for the UNEP-WCMC data base or for 

the Secretariat for the Convention on Biological Diversity. This step will facilitate 

the sharing of evaluation data and help improve global protected area management 

standards. It also provides an opportunity for the development of a global “State 

of the Parks” report. The findings of this research therefore have important and 

enabling implications for many policy and practice issues that relate to 

effectiveness evaluations. These implications are discussed further. 

10.4.1 Implications for policy 
This research has important policy implications for national and global protected 

area management organisations. Policies are guidelines that establish parameters 

for making decisions (Robbins et al. 2003). Four potential opportunities to 

influence policy have been identified: 

1) There is an opportunity for organisations to formally recognise and use the 

expanded-WCPA framework method for categorising subjects for evaluation. 

Policy adoption for such categorisation could provide a standard basis for 

comparing and analysing variables to be evaluated globally. It would also 

formalise an informal language for subjects for evaluation currently used by 

protected area practitioners. It has the potential to embed the concept of evaluation 

subjects; 

2) An extension of adopting variables to be evaluated categorisation is the formal 

adoption of the concept of core subjects. Importantly, policy recognition of core 

subjects could help organisations prioritise evaluation subjects. It also provides an 
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opportunity to facilitate hardware and software systems development and the 

standardisation of some evaluation indicators;  

3) Used in combination with core subjects, policy recognition of commonly used 

evaluation methods has the potential to recognise some standardised reporting 

indicators that can be used internally by organisations and for reporting at an 

international level such as World Heritage reporting and for UNEP-WCMC data 

reports; and 

4) Given the potential for core subjects to be influenced by the low HDI status for 

a country, that there be a policy commitment by an organisation such as the 

Secretariat for the Biodiversity Convention to invest in further research to 

determine the applicability of the 30 core subjects for such countries to ensure the 

universal status (or otherwise) of core subjects. 

10.4.2 Implications for practice 
The findings of this research have many implications for the protected area 

practitioner and the agencies for which they work. Practitioners are very 

supportive of evaluation and their consistent view that evaluation is an essential 

part of protected area management means that the research findings will be 

warmly welcomed. The research outcomes; particularly the lists of 30 core 

subjects and 12 commonly used method types, will be seen as filling a gap and 

achieving some of the improvements to the management of evaluation sought in 

Durban. Thus, this research with its utilisation focused approach provides a 

number of opportunities for contributing to the practice of management 

effectiveness evaluation for protected areas. They include: 

An expanded evaluation language 
The expanded-WCPA framework evaluation categories broaden the available 

language of evaluation. By distinguishing clearly what is evaluated at different 

levels of specificity, improved precision in communicating evaluation will be 

achieved. 

Guidance information 
As noted previously, protected area practitioners sought improved guidance 

information for management effectiveness evaluation (IUCN 2005). This research 

provides a number of improvements for evaluation theory which in turn provides 

improved, practical guidance information. This information is discussed in more 

detail below: 
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What should be evaluated? 

The 30 core subjects identify the priority of evaluation subjects-required by 

organisations. They can now be used as a checklist for organisations establishing 

or reviewing their evaluation management systems. 

What evaluation methods should be used? 

Twelve evaluation method types were being used commonly throughout the 

world. These methods provide a guide for organisations determining what 

methods they should implement. 

What indicators should be selected? 

The list of 30 core subjects helps identify the priority subjects for information 

collection. They can also be used as a tool to identify an entire organisation’s 

information requirements for a particular subject. Once this is known, then the 

basic information to be collected (to service all information requirements) can be 

determined, and scalable indicators can be established. There is also potential for 

the core subjects to facilitate the use of universal indicators for protected area 

management. 

How do we set up our management of evaluation?  

The core subjects provide guidance and direction for what information 

management systems (hardware and software) need to be put in place; what skills 

and training an organisation needs; how an organisation needs to establish its 

staffing structures (organisational); and what data management protocols (EC 

2005) need to be established. There is an opportunity for the development of a 

software system based on the core subjects. Indeed, common applications such as 

this are encouraged by Salafsky and Margoluis (2003) following their review of 

how other industries approach evaluation.  

How do we deal with resource intensive evaluations? 

Most core subjects will use long-term and science-technical based evaluation 

methods to collect data. This method represents a major commitment of staff and 

financial resources, and may be beyond the capacity of most protected area 

organisations. Such knowledge may inspire changed organisational approaches, 

such as investing in new in-house expertise, reorganising existing expertise, or 

instigating new models of collaborative working partnerships with research 

organisations. This also reinforces the need to very carefully assess exactly what 

evaluation investments are undertaken. Core subjects help, as do information 
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collection efficiencies such as the scalability of information and the very clear 

identification of what information will be used. Despite such finessing, there may 

still be the need to secure additional financial resources to drive long term 

evaluation and initiatives such as managing responses to climate change may 

assist this. 

An improved evaluation framework 
The expanded-WCPA framework provides an opportunity to improve the WCPA 

(Hockings et al. 2006) framework to assist practitioners. 

10.4.3 Potential for implementation 
There are five prominent opportunities for this research information to be 

implemented by protected area management organisations. They are to: 

• establish a process for global evaluation information collection; 

• develop new personal computer based software for management effectiveness 

evaluation; 

• improve the institutional management of evaluation;  

• contribute to the establishment of management for new protected areas; and to 

• contribute to globally significant management processes. 

Each of these opportunities is described further. 

A process for global evaluation information collection 
There is an imperative for the collection of world wide information on 

management effectiveness evaluation for protected areas. The “Convention on 

Biological Diversity Programme of Work on Protected Areas” requires signatories 

to  
‘establish national and regional effective monitoring systems for protected area coverage, status 

and trends at national, regional and global scales’ (Dudley et al. 2005). 

The information will be used to determine if the global system of protected areas 

is being managed effectively, and a target for achieving this has been set for 2010 

(Dudley et al. 2005). 

An international response under development is centred on existing evaluation 

information being collected. It aims to create order from the multitude of 

evaluations being conducted around the world in order to minimises interference 

with institutional evaluation management. It is based on the WCPA Framework 

and focuses on establishing a common reporting format for park level evaluation 

as well as a minimum data set (Leverington 2007). The approach uses data 
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collected at a park level and translates it to a common reporting format (about 50 

indicators). This information is then interpreted and analysed to establish a 

minimum data set (about 20 indicators). An additional step potentially establishes 

a management effectiveness index of about one to five indicators for global use 

(Leverington 2007). Draft reserve system level indicators were established for an 

additional common reporting format but further development was required 

(Leverington 2007). 

 

The findings of this research provide an alternative approach. It is based on the 

core subjects, and leadership by information users (such as the Secretariat for the 

Convention on Biological Diversity) for identifying information use needs. The 

30 core subjects identify the priority subjects for evaluation. Once users and other 

stakeholders have agreed on exactly what evaluation information is needed for use 

from each core subject, agreed protocols would be developed to guide the 

collection, storage and analysis of this data. For individual organisations, the 

collection of such information would be voluntary and potentially supplementary 

to their situational information already collected. The approach however provides 

a conceptual process for standardised data collection and as advocated by Salafsky 

and Margoluis (2003), and is a long term investment. 

The conceptual process for this alternative approach is:  

1) The WCPA Framework establishes a project cycle of management for 

protected areas with six elements identified for evaluating the effectiveness of 

management; 

2) The 30 core subjects identify the most important subjects to be evaluated for 

the six evaluation elements; 

3) For each core subject, the global management effectiveness evaluation 

information to be used is agreed, and protocols are developed to achieve 

standardisation of the evaluation information collected; and 

4) A minimum suite of evaluation information is derived from the 30 core 

subjects and used for global protected area management effectiveness reporting. 

Such and ordered approach also provides opportunities for international 

resourcing of data collected for global reporting needs. 
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Evaluation supported by new personal computer based software 
Management effectiveness evaluation instituted for 34,000 protected areas 

globally by 2010 is ambitious (Dudley et al. 2005). However, new software based 

on the list of core subjects could help automate the collection and analysis of 

evaluation information by organisations. The potential is for the development of 

computer software, suitable for use on personal computers and accessible by 

rangers and managers at an operational level. The software could speed up data 

collection, analysis, and management feedback for adaptive management, as well 

as contributing to other evaluation information needs at different levels within an 

organisation and for global reporting needs. The opportunity also becomes 

possible for benchmarking and comparative analysis of performance between 

organisations. 

The personal-computer based software development could include: 

1) Data entry for each core subject (such as for the core subject, identified threats-

poaching); 

2) The selection of data collected for each core subject based on priority 

information to be used by all levels of an organisation. The primary information 

could (for example) include data cells for “population of key species poached” 

and “evidence for poaching activity”, with this data being used to generate the 

more generic organisational information required such as “incidence of poaching” 

or “species population trends”. 

3) The development of data entry capacity for the core subjects “staff” and finance 

(“capital, grant and recurrent funds”) to achieve evaluations such as “staff time 

spent on tasks” and “task expenditure”. This would achieve New Public 

Management paradigm evaluation information sought by organisations and 

donors. It provides an opportunity to automate cost-effectiveness evaluation. For 

our poaching example, it could include “time spent on anti-poaching tasks” and 

“cost of anti-poaching tasks”. Rangers, using site based software, could then 

compare “anti-poaching time” or “anti-poaching cost” investments with 

“incidence of poaching activity” to identify minimum time and cost requirements 

needed for wildlife protection. Trends over many years could also be assessed. 

The rangers could also automatically calculate scalable information required by 

their organisation such as “species conservation costs”. 
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Improve the institutional management of evaluation 
Two hundred and fifty one evaluation subjects being assessed by protected area 

management organisations are just too many. Most organisations were conducting 

far too many different evaluations and were commonly using poor systems and 

poor integration and management of information. This meant that precious staff 

time was wasted. It has only been in recent times that theoretical guidance (the 

WCPA Management Effectiveness Evaluation Framework. Hockings et al. 2000, 

2006) has become available to help refine institutional systems for managing 

evaluation. This research builds on the WCPA Framework, and provides 

additional guidance for refining the institutional systems for managing evaluation. 

 

The process is:  

1) The WCPA Framework establishes a project cycle of management for 

protected areas with six elements identified for evaluating the effectiveness of 

management; 

2) Evaluation subjects being used are identified by using the 251 evaluation 

subjects (as a checklist) and the WCPA Framework method for categorising 

variables to be evaluated; 

3) The priority evaluation subject needs of the organisation are determined (What 

priority information is required for use by the organisation?). This assessment is 

guided by its situational requirements, and assisted by the core subject checklist. 

A priority list of evaluation subjects is identified; 

4) The potential for each evaluation subject for scalable information is assessed, 

and implemented to achieve efficiencies in data collection; 

5) Other management systems such as financial, human resource, visitor 

management and other information systems are upgraded to achieve the 

integration of information needed for evaluating management effectiveness. 

Contribute to the establishment of management for new protected areas  
For new protected areas, the list of core subjects and schedule of commonly used 

evaluation methods can assist in preparing plans of management and their 

associated plans for managing evaluation. The information can assist to reduce the 

number of evaluation subjects to be monitored (since most new organisations are 

too ambitious in what they attempt to manage). The two lists will contribute to 

conceptualising an information management system for protected areas and will 

help to identify priority subjects for data exchange and data storage. 
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Contribute to globally significant management processes 
Internationally significant processes such as World Heritage in Danger reporting 

and conservation audits could benefit from core subjects. The 30 core subjects 

could guide what aspects of the management cycle are evaluated, and 

performance assessments against these subjects may (in the future) be comparable 

against international benchmark standards established for protected areas. 

10.4.4 Achieving this potential 
The core subjects’ research finding needs to be made available for use. Once 

published and the potential demonstrated, then core subjects can be used for 

assisting global evaluation information collection for the Convention on 

Biological Diversity; for assisting the management of new protected areas; for 

institutional reform; and, for innovative, PC based software development to assist 

practitioners to automate their management effectiveness evaluations. The 

published research results, for the above reasons, will be of direct interest to 

organisations such as the IUCN and the Secretariat of the Convention on 

Biological Diversity. Because of the implications for helping to achieve the 

Biodiversity Convention work plan for evaluation, funding resources may be 

forthcoming to develop the computer software, and to publish a technical paper on 

core subjects and commonly used method types. 

10.5 LIMITATIONS 

There are two limitations to this research have been recognised. One relates to the 

original data collected for the international survey, and the other relates to how 

widely the 30 core evaluation subjects data are used. Data collection for this 

research was potentially limited by relatively few respondents from low Human 

Development Index countries. Considerable effort was made to improve the 

number of returns from potential respondents from these countries without 

success. Achieving returns from a larger number of countries was considered a 

goal to be reached, and considerable effort was expended in an endeavour to 

achieve this outcome, including the translation of the questionnaire into three 

languages other than English (Spanish, French and Chinese). Whilst limitations to 

this research are acknowledged they do not detract from the findings presented. 

Another limitation for data collection was a focus on terrestrial protected areas, 

and this will mean fewer responses (data) from marine protected areas. 
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This research identified a core set of 30 evaluation subjects for protected area 

management and was based on inputs provided by 178 respondents. This finding 

is limited in its application, for whilst it may be used for guidance, it is not 

generalisable until it has been the subject of further research using a quantitative 

experimental design. Such research would investigate the general applicability of 

the 30 core subjects for protected area management and potentially provide 

authority for their universal application. 

10.6 IMPLICATIONS FOR METHODOLOGY 

Research dealing with evaluation subjects-required by users may be repeated in 

the future. This research has established a baseline of core subjects required by 

178 respondents at a point in time (2005). The profession of protected area 

management will evolve and mature, and changes will occur in evaluation 

requirements. It is now possible to measure the extent of that change from this 

baseline. The research method used had many strengths. Aspects that worked well 

included: 1) the expanded-WCPA framework and categories used; 2) the 

questionnaire organised by the six evaluation elements; 3) the questions based on 

13 evaluation criteria; 4) the ‘tick the box’ evaluation area prompts that reminded 

respondents of potential examples of evaluations; and 5) the ‘other’ category 

which ensured that the majority of evaluation subjects known to a respondent 

were captured. The background questions on attitude and access to evaluation 

information provided very useful data.  

Improvements to the method could be made, however, by expanding the 

questionnaire checklist of evaluation subjects using the findings from this 

research. This would reduce the number of evaluation subjects derived by the 

‘other’ category of the questionnaire. The length of the questionnaire could be 

reduced by removing the independent data checks used. They performed a useful 

triangulation-checking function for this research but would not be necessary in a 

repeat survey. 

10.7 FUTURE RESEARCH 

There are a number of opportunities for further research identified by this thesis. 

The method used for categorising subjects for evaluation (the expanded-WCPA 

framework) has the potential to be researched further, fine tuned and developed as 

a formal classification system for variables to be evaluated for protected area 
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management. The current research did not formalise the categorisation method as 

a classification system. 

 

Additionally the 30 core subjects need further research using a quantitative 

experimental design to test and potentially generalise the findings. This research is 

considered important since the concept of core subjects potentially has a role to 

play internationally in guiding the selection of evaluation subjects; for guiding 

evaluation management support system development; and, for guiding the 

selection of evaluation indicators. Testing of the 30 core subjects and feedback 

from low HDI countries in particular is important given the inadequate sampling 

achieved by this research (Chapter 6). The role of core subjects in establishing 

some universal indicators for protected area management effectiveness evaluation 

also needs to be researched. 

 

Some core subjects use evaluation data from more than one source within an 

organisation. This needs to work effectively. New research could analyse how 

evaluation data is derived from a protected area data management system, what 

software systems need to be used, what data exchange protocols are required, how 

the data is analysed, how the derived information is stored, and what evaluation 

information is available for use, as a consequence of the capacity to integrate and 

use the data. 

 

Scientists and protected area practitioners need to work more closely together to 

achieve the effective evaluation of protected areas. The current institutional 

models used by most protected area organisations are considered inadequate to 

deal with the increase in the science based evaluation workload identified by this 

research. Further research is needed to explore different organisational models 

that integrate science and protected area management. Guided by the core 

subjects, the research could investigate a range of organisational structures, 

reporting systems and contractual arrangements so as to identify optimum 

arrangements for providing the evaluation information required by management 

and other users. 
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Finally, the wealth of information arising from this thesis poses a range of 

significant questions for further research, and some of these questions include: 

1) What is the applicability of core subjects to low HDI countries? 

2) What is the minimum suite of evaluation information required for use (for 30 

core subjects) by the Secretariat of the Biodiversity Convention? 

3) What is the minimum suite of evaluation information required for inclusion (for 

30 core subjects) in a global “State of the Parks” report? 

4) What universal standards are needed for establishing protocols for information 

collection and exchange for the 30 core subjects? 

5) What is the importance of process and output evaluation elements in the WCPA 

Framework for protected area management organisations? 

Research responses to such questions will further enhance the theory and practice 

of protected area management. 

10.8 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A method for identifying, categorising and providing order for protected area 

management variables to be evaluated has been established through this research. 

Based on an expanded-WCPA framework the method has enabled a determination 

of what evaluation subjects were being used, what were wanted, and what 

common evaluation subjects were required by users. For international 

respondents, evaluation subjects were commonly evaluated for only four of the six 

evaluation elements of the expanded-IUCN framework. Many respondents 

recognised this shortfall (in part) by wanting additional evaluations for baseline 

values and outcome evaluation subjects.  

 

An analysis of the three data sets (international, national and single park) provided 

a balanced set of commonly required evaluation subjects representing the six 

elements of the expanded-WCPA framework. It also identified a range of 251 

subjects required for evaluation, which was very large, relative to the limited 

resources available for protected area management. 

 

Additional comparisons, combination and analyses of most common evaluation 

subjects-required were used to develop a list of just 30 core evaluation subjects 

from the 251 subjects. These subjects identified what is commonly required for 

evaluation relative to the six evaluation elements of the expanded-WCPA 
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framework. The core subjects provide guidance for users, if used in an evaluation 

management environment that respects situational needs and is cautious of 

universal standards. The subjects assist with: 1) selecting priority evaluation 

subjects and reducing work loads; 2) identifying evaluation information needs; 3) 

developing evaluation indicators including scalable indicators; 4) assessing 

organisational arrangements to achieve evaluation information needs; 5) 

establishing evaluation management hardware and software support systems; and 

6) determining efficient ways for providing information for a range of different 

evaluation methods. 

 

Science-technical and New Public Management evaluation methods were 

commonly used and were part of a list of 21 different types of methods used by 

respondents. The 12 most common method types utilise some, or many, of the 

core subjects and this provides opportunities for establishing efficiencies in 

evaluation information generation. This is achieved through the careful selection 

of evaluation indicators for data collection. Based on the analysis of the common 

evaluation methods the evaluation information collected was predominantly used 

for accountability and status assessment purposes. They included methods which 

were either greater than 12 months or less than 12 months in duration (as well as 

some, less than one month issue based evaluations). Specialist (NGO and IUCN) 

evaluation methods were not commonly used. The evaluation methods for the 30 

core subjects were most likely to be long-term and science-technical types. As a 

consequence, protected area management organisations will need new 

organisational and external partnership arrangements to meet these evaluation 

needs. 

 

Further research is required to establish a formal categorisation scheme for 

variables to be evaluated; to determine the generalisability of core subjects; and, 

to determine organisational arrangements best suited to achieve a dominance of 

the science based evaluation information required by protected area management 

organisations.  

From my research I recommend that: 1) the generalisability of the 30 core subject 

research results be tested using quantitative, experimental methods; 2) core 

subjects be adopted as a policy concept, and guide the prioritisation of protected 
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area management evaluation subjects required by organisations; 3) the core 

subjects guide the establishment of evaluation management support systems; and 

4) core subjects guide the selection of evaluation indicators and collection of 

evaluation information so that there are efficiencies in servicing the multiple 

evaluation methods (at different scales) required by protected area management 

organisations. I also recommend that: 5) the commonly used evaluation methods 

be used to guide the selection of the methods used by protected area management 

organisations.
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APPENDIX 2.1 LIST OF 335 VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED 
The following list of 335 variables to be evaluated was sourced from Dr Marc Hockings’ analysis 
of protected area evaluation methods (Hockings 2000) and the World Wide Fund for Nature 
(WWF’s) Rapid Assessment and Prioritization of Protected Areas Management (RAPPAM) 
methodology (Ervin 2003a). 
 

1 Protected area or system design 
2 Relative completion of a protected area system  
3 Progress and plans in establishing (representative) protected areas 
4 Design: boundaries and geographical description (design) 
5 Design: extent of boundary demarcation (%) 
6 Protected area system biogeographical representation 
7 Protected area system biogeographical representation: form 
8 Protected area system biogeographical representation: size 
9 Protected area system biogeographical representation: isolation 
10 PA biogeographical rep'n: isolation:% original veg’n cover in 10km zone around pa 
11 Protected area system biogeographical representation: vulnerability 
12 Natural heritage values: survey and inventory 
13 Natural heritage values: species richness  
14 Natural heritage values: endemism  
15 Natural heritage values: rare or unique phenomena 
16 Natural heritage values: international significance/significance  
17 Natural heritage values: ecoregional uniqueness  
18 Protected area IUCN category (appropriateness) 
19 MAB reserves: does the site fit the biosphere reserve concept? 
20 MAB reserves: designation make a difference to management? 
21 MAB reserves: benefits the reserves provide to management 
22 MAB reserves: benefits the reserves provide to the community 
23 Environmental status: (Pressure-State-Response monitoring) 
24 Biodiversity: species richness (change in species richness; number and extent of exotics) 
25 Biodiversity: pop'n dynamics (mort'y/growth; emig'n/immig'n; pop'n viab'y indic sp's) 
26 Biodiversity: trophic structure (size class distribution of all taxa; predation levels) 
27 Ecosystem function: succession/retrogression (dist’n freq and size; veg’n age class dist'n) 
28 Ecosystem function: productivity (Landscape or site level) 
29 Ecosystem function: decomposition (by site)  
30 Ecosystem function: nutrient retention (Ca, N by site) 
31 Stressors: human land use patterns (land use maps; roads; population) 
32 Stressors: habitat fragmentation (patch size; indicative-patch dist’n for interior) 
33 Stressors: pollutants (sewage/petrochemicals; long range toxics) 
34 Stressors: climate (frequency of extreme events) 
35 Stressors: other (park specific issues) 
36 Management status: managed 
37 Heritage status: threats 
38 Heritage status: desired condition of specified issues or processes.  
39 Heritage status: condition of feature or phenomena or system  
40 Heritage status: condition: vulnerability of the protected area  
41 Heritage status: condition: extent of degradation of the protected area 
42 Heritage status: condition of habitat  
43 Heritage status: condition of habitat: habitat degradation/trend  
44 Heritage status: condition of habitat: habitat connectivity  
45 Heritage status: condition of plant communities 
46 Heritage status: condition of fauna including rare and threatened species 
47 Heritage status: condition of geological (abiotic) features 
48 Heritage status: watershed 
49 Landscape conservation: health: size (area or abundance) 
50 Landscape conservation condition: quality of biotic/abiotic; absence of threats 
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51 Landscape conservation context: quality biotic/abiotic surrounding area 
52 Heritage status: genetic resource conservation 
53 Basic ecological and cultural resource information 
54 Basic ecological and resource information: indicator species monitored 
55 Information: socio-economic information 
56 Information: biophysical information 
57 Information: cartographic information 
58 Information: research information management 
59 Management programs: research: design 
60 Management programs: research: research programed to management needs 
61 Management programs: research: execution 
62 Management programs: research: coordination/administration 
63 Management programs: research: evaluation and monitoring 
64 Information: monitoring and feedback information 
65 Legislation supporting protected areas: legal 
66 Legal: general legislation  
67 Legal: adequacy of law enforcement provisions (regulations) 
68 Legal: implementation law enforcement  
69 Legal: existence/implementation law enforcement plan 
70 Protected area political agenda at national, regional/local levels 
71 Political-legal: extent, local administrative autonomy 
72 Management: land tenure issues 
73 Management: land tenure issues: extent of government ownership of protected areas  
74 Management: plan of management (existence) 
75 Management: plan of management (characteristics of planning team) 
76 Management: plan of management (level of execution) 
77 Management: operations plan, (existence and updating) 
78 Management: operations plan (level of execution) 
79 Plan of management: objectives 
80 Plan of management: zoning 
81 Plan of management: identification of resource needs 
82 Plan of management: participation and co-management 
83 Threats analysis. planning: identification of key issues 
84 Threats analysis. compatibility of use with objectives 
85 Threats analysis. compatibility of surrounding uses 
86 Threat status and abatement: systems (conservation targets) 
87 Threat status and abatement: stresses (factors causing impairment of system) 
88 Threat status and abatement: sources of stresses (degree of contribution to stress) 
89 Threats analysis: occurrence, degree of impact of adjoining developments 
90 Illegal uses: extent of illegal activity 
91 Illegal uses: extraction of timber 
92 Illegal uses: extraction of non-renewable natural resources(including mining) 
93 Illegal uses: extraction of flora and fauna 
94 Illegal uses: extraction of cultural resources 
95 Illegal uses: squatting 
96 Illegal uses: hunting 
97 Illegal uses: agriculture and ranching (grazing) 
98 Illegal uses: fishing 
99 Illegal uses: recreation and tourism 
100 Illegal uses: buildings and other (dam) construction 
101 Threats: visitor/use impacts on heritage 
102 Threats: visitor impacts: camping 
103 Threats: visitor impacts: vehicles 
104 Threats: pollution: water quality: marine or fresh water 
105 Threats: pollution: soil: waste disposal 
106 Threats: pollution: air 
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107 Threats: fire impacts on vegetation communities 
108 Threats: advancing human settlements 
109 Threats: pollution: immigration 
110 Threats: introduced organisms (weeds, pest animals) 
111 Threats: natural disasters 
112 Threats: development infrastructure 
113 Management: monitoring systems 
114 Threats: subversive movements and violent conflict 
115 Threats: pollution: introduced organisms 
116 Threats: narcotics-trafficking 
117 Management: zoning 
118 Management: institutional policies 
119 Management: management structures (internal organisation) 
120 Management: operational processes and systems 
121 Management: incidence of management activities 
122 Management: protection of natural heritage: adequacy 
123 Management: protection of cultural heritage; adequacy 
124 Management: managers views of key management issues 
125 Management: stakeholders views of key management issues 
126 Management: no effective control - effective control score 
127 Management: protection: design 
128 Management: protection: execution 
129 Management: protection: coordination 
130 Management: protection: evaluation and monitoring 
131 Management: potentially damaging activities and natural catastrophes 
132 Management: legal considerations 
133 Management: law enforcement 
134 Management: administration: personnel: administrator 
135 Management: administration: personnel: managerial and technical personnel 
136 Management: administration: personnel: administrative personnel 
137 Management: administration: personnel: operating personnel 
138 Management: administration: personnel: capacity additional contracting 
139 Management competency (including training) 
140 Management capacity: staff resources; adequacy; % of needed  
141 Management capacity: staff turnover 
142 Management capacity: plant, equipment, accommodation resources 
143 Management capacity: budget resources, short term, long term 
144 Management capacity: budget resources, recurrent 
145 Management capacity: budget resources, capital 
146 Management capacity: project leadership- proven/able leader 
147 Management capacity: project leadership- proven coach/mentor 
148 Management capacity: project leadership- project support team and partners 
149 Management capacity: strategic approach-application strategic approach 
150 Management capacity: strategic approach-regional review 
151 Management capacity: funding-adequacy, predictable, definite sources 
152 Management effectiveness: overall effectiveness 
153 Management effectiveness: extent/severity existing degradation 
154 Management effectiveness: extent/severity potential degradation 
155 Management effectiveness: total potential loss/vulnerability/biological and social urgency 
156 Recurrent costs: staff, admin, vehicles, maintenance roads, buildings, equipment 
157 Management: financial accountability 
158 Management: administration: financing: operating budget 
159 Management: administration: financing: operating budget:% required funds 
160 Management: administration: financing: fund transference registry 
161 Management: administration: financing: special financing 
162 Management: administration: financing: fees, revenue generated, revenue returned 
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163 Management: administration: financing: capacity to manage own resources 
164 Management: administration: financing: accountant and finance system 
165 Management: administration: organisation: files 
166 Management: administration: organisation: organisational chart 
167 Management: administration: organisation: internal communication 
168 Management: administration: organisation: regulation of activities 
169 Management: infrastructure: equipment and tools (adequacy) 
170 Management: infrastructure: installations for basic management 
171 Management: infrastructure: health conditions in installations 
172 Management: infrastructure: installation safety 
173 Management: infrastructure: boundaries demarcation 
174 Management: infrastructure: adequate visitor services/infrastructure/visitor centres 
175 Management: infrastructure: access management 
176 Management: maintenance: design 
177 Management: maintenance: execution 
178 Management: maintenance: coordination 
179 Management: maintenance: evaluation and monitoring 
180 Management: maintenance: road condition 
181 Management: research 
182 Management: environmental education 
183 Management: environmental education: design 
184 Management: environmental education: execution 
185 Management: environmental education: coordination 
186 Management: environmental education: evaluation and monitoring 
187 Management: environmental interpretation 
188 Management: environmental interpretation: design 
189 Management: environmental interpretation: execution 
190 Management: environmental interpretation: coordination 
191 Management: environmental interpretation: evaluation and monitoring 
192 Tourism, visitors, visitor facilities 
193 Tourism numbers 
194 Management: outreach to communities: design 
195 Management: outreach to communities: execution 
196 Management: outreach to communities: coordination 
197 Management: outreach to communities: evaluation and monitoring 
198 Management: community feedback 
199 Policies: community support and participation 
200 Policies: community support and participation: Headquarters 
201 Policies: community support and participation: administration of PA system 
202 Management: socio-cultural considerations 
203 Management: economic considerations 
204 Management: legal uses: extraction of timber 
205 Management: legal uses: extraction of minerals 
206 Management: legal uses: extraction of flora and fauna 
207 Management: legal uses: hunting 
208 Management: legal uses: agriculture and ranching 
209 Management: legal uses: fishing 
210 Management: legal uses: recreation and tourism 
211 Management: legal uses: education 
212 Management: legal uses: buildings and other construction 
213 Policies: inter-institutional support 
214 Policies: intra-institutional support 
215 Policies: external support  
216 Management: social and human use (compatibility) 
217 Management: social: communications: communications plan 
218 Management: social: participation: participation of user groups 
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219 Management: social: land tenure: availability of tenure information 
220 Management: local participation: community advisory committee (indigenous input) 
221 Management: community involvement in compatible resource use  
222 Management: partnerships (state and commercial neighbours etc) 
223 Management: use: impacts of use, neighbouring communities 
224 Management: protected area benefits: stakeholder awareness 
225 Management: protected area benefits: knowledge of benefits generated by PA 
226 Management: protected area benefits: direct benefit to interest groups 
227 Management: political support 
228 Management: external support (financial and other resources): 
229 Non Government Organisation (NGO) self sufficiency plan 
230 PA system: adequate representation diversity of ecosystems 
231 PA system: adequate protection against species extinction/extirpation 
232 PA system: consists primarily of exemplary or intact ecosystems  
233 PA system: sites of high conservation value for key species systematically protected 
234 PA system: maintains natural processes at a landscape scale 
235 PA system: protects transition areas between ecosystems 
236 PA system: includes full range of successional diversity 
237 PA system: sites of high endemism systematically protected 
238 PA system: layout/configuration; system optimises conservation of biodiversity 
239 PA system: PA policies: national policies clearly articulate vision, goals, objectives 
240 PA system: PA policies: land protected maintains natural process at landscape level 
241 PA system: PA policies: commitment to protect viable and representative PA network 
242 PA system: PA policies: comprehensive inventory of biological diversity 
243 PA system: PA policies: assessment of historical range 
244 PA system: PA policies: restoration targets for under represented ecosystems 
245 PA system: PA policies: ongoing research for key issues 
246 PA system: PA policies: periodic review for gaps and weaknesses in PA system 
247 PA system: PA policies: effective training and capacity building 
248 PA system: PA policies: PA effectiveness regularly evaluated 
249 PA system: PA policies: national policies clearly articulated, vision, goals, objectives 
250 PA system: PA policy environment: PA related laws complement PA's 
251 PA system: PA policy environment: Commitment of resources to administer PA 
252 PA system: PA policy environment: environment protection goals in policy 
253 PA system: PA policy environment: high communication for resource departments 
254 PA system: PA policy environment: effective enforcement of PA related laws 
255 PA system: PA policy environment: national policies promote environmental education 
256 PA system: PA policy environment: policies promote sustainable land management 
257 PA system: PA policy environment: policies promote land conservation mechanisms 
258 PA system: PA policy environment: environmental training for government employees 
259 PA system: PA policy environment: dialogue fostered with NGO's 
260 Threats: semi-natural processes 
261 Biological importance: relatively high no rare, threatened, endangered species 
262 Biological importance: relatively high biodiversity 
263 Biological importance: relatively high degree of endemism 
264 Biological importance: PA provides a critical landscape function 
265 Biological importance: PA contains the full range of plant/animal biodiversity 
266 Biological importance: PA contributes to representativeness of system 
267 Biological importance: PA maintains minimum viable pop's of key species 
268 Biological importance: PA structural diversity is consist with historical norms 
269 Biological importance: PA includes ecosystems, historic range diminished 
270 Biological importance: PA contains full range natural processes, disturbance regimes 
271 Social-economic: PA is import source employment for local community 
272 Social-economic: Local community depends on PA for subsistence 
273 Social-economic: PA provides community development opportunities/sustainable use 
274 Social-economic: PA has religious or spiritual significance 
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275 Social-economic: PA has unusual features of aesthetic import 
276 Social-economic: PA contains plant species of high social/cultural/economic import 
277 Social-economic: PA contains animal species of high social/cultural/economic import 
278 Social-economic: PA has a high recreational value 
279 Social-economic: PA contributes ecosystem services and benefits to communities 
280 Social-economic: PA has high education and/or scientific values 
281 Vulnerability: illegal activities within PA difficult to monitor 
282 Vulnerability: law enforcement is low in region 
283 Vulnerability: bribery and corruption is common in Region 
284 Vulnerability: area is experiencing civil unrest and/or political instability 
285 Vulnerability: cultural practices beliefs/trad use conflict with PA objectives 
286 Vulnerability: market value of PA resources is high 
287 Vulnerability: area is easily accessible for illegal activities 
288  Vulnerability: strong demand for PA resources 
289 Vulnerability: PA manager under pressure to unduly exploit PA resources 
290 Vulnerability: recruitment and retention of employees is difficult 
291 Planning: PA objectives provide for protection and maintenance of biodiversity 
292 Planning: biodiversity related objectives are stated in management plan 
293 Planning: management policies and plans are consistent with PA objectives 
294 Planning: PA employees understand PA objectives and policies 
295 Planning: local communities support overall objectives of PA  
296 Planning: legal security: no unsettled land tenure/use disputes 
297 Planning: legal security: conflict local community resolved fairly/effectively 
298 Design/planning: siting of PA is consistent with PA objectives 
299 Design/planning: layout/configuration of PA optimises conservation of biodiversity 
300 Design/planning: zoning system is adequate to achieve PA objectives 
301 Design/planning: landuse in surrounding area enables effective PA management 
302 Design/planning: PA is linked to areas conserved 
303 Inputs: staffing: staff progress on targets are periodically reviewed 
304 Inputs: communication and information: communication between field and office 
305 Inputs: communication and information: adequate information for planning 
306 Inputs: communication and information: adequate means for collecting new data 
307 Inputs: communication and information: adequate processing and analysis of data 
308 Inputs: infrastructure: transport adequate to perform critical activities 
309 Inputs: infrastructure: maintenance/equipment care adequate for long term use  
310 Inputs: finances: funding, last 5 yrs adequate for critical management activities 
311 Inputs: finances: funding, next 5 yrs adequate for critical management activities 
312 Inputs: finances: financial management practices enable efficient and effective mgmt 
313 Inputs: finances: allocation and expenditure is appropriate to priorities and objectives 
314 Inputs: finances: long-term financial outlook for PA is stable 
315 Processes: planning: inventory natural and cultural resources  
316 Processes: planning: results, research and monitoring are incorporated into planning 
317 Processes: mgmt decision making: decision making is transparent  
318 Processes: mgmt decision making: regional collaboration with community etc 
319 Processes: mgmt decision making: local communities participate in decisions 
320 Processes: mgmt decision making: communication between all levels PA staff 
321 Processes: research, evaluation, monitoring: impact of legal and illegal uses monitored  
322 Processes: research, evaluation, monitoring: research on key ecological issues  
323 Processes: research, evaluation, monitoring: access to scientific research and advice.  
324 Processes: research, evaluation, monitoring: research and monitoring needs prioritised  
325 Outputs: last 2 years: threat prevention, detection/enforcement 
326 Outputs: last 2 years: site restoration and mitigation 
327 Outputs: last 2 years: wildlife and habitat management 
328 Outputs: last 2 years: community outreach and education efforts 
329 Outputs: last 2 years: threat prevention, detection/enforcement  
330 Outputs: last 2 years: visitor and tourist management 
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331 Outputs: last 2 years: infrastructure development 
332 Outputs: last 2 years: management planning and inventorying 
333 Outputs: last 2 years: staff monitoring; supervision; evaluation 
334 Outputs: last 2 years: staff training and development 
335 Outputs: last 2 years: research and monitoring outputs 

 
Abbreviations 
Dist’n = distribution; emig’n = emigration; freq = frequency; immig’n = immigration; mgmt = 
management; mort’y = mortality; PA = protected area; rep’n = representation; veg’n = vegetation. 
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APPENDIX 3.1 PLAN FOR CONDUCTING FOCUS GROUPS 
This plan was used as the moderator’s guide for three focus groups conducted at the World Parks 
Congress, September 2003. 
 

FOCUS GROUP PLAN 
Category Question Time Comments/Preparation checklist 

Room 
preparation 

 0700 • Table/chairs organised 
• Names displayed 
• Registration forms ready 
• Tape recorder ready 
• Note pads and pencils ready 
• Coffee/refreshments ready 

Arrival  0720 Welcome! 
Coffee? 
 

Check Do you mind if the Focus 
Group is taped? 
 
Would you mind completing 
the registration form? 
 

 Please tick the box on your registration if you 
would like a copy of the transcript 

Introductory 
comments 

  This research is targeting the development 
of a decision tree which will help protected 
area managers determine the best type of 
effectiveness evaluation for their needs.  

Introductory 
question 

MODERATOR: 
Would you mind telling 
us who you are and 
where you are involved 
with protected areas? 

0730 
 
 
5 

• Everyone responds to this 
• Most likely not for analysis 

    
Transition 
question 

How have you been 
involved with protected 
area effectiveness 
evaluation? 
 

0735 
 
 
15 

• Sets the stage for the key questions 

    
Key 
question 

As a protected area 
expert, what do you 
think are the most 
important PA 
management 
effectiveness needs? 
Write a brief list, and we 
will ask each of you to 
contribute to a master 

0745 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
35 

• Develops a master list of protected area 
management effectiveness evaluation “needs” 

• Will include functional needs as well as 
evaluation needs 
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list. 
 

    
Key 
question 

What do you think is the 
most critical “need” 

0805 
 
50 

• Prioritises the master list of needs 

    
Summary Brief summary of 

feedback provided by 
the moderator 

0820 
 
55 

• Recap of input provided by the group 

    
Final 
question 

Is there anything we 
should have talked 
about but didn’t? 

0825 
 
60 

• Opportunity to cover any gaps 

    
Finish  0830 • Photograph of Focus Group participants taken 
 
Terms used: 
Needs: defined (for this research) as: actions or resources that may be required to 
make conservation work. 
 
Evaluation: The judgement or assessment of achievement against some 
predetermined criteria (usually a set of standards or objectives) (Hockings et al. 
2000). 
 
Management Effectiveness: Management effectiveness for protected areas 
includes three main components:  
• design issues relating to individual sites and to protected area systems; 
• appropriateness of management systems and processes; and 
• delivery of protected area objectives (Hockings et al. 2000). 





353 

APPENDIX 4.1  
CONTEXT-SIGNIFICANCE: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO 
BE EVALUATED  

APPENDIX 4.2  
CONTEXT-THREATS: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE 
EVALUATED  

APPENDIX 4.3  
CONTEXT-VULNERABILITY AND CONTEXT-NATIONAL CONTEXT: 
BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED  

APPENDIX 4.4  
PLANNING: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE 
EVALUATED  

APPENDIX 4.5  
INPUTS: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED  

APPENDIX 4.6: 
PROCESS; OUTPUT, OUTCOME: BROAD GROUPINGS OF 
VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED 
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SIGNIFICANCE 
Natural (biotic) phenomena 
• Natural heritage values: Survey and 

inventory 
• Natural heritage values: Species 

richness 
• Natural heritage values: Endemism 
• Natural heritage values: Rare or 

unique phenomena 
• Natural heritage values: International 

significance/significance 
• Natural heritage values: Ecoregional 

uniqueness 
• Heritage status: Genetic resource 

conservation 
• Biological importance: Relatively 

high: no rare, threatened or 
endangered species 

• Biological importance: Relatively 
high: biodiversity 

• Biological importance: Relatively 
high: degree of endemism 

• Biological importance: Relatively 
high: Protected area contains the full 
range of plant/animal biodiversity 

• Biological importance: Relatively 
high: Protected area contributes to 
the representativeness of the system 

• Biological importance: Protected 
area maintains minimum viable 
populations of key species 

• Biological importance: Protected 
area structural division is consistent 
with historic norms 

• Biological importance: Protected 
area includes Ecosystems, historic 
range diminished 

• Biological importance: Protected 
area contains full range of natural 
processes and disturbance regimes 

Natural (abiotic) phenomena 
• Heritage status: Condition of 

geological (abiotic) features 
• Biological importance: Protected 

area provides a critical landscape 
function 

• Socio Economic: Protected area has 
unusual features of aesthetic 
importance 

Cultural and social heritage 
• Socio Economic: Protected area is an 

important source of employment for 
local community 

• Socio Economic: Local community 
depends on protected area for 
subsistence 

• Socio Economic: Protected area 
provides community development 
opportunities through sustainable 
resource use 

• Socio Economic: Protected area has 
religious or spiritual significance 

• Socio Economic: Protected area 
contains plant species of high 
social/cultural/economic importance 

• Socio Economic: Protected area 
contains animal species of high 
social/cultural/economic importance 

• Socio Economic: Protected area has 
high recreational value 

• Socio Economic: Protected area 
contributes significant ecosystem 
services and benefits 

• Socio Economic: Protected area has 
high educational and/or scientific 
value 

Natural heritage condition 
• Ecological integrity: Biodiversity: 

Species richness: Change in species 
richness 

• Ecological integrity: Biodiversity: 
Population dynamics: 

• Ecological integrity: Biodiversity: 
Trophic structure 

• Ecological integrity: Ecosystem 
function: Succession/retrogression 

• Ecological integrity: Ecosystem 
function: Productivity (Landscape or 
site) 

• Ecological integrity: Ecosystem 
function: Decomposition (by site) 

• Ecological integrity: Ecosystem 
function: Nutrient retention (Ca, N 
by site) 

• Heritage status: Condition of 
specified issues or processes 

• Heritage status: Extent of 
degradation of protected area 

• Heritage status: Condition of habitat 
• Heritage status: Condition of habitat: 

habitat degradation trend 
• Heritage status: Condition of plant 

communities 
• Heritage status: Condition of fauna 

(including: rare and endangered) 
• Heritage status: Watershed condition 
• Biophysical information 
• Basic ecological and cultural 

resource information: Indicator 
Species Monitoring 

Cultural heritage condition 
• Heritage status: Condition of feature 

or phenomena or system 
• Basic ecological and cultural 

resource information: Indicator 
species monitoring 

• Management effectiveness: 
Extent/severity of existing 
degradation 

Social and economic condition 
• Information: socio-economic 

information 
• Management: socio-cultural 

considerations 
• Management: economic 

considerations 
• Management: Participation of user 

groups 
• Management: Local participation: 

Community advisory committee 
• Management: Community 

involvement in compatible resource 
use 

• Management: Partnerships; state and 
commercial, neighbours etc 

• Management: Protected area 
benefits: stakeholder awareness 

• Management: Protected area 
benefits: knowledge of benefits 
generated by protected areas 

• Management: PA benefits: direct 
benefits to interest groups 

• Planning: Local community support 
overall objectives of protected area 

• Planning: Legal security: Conflicts 
with local community solved fairly 
and effectively. 

APPENDIX 4.1 CONTEXT-SIGNIFICANCE: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED (SOURCE APPENDIX 2.1) 
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THREATS 
Threat issue and threat status 
• Environmental status: pressure, state, 

response monitoring 
• Threat status and abatement: 

Systems: Conservation targets 
• Threat status and abatement: Sources 

of Stresses 
• Threat status and abatement: 

Stresses: Factors causing 
destruction, degradation, impacts. 

• Management 
effectiveness:/extent/severity of 
potential degradation 

• Management effectiveness: Total 
potential loss/vulnerability 

• Ecological Integrity: Stressors: Other 
(park specific issues) 

• Heritage status: Threats 
• Threat analysis: Planning: 

Identification of key issues 
 
Physical threats 
• Ecological Integrity: Stressors: 

Climate (frequency of extreme 
events) 

• Threats: natural disasters 
• Potentially damaging activities and 

natural catastrophes 
 
Biological threats 
• Threats: Introduced organisms 

(weeds and pest animals) 
• Threats: Pollution: introduced 

organisms 
• Threats: Semi natural processes 
 

Direct human threats 
• Ecological Integrity: Stressors: 

Habitat fragmentation (indicators 
patch size, patch distance) 

• Ecological Integrity: Stressors: 
Pollutants (sewage/petrochemicals, 
long range toxics) 

• Threat analysis: compatibility of use 
with objectives 

• Illegal uses: Extent of illegal activity 
• Illegal uses: Extraction of timber 
• Illegal uses: Extraction of non-

renewable resources including 
mining 

• Illegal uses: Extraction of fauna and 
flora 

• Illegal uses: Extraction of cultural 
resources 

• Illegal uses: Squatting 
• Illegal uses: Hunting 
• Illegal uses: Agriculture and 

Ranching (Grazing) 
• Illegal uses: Fishing 
• Illegal uses: Recreation and tourism 
• Illegal uses: Building and other 

(dam) construction 
• Threats: Visitor/Use impacts on 

heritage 
• Threats: Visitor impacts: camping 
• Threats: Visitor impacts: vehicles 
• Threats pollution: Water quality: 

marine or fresh water 
• Threats pollution: Soil: Waste 

disposal 
• Threats pollution: Air 
• Threats: Fire impacts on native 

vegetation 

• Threats: Pollution: immigration 
• Threats: Development infrastructure 
• Threats: Subversive movements and 

violent conflict 
• Threats: Narcotics-trafficking 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Indirect human threats 
• Ecological Integrity: Stressors: 

Human land use patterns 
• Threat analysis: compatibility of 

surrounding uses  
• Threat analysis: Occurrence: 

Degree of impact of adjoining 
developments 

• Threats: Advancing human 
settlements 

• Management use: Impacts of use, 
Neighbouring Communities 

• Design/planning: Landuse in 
surrounding areas enables effective 
protected area management. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 4.2 CONTEXT-THREATS: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED (SOURCE APPENDIX 2.1) 
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VULNERABILITY 

Legal status 
• Legal: Adequacy of law enforcement 

provisions (Regulations) 
• Management: Legal considerations 
• Management: Social: Land Tenure: 

availability of tenure information 
• Planning: Legal security: no 

unsettled land tenure/landuse 
disputes 

• Management: Land Tenure issues 
• Management: Land Tenure issues: 

Extent of government ownership of 
protected areas 

 
Boundary demarcation 
• Extent of boundary demarcation (%) 
• Management infrastructure: boundary 

demarcation 
 
On-ground management status 
• Management status: managed 
• Heritage status: Condition: 

Vulnerability of protected area 
• Legal: Implementation of law 

enforcement 
• Management: No effective 

control/effective control 
• Management: Law enforcement 
• Vulnerability: illegal activities within 

protected area difficult to monitor 
• Vulnerability: law enforcement is low 

in the region 
• Vulnerability: difficulty of 

recruitment and retention of 
employees 

On-ground adverse issues 
• Management: Social and human use: 

compatibility 
• Vulnerability: Bribery and corruption 

is common in the region 
• Vulnerability: Area is experiencing 

civil unrest and/or political instability 
• Vulnerability: Cultural 

practices/beliefs/traditional use 
conflict with protected area 
objectives. 

• Vulnerability: Market value for 
protected area resources is high 

• Vulnerability: Strong demand for 
protected area resources 

• Vulnerability: Manager under 
pressure to unduly exploit protected 
area resources 

 
On-ground potential for impacts 
• Protected area system: biogeographic 

representation: vulnerability 
• Vulnerability: area is easily accessible 

for illegal activities 
 
 
NATIONAL CONTEXT 
National policy context 
• Protected area political agenda at 

national/regional/local levels 
• Policies: External support 
• Management: Political support 
 
National conservation performance 
• Protected area system: Protected area 

policies: National policies clearly 
articulate vision 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: land protected is adequate to 
maintain natural processes and 
landscape 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Commitment to protect a 
viable and representative protected 
area network 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Comprehensive inventory of 
biodiversity 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Assessment of historical 
range 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Restoration targets for under 
represented systems 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Ongoing research for key 
issues 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Periodic review for gaps and 
weaknesses in protected areas 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Effective training and 
capacity building 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policies: Protected area effectiveness 
regularly evaluated 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: Protected area 
related laws complement protected areas 
• Protected area system: Protected area 

policy environment: Commitment of 
resources to administrate protected 
areas 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: Environment 
protection goals incorporated into all 
aspects of government 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: High degree of 
communication between natural 
resource management portfolios 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: Effective 
enforcement of protected area related 
laws 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: National policies 
promote environmental education 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: National policies 
promote sustainable management 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: National policies 
promote an array of land conservation 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: Adequate 
environmental training for 
government employees 

• Protected area system: Protected area 
policy environment: National policies 
foster dialogue with NGO’s 

• Policies: Inter-institutional support 
 
 

APPENDIX 4.3 CONTEXT-VULNERABILITY AND CONTEXT-NATIONAL CONTEXT: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE 
EVALUATED (SOURCE APPENDIX 2.1) 



357 

LEGISLATION AND POLICY 
Adequacy of legislation 
• Legislation supporting protected 

areas: Legal 
• Legal: General legislation 
 
Adequacy of protected area 
management policy 
• Management: Institutional policies 
• Policies: Community support and 

participation 
• Policies: Community support and 

participation: Headquarters 
• Policies: Community support and 

participation: Administration of 
protected area system 

 
PROTECTED AREA SYSTEMS 
Adequate and representative system 
• Protected area or system design 
• Relative completion of a protected 

area system 
• Progress and plans in establishing a 

representative protected area system 
• Boundaries and geographical 

description 
• System: Biogeographical 

representation  
• System: Biogeographical 

representation (form) 
• System: Biogeographical 

representation (size) 
• System: Biogeographical 

representation (isolation) 
• Natural heritage values: IUCN 

Category (appropriateness) 
• Management protection: Design 

• Protected area system: Adequate 
representation of the diversity of 
ecosystems 

• Protected area system: Adequate 
protection against species 
extinction/extirpation 

• Protected area system: Consists 
primarily of exemplary or intact 
species 

• Protected area system: Sites of high 
conservation value for key species 
systematically protected 

• Protected area system: Maintains 
natural processes at a landscape scale 

• Protected area system: Protects 
transition areas between ecosystems 

• Protected area system: Includes a full 
range of successional diversity 

• Protected area system: Sites of high 
endemism systematically protected 

• Protected area system: 
Layout/configuration of the system 
optimises conservation of biodiversity 

 
Landscape processes and ecosystem 
services 
• System: Biogeographical 

representation % of original 
vegetation in 10 km zone around the 
protected area 

• MAB Reserves: Does the site fit the 
biosphere reserve concept? 

• MAB Reserves: Designation makes a 
difference to management? 

• MAB Reserves: Benefits the reserves 
provide to management? 

• MAB Reserves: Benefits the reserves 
provide to the community? 

• Heritage status: Condition of habitat: 
Habitat connectivity 

• Landscape conservation condition: 
Quality biotic/abiotic; absence of 
exotics; natural fire regime; water 
quality 

• Landscape conservation condition: 
Quality biotic/abiotic; structure, 
processes surrounding protected areas 

 
Systems level planning 
• Legal: existence/implementation of a 

law enforcement plan 
• Political/legal: Extent of local 

administrative autonomy 
• Policies: Intra-institutional support 
 
INDIVIDUAL PROTECTED AREAS 
Protected area design 
• Landscape conservation: Health, size: 

area or abundance 
• Design/planning: Siting of protected 

area is consistent with protected area 
objectives. 

• Design/planning: 
Layout/configuration of protected 
area optimises conservation of 
biodiversity 

• Design/planning: Siting of protected 
area is consistent with protected area 
objectives 

• Design/planning: Siting of protected 
area is consistent with protected area 
objectives 

• Design/planning: Protected area is 
linked to areas of conservation or 
protected land 

 
Protected area planning 
• Management: Plan of Management: 

Existence 
• Management: Plan of Management: 

Characteristics of planning 
• Management: Plan of Management: 

Level of execution 
• Plan of management: Objectives 
• Management: Zoning 
• Plan of Management: Identification of 

resource needs 
• Plan of Management: Participation 

and co-management 
• Management: Zoning 
• Manager’s view of key management 

issues 
• Stakeholders view of key 

management issues 
• Planning: Protected area objectives 

provide for protection and 
maintenance of biodiversity 

• Planning: Specific biodiversity 
related objectives are stated in the 
management plan 

• Planning: Management policies and 
plans are consistent with protected 
area objectives 

• Design/planning: Zoning system is 
adequate to achieve protected area 
objectives. 

 

APPENDIX 4.4 PLANNING: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED (SOURCE APPENDIX 2.1) 
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ADEQUACY OF RESOURCES 
Financial resource inputs 
• Management capacity: Budget 

resources recurrent 
• Management capacity: Budget 

resources capital 
• Management capacity: Funding is 

adequate, predictable, divergent 
sources 

• Recurrent costs: Staff, admin, 
vehicles, roads maintenance, 
buildings, equipment 

• Finance: Operating budget 
• Finance: Operating budget: 

Operating budget compared to % 
required 

• Inputs: Finances: Funding, next 5 
years adequate to conduct critical 
management activities 

• Inputs: Finances: Financial 
management practices enable 
effective and efficient protected area 
management 

• Inputs: Finances: Allocation is 
appropriate to protected area 
priorities and objectives 

• Inputs: Finances: Long-term 
financial outlook for protected area 
is stable 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Human resources 
• Management capacity: adequacy of 

staff, % needed  
• Management capacity: Project 

leadership: proven-able leader 
• Management capacity: Project 

leadership: proven-able 
coach/mentor 

• Management capacity: Project 
leadership: project support team 

• Inputs: Staffing: Staff progress on 
targets are periodically reviewed 

 
Equipment and infrastructure 
• Management capacity: plant, 

equipment, accommodation 
resources 

• Management infrastructure: 
Equipment and tools (adequacy) 

• Management infrastructure: 
Installations for basic management 

• Management infrastructure: Health 
conditions in installations 

• Management infrastructure: 
Installation, safety 

• Management infrastructure: Visitor 
services infrastructure (adequacy) 

• Management infrastructure: Access 
management 

• Tourism and visitors: Visitor 
facilities 

• Inputs: Infrastructure: Transport 
adequate to perform critical activities 

• Inputs: Infrastructure: 
Maintenance/equipment capacity 
adequate for long term use 

 

Information resources 
• Basic ecological and cultural 

resource information 
• Information: Research information 

management 
• Management Programs: Research: 

design 
• Management: Research 
• Inputs: Communication and 

information: Ecological and socio-
economic data adequate for 
protected area 

• Inputs: Communication and 
information: Adequate means of 
collecting new data 

• Inputs: Communication and 
information: Adequate system of 
processing and analysing data 

• Information: Cartographic 
information 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPLICATION OF RESOURCES 
Resource allocation 
• Management: Administration: 

Financing: Capacity manage own 
resources 

• Management: Administration: 
Financing: Accountant and finance 
system 

 
External partner investments 
• Management: Administration: 

special financing 
• Management: Administration: 

special financing: fees, revenue 
generated 

• External support (financial and other 
resources) 

• NGO self-sufficiency plan 
 

APPENDIX 4.5 INPUTS: BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED (SOURCE APPENDIX 2.1) 
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PROCESS 
 
HOW MANAGEMENT IS 
CONDUCTED 
Managerial processes 
• Management Programs: Research: 

Design programed to management 
needs 

• Management Programs: Research: 
execution 

• Management: Management 
structures (clear internal 
organisation) 

• Management protection: 
Coordination 

• Management capacity: Strategic 
approach 

• Management: Administration: 
Organisation: organisational chart 

• Management: Administration: 
Organisation: internal 
communication 

• Management: Administration: 
Registration of activities 

• Planning: Protected area employees 
and administration understand 
protected area objectives and 
policies 

• Processes-management decision 
making: Decision making is 
transparent 

• Processes-management decision 
making: Regular collaboration 
between partners and stakeholders 

• Processes-management decision 
making: Local communities 
participate in decisions. 

• Processes-management decision 
making: Effective communication 
between all levels of protected area 
staff 

• Inputs: Communication and 
information: Adequate means of 
communication between field and 
office 

 
Administration support 
• Management Programs: Research: 

coordination/administration 
• Management: Administration: 

Personnel: administrator 
• Management: Administration: 

Personnel: managerial and technical 
• Management: Administration: 

Personnel: operating personnel 
• Management: Administration: 

Personnel: capacity, additional 
contracting 

• Management: competency: training 
• Management capacity: competency, 

including training 
• Management capacity: staff turnover 
• Management: Financial 

accountability 
• Management: Administration: 

financing: funds transference 
registry 

• Management: Administration: 
Organisation: files 

 
Operations management 
• Management: Operations plan: 

Existence and updating 

• Management: Operations plan: Level 
of execution 

• Management: Management 
operational processes and systems 

• Management: Maintenance: Design 
• Management: Maintenance: 

Execution 
• Management: Maintenance: 

Coordination 
• Management: Environmental 

education 
• Management: Environmental 

education design 
• Management: Environmental 

education execution 
• Management: Environmental 

education coordination 
• Management: Environmental 

interpretation 
• Management: Environmental 

interpretation design 
• Management: Environmental 

interpretation execution 
• Management: Environmental 

interpretation coordination 
• Management: Outreach to 

communities: Design 
• Management: Outreach to 

communities: Execution 
• Management: Outreach to 

communities: Coordination 
• Management: Legal uses: Extraction 

of timber 
• Management: Legal uses: Extraction 

of minerals 
• Management: Legal uses: Extraction 

of fauna and flora 

• Management: Legal uses: Hunting 
• Management: Legal uses: Agriculture 

and ranching 
• Management: Legal uses: Fishing 
• Management: Legal uses: Recreation 

and tourism 
• Management: Legal uses: Education 
• Management: Legal uses: Building 

and construction 
• Management: Social: 

Communications: communications 
plan 

• Processes-planning: Comprehensive 
inventory of natural and cultural 
resources 

 
Monitoring 
• Management Programs: Research: 

Evaluation and monitoring 
• Information: Monitoring and 

feedback information 
• Management: Monitoring systems 
• Management protection: Evaluation 

and monitoring 
• Management capacity: Regular 

review  
• Management: Maintenance: 

evaluation and monitoring 
• Management: Maintenance: road 

condition 
• Management: Environmental 

education evaluation and monitoring 
• Management: Environmental 

interpretation evaluation and 
monitoring 

APPENDIX 4.6: PROCESS; OUTPUT, OUTCOME:  BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED (SOURCE 
APPENDIX 2.1) 
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• Management: Outreach to 
communities: evaluation and 
monitoring 

• Management: Community feedback 
• Processes-planning: Results and 

monitoring are routinely 
incorporated into management 

• Processes-research evaluation: 
Monitoring impact of legal and 
illegal uses of protected area 

• Processes- research evaluation: 
Monitoring access to recent 
scientific research and advice 

• Processes- research evaluation: 
Monitoring and prioritising of 
critical research and management 
needs 

 
Performance standards 
• Processes- research evaluation: 

Monitoring research on key 
ecological issues 

 
OUTPUT 
 
DELIVERY PRODUCTS, SERVICES 
Delivery of products 
• Incidence of management activities 
• Management: Protection of natural 

heritage: adequacy 
• Management: Protection of cultural 

heritage: adequacy 
• Management protection: execution 
• Tourism numbers 
• Outputs: last 2 years: planning and 

inventorying 

• Outputs: last 2 years: research and 
monitoring outputs 

 
 
Delivery of services 
• Outputs: last 2 years of threat 

prevention, detection, reinforcement 
• Outputs: last 2 years: community 

outreach and education efforts 
• Outputs: last 2 years: visitor and 

tourist management 
• Outputs: last 2 years: staff 

monitoring, supervision, evaluation 
 
DELIVERY WORK PROGRAMS 
Delivery of work programs 
• Outputs: last 2 years: site restoration 

and mitigation 
• Outputs: last 2 years: threat 

prevention, detection/enforcement. 
• Outputs: last 2 years: infrastructure 

development. 
• Outputs: last 2 years: staff training 

and development 
• Outputs: last 2 years: wildlife and 

habitat management 
 
OUTCOME 
 
OBJECTIVES ACHIEVED 
Management objectives achieved 
• Management effectiveness: Overall 

effectiveness 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 4.6: (CONTINUED) PROCESS; OUTPUT, OUTCOME:  BROAD GROUPINGS OF VARIABLES TO BE EVALUATED 
(SOURCE APPENDIX 2.1) 
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APPENDIX 5.1 THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

 
 
 
 
 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 

PROTECTED AREA 
MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS 

EVALUATION 
 

AUGUST 2004 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
World Commission on Protected 
Areas 

School of Environmental and Applied 
Sciences
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EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION SURVEY 

 
Your feedback is very important. It will help to improve the 

management of protected areas. 
 
Dear friend of protected areas, 
 
The School of Environmental and Applied Sciences at Griffith University, 
Australia, with the support of the International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature World Commission for Protected Areas (IUCN WCPA) is conducting this 
global Questionnaire survey of protected area management effectiveness 
evaluation. The Questionnaire is part of a larger study aimed at understanding 
protected area management effectiveness evaluation requirements. The 
Questionnaire briefly seeks your views on evaluation; seeks information on what 
effectiveness evaluation is actually being undertaken; and seeks information about 
what effectiveness evaluation is required. 
 
It is a comprehensive Questionnaire, with your responses directly contributing to 
improved effectiveness evaluation guidance information for protected area 
managers. The responses will be confidential. The research data will only be 
released as summaries, and no individual respondent information will be 
identifiable. The numbered Questionnaires and contact details sought will allow 
the researcher to follow up any specific matters raised by responses. The 
Questionnaire is voluntary, and you do not have to answer every question. 
However maximum benefit will flow by answering all questions or as many of the 
questions as you can in detail. This research is a direct investment in the improved 
management of protected areas. 
 
My thanks: The Questionnaire will take a little while to complete. As a way of 
saying thanks for your input, I will be sending all respondents a copy of the 
analysed information from the Questionnaire. Also, one lucky respondent will 
receive a “raffled” copy of the book “Protected Area Management Principles and 
Practice” the second edition of which is to be published by Oxford University 
Press in February 2005. 
 
Yours faithfully 
Graeme Worboys, PhD Researcher, School of Environmental and Applied 
Sciences, Griffith University, PMB 50 Gold Coast Mail Centre, Queensland, 
9726.  
 
(Note: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the Australian National Statement 
on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If potential respondents have any concerns or 
complaints about the ethical conduct of this research project they should contact the Manager, 
Research Ethics on +61 7 38755585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au ) 

Please return to: Graeme Worboys, School of Environmental and Applied Sciences, Gold Coast Campus, 
Griffith University, PMB 50, Gold Coast Mail Centre, Queensland, 9726, Australia 

 

mailto:research-thics@griffith.edu.au�
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PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
DIRECTIONS 

 
1. Quickly scan the questionnaire. Note that it provides a wide range of 
management subjects you may have evaluated. Please only account for 
evaluations where there is a formal evaluation system in place (such as an 
internal organisational standard procedure). The evaluations could be “one-
off” or repeat.  
 
2. If you have conducted very comprehensive evaluations, they may include 
subjects covered by a number of different questions in this Questionnaire. 
When asked, please provide the name for such evaluations in detail only once 
and thereafter, if it is required to be cited again, it can be referred to as an 
abbreviation e.g. (First Ref); (Second Ref); etc. 
 
3. Please check the definitions used in this Questionnaire (below). 
 
4. Please respond from the context of: 
 
• your current protected area management professional or stakeholder 

position, 
OR 
• your most immediate past protected area management professional or 

stakeholder work position (if you are no longer being paid to work as a 
protected area management professional or stakeholder). {See Question 
1}. 

 
DEFINITIONS 

 
Evaluation: The judgement or assessment of achievement against some 
predetermined criteria (usually a set of standards or objectives). It is guided by a 
formal, documented method, and conducted consistent with guidelines 
 
Management Effectiveness: Includes three main components:  
• Protected area design issues relating to individual areas and to protected 

area systems; 
• Appropriateness of management systems and processes; and 
• Delivery of protected area objectives. 
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PLEASE START HERE 
 
1. Which of the following work positions best describes your current 
protected area management related position or your immediate past 
protected area management related work position (given you are no longer 
undertaking paid work in this field)?  

(please tick  one of the following boxes) 

□ 
 
Senior Executive  
(Chief Executive or member of the senior executive staff of an 
organisation responsible for a system of protected areas) 

□ 
 

Senior protected area staff member 
(Officer In Charge or a senior staff member responsible for 
aspects of protected area management). 

□ 
 
Stakeholder contributing to protected area management 

□ 
 

other 
If “other”, please describe the principal responsibilities of your position. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________ 
 
If a “previous position” please provide the name of the organisation you were 
associated with and the year you last worked in the position nominated  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
 
Comments 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
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2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with this statement. “Evaluating 
protected area management effectiveness is an essential part of 
management.” 

(please tick  one option) 
 
 
Strongly 
disagree 

 Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

 
Strongly 

agree
1 2 3 4 5
▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼

□ □ □ □ □
 
 
EVALUATION SUBJECTS: The following section of the questionnaire deals 
with management “subjects” which may have been evaluated by your 
organisation.  
 
We ask you to tick those subjects that have been the subject of a formal 
evaluation. For any formal evaluations completed, we would also like you to 
provide the name of the actual evaluation.  
 
Please note that the descriptive comments that we ask you to provide are 
especially important. 
 
 
3. Has your organisation evaluated the special social, cultural, or scientific 
values of a protected area (or areas) for the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
natural (biotic) phenomena (such as flora, fauna, or fungi) 

□ 
 
natural (abiotic) phenomena (such as water, air, soils, geological 
features) 

□ 
 
cultural happenings, sites, places or features (such as structures or sites 
of significance) 

□ 
 
social phenomena (such as recreation opportunities and economic 
benefits) 

□  

other significance of values issues 

□  

no evaluation completed 

□  

don’t know 

 



366 

If “other” special value subjects were assessed, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________ 
4. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
social, cultural, or scientific “values” (at a park or system of parks level) that 
have been completed. Please include the name and purpose of the project(s) 
and the approximate year they were completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
5. Please identify essential (up to three) social, cultural, or scientific values 
evaluations that you consider are required that are currently not undertaken. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
6. Has your organisation evaluated the baseline value (the value from which 
any changes in condition are measured) of a protected area (or areas) for one 
or more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
natural (biotic) phenomena (such as flora, fauna, or fungi) 

□ 
 
natural (abiotic) phenomena (such as water, air, soils, geological 
features) 

□ 
 
cultural sites, places or features (such as structures or sites of 
significance) 

□ 
 
social phenomena (such as recreation opportunities or economic well-
being) 

□  
managerial responsibilities (such as liquid waste quality, solid waste 
volumes, air emission quality and energy consumption) 

□  
other baseline condition issues 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 
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If “other” baseline value subjects were evaluated, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
7. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
baseline values that have been completed. Please include the name and 
purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were completed. 
(Note: If the evaluation has already been described, please refer to it in an 
abbreviated form e.g. First Ref; Second Ref; etc)  
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
8. Please identify essential (up to three) baseline values evaluations that you 
consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
9. Has your organisation identified threats for a protected area (or areas) for 
one or more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
physical threats (such as earthquakes, landslides, fires and severe 
weather) 

□ 
 
biological threats (such as weed invasions, pest animals and introduced 
organisms) 

□ 
 
direct human threats (such as illegal clearing, grazing, poaching, 
hunting, fishing, mining and trampling) 

□ 
 
indirect human threats (such as adjoining landuse impacts, urban 
encroachment, impacts to climate, air and water quality) 

□  
other threats 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 
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If “other” threat subjects were identified, please describe these. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
10. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
threat identification that have been completed. Please include the name and 
purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
11. Please identify essential (up to three) threat identification evaluations that 
you consider are required that are currently not undertaken. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
12. Has your organisation evaluated the vulnerability (for example how 
susceptible parks are to threats) of a protected area (or areas) for one or 
more of the following subject areas? 

 (please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
legal status (such as the presence or absence of legal protection, the adequacy of 
legal protection and the clarity of ownership)  

□ 
 
boundary demarcation (such as the presence of a surveyed boundary or 
presence of boundary markers) 

□ 
 
on-ground management (such as the presence of staff) 

□ 
 
local issues (such as the compatibility of protected area objectives with local 
cultural beliefs and practices)  

□  
potential for impacts (such as the accessibility of protected areas for illegal 
activities and the economic demand of protected area resources) 

□  
other vulnerability issues 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

 



369 

If “other” vulnerability subjects were assessed, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
13. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
vulnerability identification that have been completed. Please include the name 
and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
14. Please identify essential (up to three) vulnerability identification 
evaluations that you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
15. Has your organisation evaluated national policy (identifying the social and 
political context for the protected area organisation within government) for 
one or more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
the presence of national conservation policy (such as political party 
support for conservation and community support for protected areas)  

□ 
 
national conservation performance (such as the degree of 
implementation of conservation policies and the proportion of the 
budget allocated to conservation) 

□  
other national policy context issues 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

If “other” national policy subjects were assessed, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
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16. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
national policy assessments that have been completed. Please include the 
name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
17. Please identify essential (up to three) national policy assessment 
evaluations that you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
18. Has your organisation assessed protected area systems level planning, 
legislation and protected area system design (for example, does the reserve 
system adequately conserve the biodiversity of the state or nation) for one or 
more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
adequacy of legislation (such as comparing existing with best practice 
legislation) 

□ 
 
adequacy of policy (such as presence of contemporary management 
policies, clear vision and mission statements, clear corporate priorities) 

□ 
 
system design (such as a comprehensive and representative reserve 
system and an adequate layout and configuration of the reserve system) 

□ 
 
system/landscape design (such as the adequacy of protected areas to 
contribute to landscape processes and ecosystem services and the 
adequacy of landscape scale interconnections and conservation 
corridors) 

□ 
 
management planning (such as the presence of a strategic plan, 
organisational systems for planning, evaluation, budgeting, information 
management, staff management, and integrated management) 

□  
other protected area systems planning and design assessments 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 
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If “other” systems level planning, legislation and design subjects were 
assessed, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
 
19. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which included 
systems level planning, legislation and design that have been completed. Please 
include the name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year 
they were completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
20. Please identify essential (up to three) systems level planning, legislation 
and design evaluations that you consider are required that are currently not 
undertaken. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
 
21. Has your organisation evaluated individual protected area planning and 
design (such as the presence of a plan of management for a park) for one or 
more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes). 

□ 
 
design of an individual protected area (such as the size and shape and 
interconnectivity in the regional landscape)  

□ 
 
individual protected area planning (such as the presence of a plan of 
management and the level of execution of the plan)  

□  
other individual protected area planning or design issues 

□  
no evaluations completed 

□  
don’t know 
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If “other” protected area level planning and design subjects were assessed, 
please describe.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
 
22. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
protected area level planning and design assessments that have been 
completed. Please include the name and purpose of the project(s) and the 
approximate year they were completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
23. Please identify essential (up to three) protected area level planning and 
design evaluations that you consider are required that are currently not 
undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
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24. Has your organisation evaluated management inputs (resources provided 
to manage such as money, staff and equipment) for a protected area (or 
areas) for one or more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes). 

□ 
 
adequacy of financial resources (such as the sufficiency of capital, 
recurrent and grant funds)  

□ 
 
adequacy of human resources (such as sufficient staff resources to 
manage and staff skills match competencies that are required) 

□ 
 
adequacy of equipment and infrastructure (such as office 
accommodation, workshop infrastructure, plant and equipment, and 
transport)  

□ 
 
adequacy of information resources (such as information systems 
availability and research contribution) 

□ 
 
allocation of resources (such as the expenditure of financial resources) 

□ 
 
external partner investments (such as the amount of resources 
contributed) 

□  

other management input evaluations 

□  

no evaluation known 
 

□  
don’t know 

If “other” management input subjects were evaluated, please describe.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
 
25. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
management input assessments that have been completed. Please include the 
name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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26. Please identify essential (up to three) management input evaluations that 
you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
27. Has your organisation assessed management process (the actions and 
systems that are taken to achieve management results) for protected area (or 
areas) for one or more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes). 

□ 
 
managerial processes (such as planning systems, operational systems 
and resource allocation prioritisation systems) 

□ 
 
administration systems (such as recruitment processes, staff training 
systems, financial systems and safety systems) 

□ 
 
operational systems (such as incident management systems; occupational 
health and safety systems, and sustainable operations systems) 

□ 
 
monitoring systems (such as the utilisation of monitoring data) 

□ 
 
performance standards (such as the review of baseline performance 
standards against national standards) 

□  
other management process evaluations 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

 
If “other” management process subjects were assessed please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
28. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
management process assessments that have been completed. Please include 
the name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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29. Please identify essential (up to three) management process evaluations 
that you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
 
30. Has your organisation assessed management outputs (these are specific 
task results which are achieved as a result of work being completed) for a 
protected area (or areas) for one or more of the following subject areas?  

(please tick  one or more boxes). 

□ 
 
delivery of products (such as development projects completed and 
visitor facilities provided)  

□ 
 
delivery of services (such as visitor contact and information services 
and educational services provided) 

□ 
 
delivery of work programs (such as the area of weeds reduced and 
number of pest animals removed) 

□  
other management outputs 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

 
If “other” management output subjects were evaluated, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
 
31. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
management output evaluations that have been completed. Please include the 
name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
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32. Please identify essential (up to three) management output evaluations that 
you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
 
33. Has your organisation evaluated the change in condition of a protected 
area (or areas) for one or more of the following subject areas? (This would 
typically evaluate changes from a pre-determined baseline condition). 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
natural (biotic) phenomena (such as flora, fauna, or fungi) 

□ 
 
natural (abiotic) phenomena (such as water, air, soils, geological 
features) 

□ 
 
cultural sites, places or features (such as structures or sites of 
significance) 

□ 
 
social phenomena (such as recreation opportunities or economic well-
being) 

□  
managerial responsibilities (such as liquid waste quality, solid waste 
volumes, air emission quality and energy consumption) 

□  
other baseline condition issues 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

 
If “other” change in condition subjects were evaluated, please describe these.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
34. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
change in condition assessments that have been completed. Please include the 
name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
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3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
35. Please identify essential (up to three) change in condition evaluations that 
you consider are required that are currently not undertaken. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
 
36. Has your organisation evaluated the severity or extent of threats for a 
protected area (or areas) for one or more of the following subject areas? 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
physical threats (such as earthquakes, landslides, fires and severe 
weather) 

□ 
 
biological threats (such as weed invasions, pest animals and introduced 
organisms) 

□ 
 
direct human threats (such as illegal clearing, grazing, poaching, 
hunting, fishing, mining and trampling) 

□ 
 
indirect human threats (such as adjoining landuse impacts, urban 
encroachment, impacts to climate, air and water quality) 

□  
other threats 

□  
no evaluation completed 

□  
don’t know 

 
If severity or extent of “other” threat subjects were identified, please describe 
these. 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
37. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
threat severity or extent assessments that have been completed. Please include 
the name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
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3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
38. Please identify essential (up to three) threat severity or extent evaluations 
that you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
39. Has your organisation assessed management outcomes (where an 
organisation’s objectives have been achieved) for a protected area (or areas) 
for one or more of the following subject areas? (please tick  one or more 
boxes). 

□ 
 
objectives achieved (such as the objectives for the protected area 
system achieved and objectives for individual protected areas achieved) 

□  
other management outcomes assessed 

□  
No assessment known. 

 
If “other” management outcome subjects were assessed, please describe.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________ 
40. Where possible, briefly describe (up to three) evaluations which include 
management outcome assessments that have been completed. Please include 
the name and purpose of the project(s) and the approximate year they were 
completed. 
1.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
2.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
3.________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
41. Please identify essential (up to three) management outcome evaluations 
that you consider are required that are currently not undertaken.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________ 
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METHODS FOR UNDERTAKING EVALUATIONS 
The next question deals with methods used for obtaining evaluation 
information. Any individual method for evaluation may assess one or multiple 
management subjects. Some examples of methods for evaluation include: 
• State of the Parks reporting 
• WWF’s Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected Area 

Management method 
• An agency’s budget performance reporting system 
• An operational task performance reporting system 
• Any monitoring where the data gathered is actually used for improving 

management effectiveness 
 
 
42. Please estimate how many different methods for evaluation were 
conducted by your organisation in the last 12 months. 

(please tick  one box only). 

□ 
 
0 

□ 
 
1-9 

□ 
 
10-19 

□ 
 
20-29 

□ 
 
30+ 

□  
not able to be estimated  

□  
don’t know. 

(Number of methods for evaluation) 
 

Comments 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________ 
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EVALUATION REQUIREMENTS 
This next section of the Questionnaire deals further with evaluation 
requirements of organisations. 
 
 
43. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement. 
“For my nominated work responsibility, essential effectiveness evaluation 
information is (was) available for use.” 

(please tick  one choice only) 
 
Strongly 
disagree 

 Neither 
disagree or 

agree 

 
Strongly 

agree
1 2 3 4 5
▼ ▼ ▼ ▼ ▼

□ □ □ □ □
 
Comments:________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________ 
44. Please list (from most important to least important) up to five new 
protected area management effectiveness evaluation subjects that should be 
evaluated for your organisation. (You have already been asked to identify 
new evaluations for individual subject areas. This list prioritises new 
evaluations sought for all management subjects.) 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________ 
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45. Why is the most important new evaluation (from Question 44) required? 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________ 
 
46. If the most important new evaluation (from Question 44) is unlikely to be 
undertaken, please identify the most likely reason or reasons for this. 

(please tick  one or more boxes) 

□ 
 
too costly 

□ 
 
too time consuming 

□ 
 
too few staff available 

□ 
 
lack of staff skills 

□ 
 
too politically sensitive 

□ 
 
too complicated 

□ 
 
other 

□ 
 
not known 

□ 
 
not applicable 

 
If “other” please comment: 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
________________________ 
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CONTACT DETAILS: 
Could you please complete the following contact information details. As 
indicated, your response will be treated confidentially. The contact details 
have only been sought to allow any essential follow up by the researcher in 
relation to the questionnaire information provided. Thanking you, Graeme 
Worboys. 
 
 
47. Contact details 
Title______________________________________________ 
 
Full name_____________________________________________ 
 
Telephone______(Country code)_____________________________(Number) 
 
Facsimile______(Country code)______________________________(Number) 
 
Email___________________________________________________________ 
 
Organisation website address________________________________________ 
 
Postal address 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
What is the name of your current work organisation? 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for completing this Questionnaire. 
 
A copy of the summary of the findings of the research will be forwarded to 
you at the completion of the analysis (late 2005 or 2006). 
 
Graeme Worboys 
PhD Researcher 
Griffith University 
Queensland, Australia 
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ANY FURTHER COMMENTS ARE WELCOMED 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 



384 

APPENDIX 5.2 IUCN ENDORSEMENT LETTER ACCOMPANYING THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
28 Rue Mauverney 
Gland, Switzerland 

August 2004 
LETTER OF ENDORSEMENT 

 
This is an open letter to all recipients of the Questionnaire dealing 
with protected area management effectiveness evaluation. I would like 
to encourage you to spend some of your time to complete this 
Questionnaire prepared by researcher Graeme Worboys. It is an 
investment which will directly benefit park managers in the future and 
there is no doubt that the results of the research will save organisations 
time and money in the future.  
 
This research work follows on directly from the protected area 
management effectiveness evaluation work conducted by Dr Marc 
Hockings. His research led to the development of IUCN WCPA Best 
Practice Series No 6 dealing with Evaluation, a document which has 
received substantive support and endorsement from around the world. 
This work continues and Graeme is involved with it. At the 2003 
Durban World Parks Congress, IUCN WCPA members and experts in 
the field of evaluation from around the world identified priority 
research projects to be completed. Graeme Worboys, our Deputy Vice 
Chair for Mountains has chosen one of these projects as his Doctoral 
research project, knowing that the potential results could help 
protected area organisations. He is working directly with Dr Marc 
Hockings in conducting his studies.  
 
His research has the endorsement of the World Commission on 
Protected Areas and I would like to encourage you to complete the 
Questionnaire and return it to him as early as possible. Thanking you 
for your help. 
 
Yours faithfully 
David Sheppard 
Head, Protected Area Programs 
IUCN World Commission for Protected Areas 
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APPENDIX 5.3 COVER LETTER FROM THE RESEARCHER 
ACCOMPANYING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
C/o School of Environmental and Applied Sciences 

Gold Coast Campus 
PMB 50 Gold Coast Mail Centre 

Queensland 9726, Australia 
Email: g.worboys@bigpond.com  

August 2004 
PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Dear  
 
I am writing to ask you for your help in a global study of protected area 
effectiveness evaluation by completing the attached Questionnaire. You were 
recommended for contact as a person who could contribute directly to this 
research by of the IUCN WCPA Steering Committee. Let me introduce myself as 
the researcher and then provide some details about the research project. 
 
My name is Graeme Worboys, and I am undertaking the research with the School 
of Environmental and Applied Sciences, Griffith University Gold Coast Campus, 
Queensland, Australia. This Doctoral research is on the subject of protected area 
management effectiveness evaluation requirements. So why do this work? Well, 
as a former park manager (27 years), it is information that I am aware is needed 
and which will help others. The subject is also of particular interest to the IUCN 
World Commission on Protected Areas and they have endorsed this project. 
 
The aim of the Questionnaire is to find out what protected area management 
effectiveness evaluation is actually being undertaken around the world and also 
what evaluation is required by managers. This data will be used to help generate 
guidance information for protected area managers about the best evaluation to be 
completed for a given need. This particular work was identified by participants at 
the 2003 IUCN WCPA Vth World Parks Congress as being a high priority topic 
for further research work. 
 
Your answers to the research questions are completely confidential, and will be 
released only as summaries in which no individual respondent information will be 
identifiable. The numbered Questionnaires and the contact addresses sought are 
included to allow the researcher (only) to follow up any matters of clarification or 
detail. 
 
The Questionnaire is voluntary, and you do not have to answer every question 
unless you want to. However maximum benefit of the survey will flow by 
answering all questions or as many of the questions as you can. Our aim is to 
improve the management of protected areas, and potentially save protected area 
management organisations costs in the future by bringing forward new and 
improved guidance information. You will find that the Questionnaire is 

mailto:g.worboys@bigpond.com�
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comprehensive, and will take a little while to complete, but the information that 
you will provide will be extremely valuable. 
 
Once you have completed the questionnaire, could you please firmly fold it and 
place it in the reply paid addressed envelope, and return it to the researcher. The 
envelope is the required size for international reply paid post, and the survey form 
does fit neatly but firmly into the envelope. By completing and returning the 
questionnaire, you will be deemed as having consented to participating in the 
research. Could you please dispatch it no later than the date advised (below). 
 
My thanks: As a token of appreciation for your input to the questionnaire, a copy 
of the summarised results of the survey will be sent to you in late 2005 or early 
2006 once the analysis work has been completed. I will also place your name in a 
draw for a copy of the second edition of the Oxford University Press book 
“Protected Area Management Principles and Practice” which will be published in 
early 2005. 
 
If for some reason you prefer not to respond please let us know by returning the 
blank questionnaire in the enclosed envelope. Should you have any questions 
about the questionnaire contents, I can be contacted directly by email address 
(g.worboys@bigpond.com) or by phone/fax +61 (0)2 62929908.  
 
Thank you once again for participating 
 

 
 
Graeme Worboys (MAppSci), 
PhD researcher 
 
 
(Note: Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the Australian National Statement 
on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If potential respondents have any concerns or 
complaints about the ethical conduct of this research project they should contact the Manager, 
Research Ethics on +61 7 38755585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au ) 

mailto:g.worboys@bigpond.com�
mailto:research-thics@griffith.edu.au�
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APPENDIX 5.4 REMINDER LETTER FROM THE RESEARCHER 

 
C/o School of Environmental and Applied Sciences 

Gold Coast Campus 
PMB 50 Gold Coast Mail Centre 

Queensland 9726, Australia 
Email: g.worboys@bigpond.com  

[Date] 
[Name, position, organisation] 
PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Dear [name] 
 
This brief letter is about the global research questionnaire forwarded to you in 
2004. This is just a reminder given I will be commencing my analysis work 
shortly. If you have already despatched the questionnaire, I would like to advise 
you that it has not yet been received at Griffith University. 
 
You will be pleased to know that I have received many responses from around the 
world, however your input will be especially important since it will be [one of 
only a few from x nation]. I have attached another copy of the Questionnaire just 
in case you need it. If you can complete it electronically (it was not designed for 
this but it does work) and return it to me by the end of the first week in [month}, 
that would be very helpful.  
 
If you are unable to complete it, then this situation is understood, however could 
you please let me know. 
 
Should you have any questions about the questionnaire contents, I can be 
contacted directly by email address (g.worboys@bigpond.com) or by phone/fax 
+61 (0)2 62929908.  
Thank you very much 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
Graeme Worboys (MAppSci), 
PhD researcher 
 

 

mailto:g.worboys@bigpond.com�
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APPENDIX 6.1 DATA ENTRY RECORDING PROCEDURES FOR 
EVALUATION SUBJECTS 

Background 

Examples of evaluations used for each of the 13 evaluation criteria of the expanded-WCPA 

framework were recorded against the relevant evaluation subject variables using standard data 

recording procedures. 

 

Data recording procedures: 

1. Wrong evaluation criteria category: If a respondent refers to an evaluation subject example that 

relates to a different criterion, the example was recorded in the correct category of the data sheet. 

2. Evaluation example repeated: If an example of an evaluation subject was identified in a number 

of different ways or in different locations, it was only recorded once. 

3. Multiple evaluation examples provided: If a respondent identified more evaluation examples 

than the three requested, then all the different examples were recorded. 

4. One report: multiple subjects: Where a respondent provides as the example, a single evaluation 

report which deals with multiple evaluation subjects (such as a report dealing with multiple 

threats) then: 

• Evaluation subjects were only recorded for ticked evaluation areas. 

• For a ticked evaluation area, the tick was interpreted to mean that one or more of the 

examples of evaluation subjects were used for the multi-evaluation subject report. All 

examples of the evaluation subjects for the ticked evaluation area were recorded1. 

• If the respondent underlined an evaluation subject or subjects for a given ticked 

evaluation area, only the underlined subject(s) was/were recorded. 

• If the respondent identified a multi evaluation subject report example, but no evaluation 

areas were ticked, then no evaluation subjects were recorded. 

• A multi evaluation subject report example was only recorded relative to the specific 

evaluation criteria. 

5. Ecological integrity evaluation reports: For multi evaluation subject reports described as 

ecological integrity reports, all natural biotic and abiotic evaluation subject variables were 

recorded. 

6. Biodiversity evaluation reports: For reports described as biodiversity evaluations, flora, fauna 

and fungi variables were recorded (as appropriate relative to values, baseline values or change in 

condition). 

7. Administration and finance reports: For generic reports described as administration and finance, 

evaluation subject variables recorded included evaluation area examples for ‘adequacy of financial 

resources’, ‘adequacy of human resources’, and ‘allocation of resources’ 

8. Threat reports: For generic reports described as threat reports other than direct and indirect 

human threats, subject variables recorded included evaluation area examples for ‘physical and 

biological threats’. 

9. Ecosystem, habitat and land type reports were identified as an ‘additional evaluation subject’  
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Note 1: For multi evaluation subject reports, recognising all evaluation subjects for a given 

‘ticked’ evaluation area may have resulted in some subjects being recorded more often than they 

should be. It is a potential limitation to the data. The assumption is that all evaluation subjects 

listed were relevant to the report and this may not be correct. An alternative approach of not 

including the data was rejected in favour of using the data received, even if this meant recording 

the actual and potentially additional evaluation subject(s). However, I have dealt with this potential 

data recording bias by:  

1) Identifying and using only the most common evaluation subjects listed since the potential for 

error diminishes as the number of different evaluation subject records increase (given that the data 

is sourced from a range of different single and multi subject reports).  

2) Identifying any ‘most common’ evaluation subjects which have high potential for recording 

bias. 

3) Using triangulation of data where possible (including checks from the literature) to confirm the 

results. 
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APPENDIX 6.2 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-USED BY INTERNATIONAL 
RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY 
Evaluation subjects-used by international protected area professionals (sample of 97) were 
identified from the examples of evaluations provided in the questionnaire. These were categorized 
relative to one of the 146 expanded-WCPA framework evaluation subjects, and ranked by 
percentage response. The ranked subjects-used are presented using the expanded-WCPA 
framework. Subjects that were additional to the 146 were recorded separately. 
 

Expanded-WCPA evaluation framework categories   

Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

2 
1 
3 

68 
69 
60 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

28 
35 
34 
36 

44 
40 
40 
40 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

20 
10 

46 
49 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

30 
4 

43 
58 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

5 
7 
41 

58 
54 
39 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

50 
95 
105 
86 

35 
29 
27 
30 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

121 
114 

24 
25 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

101 
122 

28 
24 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

141 
138 
139 
140 

14 
15 
15 
15 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

65 
44 
40 
54 

32 
36 
39 
34 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

32 
43 
45 

42 
38 
36 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

9 
11 
8 
24 
12 
14 
13 

51 
48 
53 
45 
48 
48 
48 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

16 
15 
29 
26 
27 

47 
47 
44 
44 
44 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

63 
102 
103 

32 
27 
27 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

82 
81 

30 
30 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 73 31 

  Local issues Compatibility of PA objectives 
with local cultural beliefs and 
practices 

66 32 
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  Potential for 
impacts 

Accessibility for illegal activities 83 30 

   Econ’c demand for PA resources 99 28 

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

58 
126 

34 
22 

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

98 
143 

29 
12 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 90 29 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

112 
128 
132 

25 
21 
21 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

59 
71 

34 
32 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

100 
88 

28 
30 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

96 
79 
97 
115 
111 
116 
117 

29 
31 
29 
24 
25 
24 
24 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

85 
76 
51 

30 
31 
35 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

6 
17 

54 
47 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

21 
23 
22 

46 
46 
46 

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

18 
19 

47 
46 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

37 
38 
39 
42 

39 
39 
39 
38 

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

107 
109 

26 
26 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 89 29 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 74 31 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

106 
60 
104 

27 
34 
27 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

108 
91 
92 
84 

26 
29 
29 
30 

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

118 
123 
129 

24 
23 
21 

  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of monitoring data 67 32 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 133 21 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

75 
55 
 

31 
34 
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  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

53 
64 
68 

43 
32 
32 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

77 
87 

31 
30 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

25 
31 
110 

45 
43 
26 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

113 
124 
130 
131 

25 
23 
21 
21 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

137 
136 

15 
16 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

135 
134 

19 
21 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

142 
145 
146 
144 

12 
10 
10 
11 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

125 
119 
93 
120 

22 
24 
29 
24 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

52 
72 
94 

35 
32 
29 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

49 
47 
56 
48 
61 
62 
46 

35 
35 
34 
35 
33 
33 
36 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

70 
69 
80 
78 
57 

32 
32 
31 
31 
34 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

127 
33 

22 
41 
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APPENDIX 6.3 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-WANTED BY 
INTERNATIONAL RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY 
Evaluation subjects international survey respondents (sample of 97) wanted to evaluate (subjects-
wanted) were identified from the information provided in the questionnaire. These were 
categorized relative to one of the 146 expanded-WCPA framework evaluation subjects, and ranked 
by percentage response. The ranked subjects-wanted are presented using the expanded-WCPA 
framework. Subjects wanted that were additional to the 146 were recorded separately. 
 

Expanded-WCPA framework category   

Evaluation 
Element 

Evaluation 
Criteria 

Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank 
(of 146) 

% of 
total 

resp’se 
Context Special social, 

cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

15 
9 
57 

19 
22 
10 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

47 
107 
114 
93 

11 
5 
4 
6 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

31 
18 

14 
18 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

83 
12 

7 
21 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

1 
2 
34 

29 
29 
13 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

25 
58 
73 
59 

15 
10 
8 
10 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

108 
94 

5 
6 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

19 
16 

18 
19 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

115 
116 
117 
118 

4 
4 
4 
4 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

119 
120 
60 
128 

4 
4 
10 
3 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

26 
40 
95 

15 
12 
6 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

74 
75 
76 
77 
84 
48 
78 

8 
8 
8 
8 
7 
11 
8 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

27 
67 
14 
109 
85 

15 
9 
20 
5 
7 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

145 
146 
129 

0 
0 
3 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

130 
142 

3 
1 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 134 2 

  Local issues Compatibility of PA 
objectives with local cultural 

41 12 
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beliefs and practices 
  Potential for 

impacts 
Accessibility for illegal 
activities 

131 3 

   Econ’c demand for PA 
resources 

143 1 

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for 
cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

28 
96 

15 
6 

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n 
policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

3 
121 

27 
4 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract 
legisl’n 

42 12 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements 
pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

86 
132 
122 

7 
3 
4 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve 
system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

43 
35 

12 
13 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst 
proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

87 
36 

7 
13 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

20 
97 
88 
135 
136 
144 
133 

18 
6 
7 
2 
2 
1 
3 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

123 
124 
49 

4 
4 
11 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

89 
50 

7 
11 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

10 
5 
6 

22 
24 
23 

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match 
competencies 

13 
23 

21 
16 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

98 
99 
100 
90 

6 
6 
6 
7 

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Information systems 
availability 
Research contribution 

91 
92 

7 
7 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 137 2 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources 
contributed 

125 4 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization 
syst’s 

32 
11 
79 

14 
22 
8 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

61 
29 
68 
69 

10 
15 
9 
9 

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations 
systems 

110 
126 
111 

5 
4 
5 

  Monitoring Utilisation of monitoring data 70 9 
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systems 
  Performance 

standards 
Rev of baseline stds against 
nat’l 

44 12 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects 
completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

51 
52 

11 
11 

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

62 
63 
21 

10 
10 
18 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

 
53 

 
11 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

7 
8 
80 

23 
23 
8 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

71 
101 
112 
102 

9 
6 
5 
6 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

103 
81 

6 
8 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

16 
30 

19 
15 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

138 
139 
140 
141 

2 
2 
2 
2 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

127 
113 
104 
105 

4 
5 
6 
6 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

72 
65 
106 

9 
10 
6 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

45 
54 
37 
55 
46 
56 
38 

12 
11 
13 
11 
12 
11 
13 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

33 
24 
39 
82 
66 

14 
16 
13 
8 
10 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objectives 
achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

22 
4 

18 
27 
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APPENDIX 6.4 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED BY 
INTERNATIONAL RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY 
Subjects-used (Appendix 6.2) and subjects-wanted (Appendix 6.3) were combined to generate a 
list of subjects-required. The subjects were ranked by frequency. The ranked subjects-required are 
presented using the expanded-WCPA framework.  
 

Expanded-WCPA framework categories   
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

1 
2 
5 

49 
49 
43 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

27 
61 
60 
55 

34 
27 
27 
28 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

20 
14 

36 
38 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

35 
3 

31 
45 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

4 
6 
36 

45 
41 
31 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

37 
90 
103 
85 

30 
23 
21 
24 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

129 
120 

17 
19 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

79 
80 

25 
25 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

141 
138 
139 
140 

12 
12 
12 
12 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

87 
71 
43 
82 

23 
26 
30 
24 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

31 
51 
62 

32 
29 
27 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

19 
22 
15 
30 
24 
25 
23 

36 
35 
37 
33 
34 
34 
35 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

18 
26 
21 
33 
29 

36 
34 
36 
32 
33 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

98 
122 
114 

21 
18 
20 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

99 
106 

21 
21 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 93 22 

  Local issues Compatibility of PA objectives 
with local cultural beliefs and 
practices 

52 28 

  Potential for Accessibility for illegal activities 100 21 
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impacts 
   Econ’c demand for PA resources 116 19 

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

46 
133 

30 
16 

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

39 
142 

30 
10 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 72 26 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

110 
134 
135 

21 
16 
16 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

69 
70 

27 
27 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

95 
77 

22 
25 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

66 
94 
111 
127 
123 
132 
124 

27 
22 
21 
17 
18 
16 
18 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

108 
101 
63 

21 
21 
27 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

10 
28 

39 
34 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

7 
9 
8 

40 
40 
40 

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

11 
13 

39 
38 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

40 
41 
42 
47 

30 
30 
30 
29 

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

96 
112 

22 
21 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 107 21 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 90 23 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

78 
32 
88 

25 
32 
23 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

89 
59 
84 
74 

23 
28 
24 
25 

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

118 
125 
130 

19 
18 
17 

  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of monitoring data 67 27 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 115 20 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

64 
48 

27 
29 

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 

44 
56 

30 
28 
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Education services provided 34 32 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

76 
81 

25 
25 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

16 
17 
113 

37 
37 
21 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

104 
121 
131 
126 

21 
19 
17 
18 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

137 
136 

14 
16 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

92 
105 

23 
21 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

143 
145 
146 
144 

10 
8 
8 
9 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

128 
119 
102 
117 

17 
19 
21 
19 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

75 
86 
109 

25 
24 
21 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

53 
49 
54 
50 
57 
65 
45 

29 
29 
29 
29 
28 
27 
30 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

58 
38 
73 
83 
68 

28 
30 
26 
24 
27 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

97 
12 

22 
38 
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APPENDIX 6.5 ADDITIONAL EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED 
BY INTERNATIONAL RESPONDENTS  
Respondents were asked to identify additional evaluation subjects they used and wanted to use that 
were not listed by the questionnaire. International respondents identified numerous additional 
evaluations which were often described at a more detailed level than evaluation subject. (This level 
was recognised as an evaluation topic in the expanded-WCPA evaluation framework). I 
established 100 additional evaluation subjects from the numerous evaluation subjects and topics 
provided by international respondents based on the following three steps: 
 
1) I grouped evaluation subjects and topics of a like nature under the appropriate expanded 
WCPA-evaluation area category. 
2) I devised a name for the group of subject and topics based, where possible, on the names 
provided by users. The new evaluation subject name represented the range of topics and subjects. 
3) If the new additional evaluation subject or topic (or group) did not fit one of the existing 
expanded-WPCP evaluation area categories, a new evaluation area name was established. 
The additional 100 subjects are listed in the table below relative to the appropriate evaluation area 
for each of the 13 criteria of the expanded WCPA framework.  
 
Notes: 
Column 1: Evaluation areas are in bold and additional evaluation subjects and topics are in italics. 
The subjects and topics are those provided by respondents.  
Column 2: Gives the number of respondents who used and wanted to use each additional 
evaluation subject or topic. The first number represents the number of respondents who used this 
additional subject or topic; the second number (in brackets) is the number of respondents who 
wanted to use it. Crenulated brackets are used to show the number of respondents who used a 
subject or topic but needed further improvements to the topic. 
Column 3: This is the subject name I developed from the group of subjects and topics (column 1). 
The number in brackets is the total number of people who used and/or wanted to use this 
additional subject. It identifies a new (additional) evaluation subject-required. 
 
1. Evaluation criteria: values (Question 3)  
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Natural (biotic) phenomena   
Ecosystem values (1) Ecosystem-habitat-land 

types (5) 
Scientific values of natural heritage for 
ecosystem processes and habitat. Includes 
terrestrial and marine protected areas 

1; (2)  

Natural values: wetlands (1)  
Natural (abiotic) phenomena   
Natural phenomena: Night sky 1 Climate-natural ambiance 

(3)  
Natural phenomena: Soundscapes (1)  
Natural values: climate including 
temperatures, weather systems and seasons 

1  

Natural phenomena (Biotic-Abiotic): 
Landscape values; aesthetic values, 
biodiversity values 

1; (3) Landscape values (4) 

Social phenomena   
Social phenomena: Spiritual values 4; (1) Intrinsic, spiritual, 

aesthetic (8) 
Social phenomena: Wilderness values 2  
Id of spiritual and cultural meanings of places; 
indigenous values; improved management of 
Aboriginal values 

(1)  

Social phenomena: Social values held by the 
local community/stakeholders 

8; (7) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (48) 
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Social phenomena: Social value of 
biodiversity/nature/landscape & PA’s to the 
community, heritage significance; global 
heritage significance 

8; (2)  

Social phenomena: Community attitude to PA’s 8; (1)  
Cultural: Values contributing to national level 
conservation; contributing to conservation 

1; (1)  

Full range of benefits of protected areas, 
social, health (not just economic) 

(2)  

Socio-economic survey of local communities 8  
Social circumstances of tourism workers in 
mountain protected areas in developing 
countries 

1  

Social values: Tourism use (activities, 
patterns; baseline use impacts) 

1  

Historical values 1 Cultural, historical values 
(6) 

Cultural values; pastoralists and miners, oral 
histories 

(1)  

Id of indigenous knowledge of these features 
and their uses; traditional use 

(1)  

Social phenomena: The role of indigenous 
peoples in protected area management; 
indigenous connections to land; indigenous 
values; indigenous resource use; the value of 
land to Aboriginal peoples 

2  

(Austria) Cultural land use values of the park 1  
Social values: Visitor satisfaction 1 Visitor (1) 
Social phenomena: Staff values (1) Staff values (1) 
Social phenomena: Management values (1) Management values (1) 
Natural phenomena: World Heritage values 3 International values (5) 
Cultural: World Heritage values 1  
Natural phenomena: Outstanding values 
contributing to global conservation 

1  

Economic values of protected areas 
(Including hunting tourism, Tanzania; tourism, 
Uganda) 

4; (1) Economic value (8) 

Economic value of tourism 2  
 
2. Evaluation criteria: baseline values (Question 6) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Natural (biotic) phenomena   
Baseline: Protection and maintenance of 
ecological processes; Ecological monitoring; 
ecological status; ecological understanding. 
(Includes MPA’s); environmental condition; 
larger scale ecological condition assessments; 
original status of predators 

3; (1); {1} Ecosystem, habitat-land 
types (14) 

Baseline: Landuse 1  
Baseline: Habitat status 2  
Baseline: Wetland status 1  
Baseline: Marine 1  
Landuse: Land cover change 1  
Venezuela; Mauritania: Baseline, natural 
values 

(2)  

Uganda: Baseline of Fauna and Flora outside 
of PA’s 

1  

Baseline: Introduced plants 2 Introduced plants (2) 
Baseline: Introduced animals, pest animals 2 Introduced animals (2) 
Natural (abiotic) phenomena   
Baseline: Landscape values; aesthetic values; 3; (2) Landscape values (6) 
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viewscape 
Water catchment assessment; water catchment 
values 

(1)  

Social phenomena   
Baseline: Intrinsic values of conservation (2) Intrinsic, spiritual, 

aesthetic (2) 
Baseline: Social support for conservation; 
social participation; benefits of parks 

3; (4) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (10) 

(Pakistan) Baseline: socio-cultural profile 
community 

1  

(Pakistan) Nomadic lifestyle 1  
Uganda: Attitude to conservation and the 
values of the forests by locals 

1  

Socio-economic baseline for community (3) Economic values (6) 
Dollar value of PA resources (1)  
Cost/benefit of PA management and use (1)  
Carbon sink significance (1)  
Baseline: Quality of experience in the bush; 
visitor satisfaction; impacts of commercial 
activity on social values 

(1) Visitor values (2) 

Expectations of tourists visiting the protected 
area  

(1)  

Managerial responsibilities   
Baseline: Development and other impacts 1 Sustainable use (9) 
Baseline managerial: Fish take by species 1  
Baseline social: Tourism use (including 
ecotourism); tourism numbers; tourism 
impacts; walking track monitoring; levels of 
service; site planning; acceptable level of 
disturbance; ecological capacity of use; horse 
track disturbance; camp ground monitoring; 
visitor patterns; visitor characteristics 

4  

Global economic impact of protected area 
visitation (& global inventory of park 
visitation) 

(1)  

Uganda: Baseline off-take of forest fauna and 
flora by locals; Sudan: wildlife dependence 

2  

Baseline: Administration process performance 1 Administration 
performance (1) 

Baseline Management assets: Tourism 
infrastructure, fences 

1 Assets baseline (3) 

Baseline managerial: Risk management 1  
Dollar value of PA resources (1)  
Baseline: Park funding and resourcing; 
baseline performances for finances provided; 
cost of services for core tasks 

1 Financial performance (1) 

Baseline managerial: Including State of Parks  2 Management performance 
(9) 

Baseline: Fire management history; fire 
history 

(1)  

Baseline: Measure milestones at a park level 
and a landscape level 

1  

Uganda: Effectiveness at locating illegal 
activities 

(1)  

Baseline: Pollution; baseline standards for 
road salt 

2  

Baseline: management efficiency indicators 1  
State of the Parks reporting to establish 
benchmark values for later evaluation of 
progress 

(1)  

Baseline: Degree of threats 1 Degree of threat (1) 
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3. Evaluation criteria: identified threats (Question 9) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Physical threats   
Physical threats: Soil erosion 1 Soil erosion (1) 
Threat: Geological risks (eg cliff collapse, 
boulder safety, slope instability; tourist cave 
stability) 

2 Geological risks (3) 

(Ecuador) Physical threat: Volcanoes (1)  
Threats: Water: Snow avalanches 1 Snow, ice impacts (2) 
Threats: Glacial lake outburst floods (melting 
ice) 

(1)  

Threats to social values   
Threats to the spiritual and cultural integrity of 
a place; indigenous values; 

1 Intrinsic, spiritual, 
aesthetic (1) 

Public health issues in remote mountain pa 
areas 

(1) Health issues (1) 

Direct human threats   
Appropriate tourism (1) Visitor use (5) 
Direct human threat: Population increase 2  
Direct human threat: Off road vehicle use 
(including snow mobile traffic); transport use; 
access 

2  

Direct human threat: development; ski resort 
developments; roading; utility corridors; 
hydro-electric schemes; developments and 
clearing of vegetation 

5; (2) Development 
(10) 

Direct human threat: Landuse impacts to 
cultural and social values 

1; (1)  

(Southern Sudan)Threats: Change in 
hydrology, upstream activity on the Nile River 

1  

Direct human threat: Management policies and 
actions (including bulldozer construction of 
fire control breaks; cloud seeding; lack of 
expertise, lack of maintenance); rehabilitation 
of disturbed sites; impacts to Indigenous 
cultural heritage; poorly directed 
management; pick things up and drop them 
again 

2 Management policy and 
action/inaction 

(12) 

Direct human threat: Pollution (Including 
MPA’s); pollution from weed sprays; pollution 
from old mining sites 

4 (1)  

Direct human threat: inadequate management 
actions: lack of knowledge 

3  

Multiple threats: Interactions and causal 
chains 

1  

Direct human threat: Corporate risks 
(Insurance liability as a Statutory agency) 

1  

Direct human threat: Political risks; political 
interference 

3 Political impacts (4) 

Direct human threat: Inadequate public and 
political support 

1  

Direct human threat: Land invasion by people, 
settlement; boundary encroachment 

2 Land invasion by people 
(2) 

(Pakistan) Direct human threats: Conflict: 
ethnic and political conflict; access to 
resources; ownership of resources in the buffer 
zone 

1 Conflict (2) 

(Southern Sudan) Conflict: Feeding a rebel 
army 

1  

(Mongolia) Transboundary, illegal wildlife 
trade 

(1) Crime (2) 
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Threats, direct illegal impacts to marine 
protected area; impacts to MPA’s 

(1)  

Indirect human threats   
Indirect human threat: management, lack of 
resources 

3 Inadequate management 
resources (3) 

Indirect threat from the use of resources (1) Sustainable use (3) 
Commercial hunting (meat and ivory) 1  
(Pakistan) Use of fuelwood (1)  
(Southern Sudan) Poverty. Dependence on 
wildlife for food, bushmeat 

1; (1) Poverty (3) 

Subsistence game meat farming 1  
Climate change sea level rise, incursion of salt 
water, and flooding of areas 

(1) Sea level rise (1) 

 
 
4. Evaluation criteria: vulnerability (Question 12) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

On-ground management   
On-ground management: Capability of staff 1 Staff competency (3) 
On-ground management: Competency of 
management decision making 

2  

Local issues   
Local issues: Attitude of park neighbours; 
Public perceptions and attitude towards 
protected areas 

3 Community values, 
attitudes, needs (13) 

Local issues: Needs of park neighbours 3  
Local issues: Risk management (including 
MPA’s); environmental issues such as asbestos 
materials 

1; (1)  

Local issues: Legal off-take of resources 
through negotiated and signed memoranda of 
understanding; resource use rights agreements 

2  

Potential for impact: Vulnerability for 
encroachment from people migration 

1  

Liberia: Local issues: Involvement of locals in 
P/A mgmt 

(1)  

Liberia: Potential human threat (1)  
Management issues   
Risk analysis: Risk to reputation analysis 
(Business decision making analysis); risk, 
OH&S; risk, financial;  

1 Management risks (5) 

Lack of cooperation between agencies and 
public/private stakeholders 

1  

Commercial operations in reserves 1  
Long term research (1)  
(Kenya) Landuse required to increase wildlife 
range 

1  

Potential for impacts   
Potential for impacts: Fires, externally caused; 
risk assessment for fire 

1 Fire risks (1) 

Potential for impacts: Wetland, dune lake, 
geothermal status 

1 Risks to wetlands (1) 

Biodiversity sensitivity e.gsensitivity of soils  
1 

Risks to soils (1) 

Liberia: Potential biological threat 
 

(1) Biological threats (1) 
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5. Evaluation criteria: national policy (Question 15) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

National conservation policy   
National conservation policy: Endorsement of 
international conventions (ICOMOS; 
RAMSAR; WH, COAG) 

3 Commitment to 
International conservation 

(5) 
(Liberia) Transboundary issues: Bushmeat 
trade 

(1)  

(Liberia) International cooperation on 
protecting biodiversity 

(1)  

National conservation policy: National landuse 
policies (health of rivers; Regional Forest 
Agreement, Australia; National Heritage, 
Climate change and a drying continent; 
national weeds policy) 

4 (1) Commitment to national 
conservation (23) 

Conservation performance: New conservation 
initiatives 

1  

(Canada) National Ecological Integrity Report 1  
(Switzerland) Forest Development Assessment 1  
(Pakistan) Conservation: Tenure and rights 
assessment 

(1)  

(Pakistan etc) Tourism and income generation 
policies which could impact on PA 
management; WH declaration and visitation 

(1)  

(Pakistan) Evaluate the enabling environment 
to make PA’s work (training, scientific 
institutions, strong civil society, social-cultural 
norms, stakeholders) 

(1)  

(UK) Review of the PA system (1)  
Policies on common property resource 
management, pastureland management; co 
management 

1; (1)  

Argentina: Need: Planning for public use (1)  
Argentina: Policy: Management with native 
communities 

(1)  

Argentina: Policy: Entry fees to parks  (1)  
Legal framework to ensure long term 
conservation of park systems 

(1)  

Financial sustainability of park systems (1)  
National conservation performance: 
Commitment to Biodiversity conservation; 

1; (2)  

National Policy: Evaluation of relationships 
with other organisations 

(1)  

National conservation performance   
National Conservation performance: Need to 
review the national parks policy (improve) 

(1) Conservation 
performance (3) 

State of Environment Assessment for Kenya 1  
(Sudan) Policy: what is the sustainable level of 
resource use? Including water 

(1)  
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6. Evaluation criteria: systems level planning (Question 18) 
Evaluation area (bold) and additional 
subjects/topics given by respondents 
(italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and wanting to use a 
subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Systems design   
Systems planning, Legislation and design: 
Spiritual and cultural significance preserved in 
protected areas 

(1) System conservation 
effectiveness (7) 

Effectiveness of Canada’s National Wildlife 
Areas for biodiversity conservation 

(1)  

Effectiveness of IUCN Category V areas for 
biodiversity conservation 

(1)  

Evaluation of integrated protected area and 
special management area (British Columbia) 

1  

Kenya: Evaluation of WH status and addition 
of another WH Category 

(1)  

Management planning: National Heritage 
Management System 

1  

Evaluation of the New Brunswick privatisation 
of PA’s process 

(1)  

Management planning   
Management planning: Evaluation of planning 
effectiveness 

(1) Organisation management 
standards (3) 

Management planning: Management system 
level standards 

1  

Argentina: Tourism management performance; 
activities; risk; concessionaire performance 

(1)  

 
7. Evaluation criteria: individual protected areas (Question 21) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Design of a protected area   
Individual protected are design: Heritage 
rivers 

1 CAR sampling (4) 

(UK) Broads NP, with special resource 
protection sites within landscape protection 
area: Evaluate representative sites 

1  

(Mongolia) Community conserved areas within 
and around parks 

1  

(Ecuador) Evaluate the categories of protected 
areas 

(1)  

(Switzerland; Czech Rep) Sustainable landuse, 
grazing, eco management planning 

2 Sustainable use (4) 

(Czech Republic; etc) Sustainable Tourism 
Management Plan 

1  

(Uganda) Landscape planning 1  
Individual protected area planning   
Individual PA planning: Participation of local 
communities & stakeholders in planning 

2 Community participation 
(9) 

Individual PA planning: Opportunities for 
contributing to the well-being of neighbours; 
integrated management; integration into a 
broader natural and cultural landscape 

1  

(Mongolia): Stakeholder cooperation 1  
(Myanmar), Project planning for a large area 
of mangroves which included PA’s 

1  

Community input, participatory planning (1)  
Stakeholder involvement (1)  
Participatory planning (1)  
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Stakeholder participation analysis 1  
Monitoring plans developed for protected 
areas, reviews, publicly available information 

1 Plan review and 
improvement (4) 

Uganda: Better zoning plans for protected 
areas 

1  

Updated visitor management plans; recreation 
management plan 

(1)  

(Kenya) Integrated management plan for Mt 
Kenya ecosystem 

1  

(Banff) Detailed plans for fire mgmt; grizzly 
bear. ;  

1 Supplementary plans (1) 

 
8. Evaluation criteria: management inputs (Question 24) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Adequacy of financial resources   
Effectiveness of management input in PA’s for 
conserving biodiversity (and achieving PA 
objectives); tracking of $ from Treasury to the 
ground; input versus outputs; tracking of what 
staff are working on what tasks and for how 
long; evaluating resources available to achieve 
the tasks at hand; $ necessary to run the park 

(1) $ effectiveness (5) 

Project management evaluation 1  
Cost-effectiveness of tourism facilities (1)  
Inputs: Mostly informal internal evaluations; 
cyclical budgeting process 

1  

Capacity of budget systems to deal with 
resourcing incidents; resourcing responses to 
threats 

(1)  

Revenue potential for the park system (1) Revenue (1) 
Adequacy of human resources   
Voluntary work inputs (Bushfire Brigades; 
Weed removal groups; Hunters (feral animal 
management); Discovery Guides; tertiary 
partners; prisoner work release programs. 

2 Volunteers (2) 

Effectiveness of the management of staff; 
restructure, evaluation of staff positions; 
Number of staff needed to undertake the tasks 
required 

(1) Staff effectiveness (2) 

Monitoring staff effectiveness and linking it to 
pay. 

(1)  

Adequacy of equipment and infrastructure   
Adequacy of equipment and infrastructure: 
Access, roads, electricity; effectiveness of trails 

1 Access roads and 
electricity (1) 

 
9. Evaluation criteria: management process (Question 27) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Administration   
Staff management: Performance management; 
individual performance plans 

(1) Staff performance (2) 

Park agency staff satisfaction and motivation 1  
Effective staff structures, governance; 
integrated management governance 

1 (2) Staff structures (6) 

Operations: evaluating new public governance 
standards (SANPS) 

(1)  
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Operations: PA staff structures; restructures (1)  
Russia: Internal analysis 1  
Performance standards: Value for money; 
performance criteria to judge performance 

3; (1) $ effectiveness (5) 

Business management performance Cost of 
providing admin services 

(1)  

Operational systems   
Operations: Asset management system 1 Assets (1) 
Integration of science into management; how 
research information and monitoring is used 
by management 

1 Procedures review 
(2) 

Managerial processes: risk management 
systems; threat management systems; safety 
audits 

1  

Performance standards   
Operations: evaluating new weapons 
standards (SANPS) 

(1) Establishing standards (5) 

Operations: evaluating new co-operative 
governance standards (SANPS) 

(2)  

Management systems and operation methods  (1)  
Communication and publicity 1  
 
10. Evaluation criteria: management outputs (Question 30) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Delivery of services   
Cost effectiveness of management activities 
(Are we competitive with the use of our 
dollars?). Cost effectiveness; Actual cost of 
delivery; accountability for expenditure in an 
efficient and effective way 

1; (1) $ effectiveness (3) 

Impact of inputs for conservation (1)  
Delivery of services: Use of public polling to 
assess the level of support for the programs; 
effectiveness of the park information services 

1 Customer satisfaction (5) 

Tourism: Evaluation of the quality of 
excursions and events 

1  

Visitor satisfaction (2)  
(Pakistan) Ecotourism promotion and conflict 
resolution 

1  

Delivery of services: Visitor numbers 
monitoring 

4 Visitor use (6) 

Delivery of services: Visitor requirements 
analysis 

1; (1)  

Work programs   
Outputs: Informal internal output reporting 1 Progress reports (17) 
Progress: Measure milestones at a park level 
and landscape level based on a baseline data + 
indicators 

2  

Patrol coverage by rangers (2)  
Law enforcement (1)  
Annual performance evaluations linked to work 
plans and budgets; fire plan; operations plan; 
risk plan; pests plan; road risk plan; std output 
system needed; integrated approach with 
different organisations 

(1)  

Outputs: publication and dissemination of 
research findings; are science outputs utilised? 

1  

Outputs: Environmental education, including 
interpretation 

2; (1)  

Outputs: Community livelihood improvement 
program 

1  
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Outputs: Aquatic ecosystem management (1)  
Outputs: Active management and 
rehabilitation 

(1)  

(South Africa) Outputs: Evaluation of the 
number of damage causing animals (DCA’s) 

(1)  

Endangered species recovery plan 
performance 

1  

Education: Marketing and promotion (1)  
 
11. Evaluation criteria: change in condition (Question 33) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
people requiring the 

subject (brackets) 
 

Natural biotic phenomena   
Trend: Change in biodiversity richness (1) Ecosystem, habitat, land 

type (8) 
Wetlands; alpine bog communities 1  
Landuse/landcover change at a landscape level 1  
Habitat status change; including endangered 
communities (includes MPA’s); change in 
ecological condition; tools for monitoring chge 
in ecological condition at a large scale; long 
term; key threats and 30years from now 

1; (1)  

(Austria) Detecting change in condition for the 
whole National Park 

(1)  

(Pakistan) Buffer zone community development 1  
(Mongolia) Mapping of community managed 
areas 

1  

Natural abiotic phenomena   
Abiotic: Noise levels 1 Climate, natural 

ambiance (2) 
Abiotic: Climate data; weather conditions 1  
Abiotic: Fire behaviour, fire frequencies, fire 
and vegetation responses 

1 Fire (1) 

Cultural happenings, sites, places or 
features 

  

Cultural values - intangible, archaeological 
sites/artefacts; change in cultural values; 
caring for country 

1 Cultural-historical values 
(1) 

Social phenomena   
Social phenomena: Visitor experiences 1 Customer satisfaction (4) 
Social phenomena: Customer satisfaction , 
visitor satisfaction 

1; (2)  

Social phenomena: Community attitude; 
Community attitude to protected areas 

1; (3) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (7) 

Social phenomena: Support for conservation 1; (1)  
Social: Change in public perception (locals 
and visitors) of the quality of natural heritage 
and landscape) 

1  

Social: Visitor use levels; types of visitor use; 
changes in pattern of use; changes in spending 
patterns 

1 Visitor (1) 

Need for socio-economic phenomena 
evaluation; socio-economic changes 

1 Economic value (1) 

Managerial responsibilities   
Need a State of the Parks Report which 
includes Change of Condition  

(1) Management performance 
(1) 

 
12. Evaluation criteria: severity of threats (Question 36) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and 
the total number of 
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respondents (italics) the subject /topic  
 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

 
Physical threats   
Illegal fossil collection; illegal activities (1) Geological risks (1) 
Snow avalanche mapping 2 Snow, ice impacts (2) 
Evaluation of flood potential/floods 1 Floods (1) 
Biological threats   
Severity of threats: Native fauna (e.gelk 
overgrazing) 

1 Fauna: unsustainable use 
(1) 

Direct human threats   
Direct human threat: Community attitude 2 Community values, 

attitudes, needs 
Direct human threat: tourism –visitor use 
(including alpine skiing, mountain bike use, 
horse riding, 4WD impacts; propeller boat 
wash impacts; crowding; firewood collection) 

10 (3) {1} Visitor use impacts (18) 

Tourism and recreation impacts (2)  
Tourism risk management; safety compliance; 
road condition safety 

(1)  

Direct: Overuse by people (LAC) 1  
Direct human threat: Developments 3 Development (3) 
Direct human threat: Incompetent management 1 Management policy and 

action/inaction (2) 
Need for a formal biodiversity threat 
framework (Risk assessment protocols) 

(1)  

Direct human threat: Local politics 2 Political impacts (2) 
(Pakistan) Eval of conflicts within and on the 
peripheries of the PA 

(1) Conflict (1) 

Direct: Human impacts on marine protected 
areas 

1 Impacts to aquatic 
environments (3) 

Severity of threat: Direct human: Aquatic 
ecosystems 

1  

Direct human threat: Shipping incidents 1  
Severity of threat: Collecting of medicinal 
plants 

(1) Illegal flora activities (3) 

Marijuana(drug) cultivation 1  
Charcoal manufacturing 1  
Indirect human threats   
Lack of funding and staffing and expertise 1 Inadequate management 

resources (1) 
Indirect: Water flowing into PA’s polluted or 
flows changed 

1 Pollution (1) 

(Myanmar) Poverty, the key cause of impacts 1 Poverty (1) 
Cumulative impacts on protected areas, 
quantification 

1; (2) Cumulative impacts (4) 

 
13. Evaluation criteria: outcomes (Question 39) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by 
respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents using 

and/or wanting to use 
the subject /topic  

 

Additional evaluation 
subject-required and the 
total number of people 
requiring the subject 

(brackets) 
 

Objectives achieved   
Relationship between strategies and outcomes. 
E.g. did activity X lead to intended outcome 
A?; Review of Review of Environmental 
Factors; most effective outcomes for inputs 

1 Effectiveness achieved (5) 

Cumulative outcomes: Can we partition or 
allocate the relative contribution of 
organisation X to outcome A. 
 

1  

Performance indicators 1  
Internal analysis 1  
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Comparison of the efficiency & cost-
effectiveness & success of a range of possible 
mgmt actions 

1  

Stakeholder cooperation and cooperative 
management 

2 Cooperative management (2) 
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APPENDIX 6.6 ALL EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED BY 
INTERNATIONAL RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY  
Additional evaluation subjects-required (Appendix 6.5) were combined with the 146 evaluation 
subjects-required identified on the questionnaire (Appendix 6.4) and ranked by frequency of 
response. 
 
Evaluation 

element 
Evaluation 

criteria 
Evaluation 
area and 

‘additional’ 
evaluation 
area (bold) 

Evaluation subjects-required 
and ‘additional’ evaluation 

subjects-required (bold) 

Rank % 
Response 
(Sample 

97) 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 
Ecosystem, habitat, land types 

 
 
 

24 

 
 
 

5 

  Natural 
(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 
Climate-natural ambience 
Landscape values 

 
 
 
 

40 
33 

 
 
 
 

3 
4 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

  

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 
Intrinsic, spiritual, aesthetic 
Community values, attitudes, needs 
Cultural-historical values 
Visitor values 
Staff values 
Management values 
International values 
Economic values 

 
 

8 
1 
19 
71 
72 
73 
25 
14 

 
 

11 
49 
6 
1 
1 
1 
5 
8 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 
Ecosystem, habitat, landtypes 
Introduced plants 
Introduced animals 

 
 
 

5 
53 
54 

 
 
 

14 
2 
2 

  Natural 
(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 
Landscape values 

 
 
 
 

20 

 
 
 
 

6 
  Cultural 

happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

  

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 
Intrinsic, spiritual, aesthetic 
Community values, attitudes, needs 
Economic values 
Visitor values 

 
 

55 
9 
21 
56 

 
 

2 
10 
6 
2 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 
Sustainable use 
Administration performance 
Assets baseline 
Financial performance 
Management performance 
Degree of threat 

 
 
 
 

11 
74 
41 
75 
12 
76 

 
 
 
 

9 
1 
3 
1 
9 
1 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical 
threats 

Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 
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Soil erosion 
Geological risks 
Snow-ice impacts 

76 
42 
57 

1% 
3% 
2% 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

  

  Threats to 
social values 

Intrinsic, spiritual, aesthetic 
Health issues 

78 
79 

1 
1 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 
Visitor use 
Development 
Management policy, action, inaction 
Political impacts 
Land invasion by people 
Conflict 
Crime 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3 
10 
7 
34 
58 
59 
60 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19 
10 
12 
4 
2 
2 
2 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 
Inadequate management resources 
Sustainable use 
Poverty 
Sea level rise 

 
 
 
 
 

43 
44 
45 
80 

 
 
 
 
 

3 
3 
3 
1 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

  

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

  

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 
Competency of staff 

 
46 

 
3 

  Local issues Compat PA obj’s with local beliefs  
Community values, attitudes, needs 

 
6 

 
13 

  Management 
issues 

Management risks 26 5 

  Potential for 
impacts 

Accessibility for illegal activities 
Econ’c demand for PA resources 
Fire risks 
Risks to wetlands 
Risks to soils 
Biological threats 

 
 

81 
82 
83 
84 

 
 

1 
1 
1 
1 

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation 
policy 

Political party support for 
conservation 
Community support for PA’s 
Commit to international conservn 
Commit to national conservation 

 
 
 

27 
2 

 
 
 

5 
24 

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Degree of impln of conservn policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 
Conservation performance 

 
 

47 

 
 

3% 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n   

  Adequacy of 
policy 

Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

  

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 
System conservation effectiveness 

 
 

16 

 
 

7 
  System/landsca

pe design 
PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

  

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
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Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 
Organisation mgmt standards 

 
 
 
 

48 

 
 
 
 

3 
 Individual 

protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 
CAR sampling 
Sustainable use 

 
 
 

35 
36 

 
 
 

4 
4 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 
Community participation 
Plan review and improvement 
Supplementary plans 

 
 

13 
37 
85 

 
 

9 
4 
1 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 
$ effectiveness 
Revenue 

 
 
 

28 
86 

 
 
 

5 
1 

  Adequacy of 
human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 
Volunteers 
Staff effectiveness 

 
 

61 
62 

 

 
 

2 
2 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 
Access roads and electricity 

 
 
 
 

87 

 
 
 
 

1 
  Adequacy of 

information 
resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

  

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s   

  External 
partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed   

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

  

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 
Staff performance 
Staff structures 
$ effectiveness 
Assets 

 
 
 
 

63 
22 
29 
88 

 
 
 
 

2 
6 
5 
1 

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 
Procedures review 

 
 
 

64 

 
 
 

2 
  Monitoring 

systems 
Utilisation of monitoring data   

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 
Establishing standards 

 
30 

 
5 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

  

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 
$ effectiveness 
Customer satisfaction 
Visitor use 

 
 
 

49 
30 
23 

 
 
 

3 
5 
6 

  Delivery of 
work programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 
Progress reports 

 
 

4 

 
 

18 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 
Ecosystem-habitat-land type 

 
 
 

15 

 
 
 

8 
  Natural Water   
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(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Air 
Soils 
Geological features 
Climate-natural ambience 
Fire 

 
 
 

65 
89 

 
 
 

2 
1 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 
Cultural-historical values 

 
 

90 

 
 

1 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 
Customer satisfaction 
Community values, attitudes, needs 
Visitor use 
Economic value 

 
 

38 
18 
91 
92 

 
 

4 
7 
1 
1 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 
Management performance 

 
 
 
 

93 

 
 
 
 

1 
 Severity of 

threat 
Physical 
threats 

Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 
Geological risks 
Snow/ice impacts 
Floods 

 
 
 
 

94 
66 
95 

 
 
 
 

1 
2 
1 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 
Fauna: unsustainable use 

 
 
 

96 

 
 
 

1 
  Direct human 

threats 
Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 
Community values, attitude, needs 
Visitor use 
Development 
Management policy, action/inaction 
Political impacts 
Conflict 
Impacts to aquatic environments 
Illegal flora activities 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

67 
31 
50 
68 
69 
97 
51 
52 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 
5 
3 
2 
2 
1 
3 
3 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 
Inadequate management resources 
Pollution 
Poverty 
Cumulative impacts 

 
 
 
 
 

98 
99 

100 
39 

 
 
 
 
 

1 
1 
1 
4 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 
Effectiveness achieved 
Cooperative management 

 
 

32 
69 

 
 

5 
2 
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APPENDIX 6.7 WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM INTERNATIONAL 
RESPONDENTS 
Survey respondents were asked to provide written comments. All comments are reproduced here 
with the exception of those that were not relevant to the aims of the research. Comments were 
organised into six broad themes: (1) Comments on some evaluation criteria; (2) reasons why 
evaluation was not implemented, or why the results of evaluations were not used; (3) politics and 
evaluation; (4) strengths and weaknesses of evaluation methods; (5) information management; (6) 
miscellaneous comments. 
 
Theme 1: Comments on evaluation elements 
1.1 Baseline values 
For us monitoring of the baseline evaluation is more important than the baseline evaluation itself 
because it will allow us to intervene quickly. Idealistically (sic) we should talk about a continuous 
process of monitoring & evaluation because they work together 
All conservation projects should have a baseline. (Estimated that less than 30% do so) 
 
1.2 Threats  
Some management policies are a threat to conservation objectives 
Italy: Scenario analysis and historical analysis valuable for threats 
Policy on resettlement of people (Nepal) 
Threats listed as per above are mostly based on anecdotal evidence. Science based threats definition 
are required. Protocols definition and design of monitoring and reporting is underway 
There has been little connection between resource constraints (staff, infrastructure, money) and their 
(sic) relationships of threats. There should be better and more explicit linkages between management 
activities/non-activities versus threats 
Post September 11 has resulted in law enforcement control centralised in Washington and focused 
more on traditional police activities (not park ranger activities). The possibility exists (sic) that park 
values will be less protected because of the focus of crime in protected areas 
 
1.3 Inputs 
National threat of too little park budget and too many paper parks. Too little understanding of the 
threshold needed to accomplish goals 
It is likely universal that protected areas are under resourced. The annual business plan identifies the 
shortfall, but has rarely seen a strategic reallocation of resources because of political and human 
nature reasons 
Extent to which these evaluations take into account suitability for "core functions" of ecosystem 
mgmt in variable world. ie, dealing with floods, droughts, sudden research opportunities (not well 
covered at all) 
 
1.4 Process 
Park and agency staff satisfaction and motivation 
Management processes; administration systems; operational systems; monitoring systems 
Planning systems for protected areas; monitoring and regular reviews of management plans 
 
1.5 Outputs 
Every year, the Ministry of the Interior send a team to evaluate Park Superintendents achievements. 
This is an administrative process, not a research oriented process, thus is less serious 
The general management assessment is based on “goals” to be achieved by each area. Annually 
everyone is asked to review general goals (described only in a qualitative way)  
Output: Projects-programs: Peer review needed of significant programs 
Ensuring that performance reporting addresses quality outcomes 
Value for dollar assessment: Are we maximizing performance in a cost effective and efficient way. 
Evaluation occurs through monitoring conservation management strategies. The objectives set are not 
sufficiently clear to be absolute so it is really management that is monitored in most instances 
Evaluate the proportion of $ that goes to administration tasks in relation to the proportion that goes to 
actual implementation and follow-up of projects 
Causal chain: Delivery of products: Did these outputs and services lead to the desired outcomes? 
Evaluation of parks operations funding by US Congress that is actually applied on the ground in US 
parks 
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Assessments of relationships between policy and impact on the ground 
Cost effectiveness of the management organisation 
Best value review of individual services 
Reinstitute comprehensive operations evaluations which ties together money, allocation, personnel 
Value for dollar assessments. Are we maximising performances in a cost effective way? 
When institutions are set up the management output evaluations that will be important are: periodic 
performance evaluations linked to work plans and budgets; HR capacity building progress 
evaluations; conservation focused evaluations 
Area of forest or peat land restored. Area of terrestrial and marine areas covered by habitat 
inventories. No of groups who have received at least 30 min nature interpretation in Visitor Centres. 
No of web pages maintained compared with leaflets 
Proj mgmt scheme in place. The services are checked for but only in quarterly and annual reviews. 
Weeds reduced. Clearly documented by respective dept. Partly because of the massive "working for 
water" poverty relief program (also active in national parks) 
Discovery Ranger Proj Rep's; Annual achievements reports; Pest program expend reports; Visitor 
surveys (Region and reserve specific) Recovery Plan Implementation & Success: Osprey survey, 
breeding rate success 
Dollars funded and allocated by US Congress for Park "Operations" that are actually spent at Park 
Level. Numbers of staff allocated to Parks and Park Mgmt v's all other staff that support non-park 
programs 
Delivery of work programs. Are their efforts actually having impact on 1) their targets, 2) reducing 
key threats (direct and indirect 
Cost effect of activities. ie are we competitive with the use of our dollars? 
Without evaluation of operations there is no way to determine if funding is mis-allocated, mis-spent, 
squandered, wasted, is most effectively spent, or not meeting actual needs (or the most important 
needs) 
Because there is no evidence that the PA's use the resources to address the most important threats or 
to fulfil its objectives. This also deals with accountability and transparency 
 
1.6 Outcome: achieving nature and culture conservation objectives 
Need for outcome focused, site based evaluations 
Conservation performance standard is needed, but what kinds of criteria are better? 
Needed: Assessment of the relationship between conservation policy and impact on the ground 
Global progress on biodiversity conservation. How are we doing conserving world’s biodiversity 
using PA’s 
It is of vital importance for a protected area agency to know how well it is protecting (conserving) 
biodiversity 
Assessment of how GBRMPA contributes to National and State conservation and other policies such 
as sustainable development and greenhouse gas emissions 
A review of the adequacy of the resourcing to meet the requirements of the Act 
An objective system for biodiversity ranking 
Need an ability to report effectively on management interventions for biodiversity protection at an 
outcome level on an annual basis. Probably impossible, but expected by Treasury, Audit and Select 
Committee 
Too rarely do we note “is this working to protect biodiversity in a measurable or predictable way 
Most assessments do not assess how well PA’s protect/manage specific conservation targets (species, 
systems etc) Conservation outcomes are not well captured by many PA assessments 
What you collect in your baseline should be influenced by what you determine is your conservation 
targets. Develop a conceptual model for the site which includes conservation targets and threats to 
that target 
Ensuring performance reporting addresses quality and outcomes rather than statistics (e.g inputs-
outputs) 
Ecological Integrity program is intended to assess changes in condition, small variations often 
difficult to interpret. GIS mapping: baseline allowing change to be monitored-ongoing as we have a 
technician focusing largely on data mapping; EMAN forest monitoring plots (…) 
There are many fauna and flora monitoring programs in place which record changes/responses to 
natural climate cycles etc and to management interventions. These are ongoing with periodic analysis. 
We monitor climate data at many PA's. We monitor water qual of waste water (…) 
Annual Black Rhinoceros status reports: monitor the changing status of Black Rhino pop's in PA's. 
Completed annually. Annual "veldt" condition assessment. Monitor change in status of largely plant 
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species composition & abundance in selected PA's 
Broad scale monitoring of the Reefs (annual reports). Water quality reporting-in reef. Sewage outfalls 
reports, annual 
Perhaps this is where the Thresholds of Potential Concern come into your framework EMS...still 
being phased in to Kruger 
Change in populations compared with key conservation targets. Changes in extent of major systems. 
Changes as a result of Threats 
Changes in visit & public's values, understanding & appreciation of NP's & assoc'd issues. Essentially 
the effectiveness of community outreach presentation 
Ultimately, you should be measuring the change in condition of your conservation target & the key 
factors/threats influencing it. Needs to be kept in the context of the conceptual model or chain  
Desperately need to track socio-economic indicators in adjacent areas outside the park. Most of these 
are actually available, infant mortality, disposable household income and make links to our regional 
effect 
Studies of visit satisfaction; studies of cumulative impact evaluation of recreational tourist projects; 
monitoring changes raised in mgmt plans 
Need to set targets/quantifiable objectives that id the role of the PA at a bioregional/provincial level, 
and monitor against these. This is starting to take place 
Integrated ecosystem monitoring- is very complex (we are in the early days of bridging the gap 
between output and outcome measuring 
Its important not just to see if objectives were achieved but were they relevant for the situation? Were 
they well designed goals? Were they set at the right level to have true impact on the conservation 
target? Were they meaningful? Its no great accomplishment to achieve 
Effectively managed PA's contribute to the economic, social and spiritual well-being of the people in 
and around the area. If an index of "well-being" could be developed, & the mgmt outcome evaluated, 
it would add to the arguments for why effectively managed (…) 
Because of the need to be more systematic about tracking our field conservation outcomes for: 
meeting nature cons objectives; communicating results to the constituency; improving feedback into 
planning cycles; fostering learning across the organisation 
Too rarely do we note "is this working to protect biodiversity in a measurable or predictable way" For 
example, IUCN Category V guidelines assert that such areas preserve biodiversity but provide no 
indication of how. e.gidentifying target species, monitoring, adapting 
Very weak Research & Biod Dept (KWS) because funding is spent on other priority areas security, 
tourism, human wildlife conflict & management support. This situation is likely to continue unless a 
collaborative research facility with external funding can be achieved 
 
Theme 2. Reasons why evaluation were not implemented, or why the results of evaluations 
were not used  
Difficulty (attitude) of getting protected area managers to adopt management effectiveness evaluation 
as a normal part of their management 
No coordinated effort to achieve detailed outcome focused site based evaluations 
(Taiwan) I don’t think our park administration conducted serious evaluations thus far. They are 
talking about evaluation, but they are not in a hurry. They are too busy 
Evaluation unlikely to happen? Problem: Willingness in the past of the management 
For the last 16 years I have been trying to convince officials that effectiveness evaluation was needed. 
In Spain however, effectiveness evaluation of public policies is rare, even exceptional 
Availability of effectiveness information. The (US) park agency is not used to thinking in these terms. 
Thus, for example, while they can give you detailed statistics on their budget, they cannot adequately 
answer the questions of whether this budget is adequate, where the top priorities for additional 
funding would be or which areas are better or worse off 
As a researcher, there was no access to information at system level, except that which is normally 
available to the public 
Too many evaluations – too little time 
National: No competence at national level 
A considerable amount of this sort of evaluation is current, particularly with the restructure of our 
organisation already – accessing this information can often be a problem, particularly with our current 
filing systems cross referencing problems, and electronic data systems that limit the flow of 
information to central filing/storage systems 
(Extract, Myanmar): There are many old PA forests or parks in the country and the production forests 
where teak and hardwoods are extracted under long term and annual plans. There are not much 
working plans prepared for individual PA’s (sic). So also the systematic analysis of management 
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inputs, management process and management outputs are not commonly carried out 
(Tanzania) In Africa and where we work in particular, there are inherent cultural factors at play that 
in our western view, limit the effectiveness of evaluation and the follow-up on the results of 
evaluation…..”My own view is that this ……questionnaire doesn’t get to the ore (sic) of the 
problems with the protected areas in 3rd World countries” 
(Mongolia) There are discrepancies between recommended management approaches and measures 
and those that are actually put in place. The experience over the years has been that unfortunately 
central government does not extend the necessary support to the protected areas administration, both 
in terms of resources and enabling policies. Park managers themselves are largely willing to 
implement better management systems, to involve all stakeholders and invite community 
participation. They also see the need for effective evaluation but have little support from their own 
government  
KWS doesn’t evaluate formally yet so what has been already covered/outlined in this document 
would be adequate to start with 
In the last 7 years the environment authority responsible for biodiversity conservation in Ecuador has 
weakened considerably, thus affecting capacity to respond to management needs and threats, and 
limiting how non-government organisations can contribute to conservation 
Natural, physical or biological information is readily available since it is public and normally 
published. But information recording budget, human resources, administrative issues is normally 
hidden by INPARQUES and it is quite difficult to find. There is no public access to information 
policy within the National Parks Service 
It is unlikely that a formal evaluation system exists for PA’s in Venezeula. All information provided 
is about specific, ad hoc, experiences, projects, initiatives etc. They are not part of evaluation systems 
put in practice by the government agencies nor NGO’s 
(Southern Sudan) There is no real plan or well defined biodiversity strategy and very weak human 
resources capacity. These are all needed but perhaps “evaluations” of them are not needed 
(Southern Sudan) Evaluations are not appropriate at this stage in South Sudan, but will be important 
once the (management) institutions are set up 
(Mauritania) 4 problems in undeveloped countries with evaluation:  
a. Cultural absence of a tradition of monitoring 
b. Lack of transparency in mgmt 
c. Lack of funds 
d. Lack of technical and scientific competence 
(China) The existing list is a good guideline. We are trying to tailor the Chinese context with 
potentially slightly modified characteristics (e.gmore detail related to community interactions and 
natural resource management) plus our local government situation but most importantly is getting the 
protected area to adopt this. It must be understood as critical to their success 
Baseline evaluation was discontinued due to the lack of support of top management 
Almost over-assessed at the moment 
In September 2003 there was a change of administration of the PA that led to a lost of continuity in 
the projects, and a reorganisation of staff 
The PA I cooperated with do not have a MEE system, either information organised properly for an 
efficient mgmt effect analysis there is also a huge gap on information gathering 
 
Theme 3. Politics and evaluation 
Very real concerns by managers of evaluation showing the weak side of protected area management 
Need for evidence that managers are using resources provided to address the most important 
objectives 
Policy on transfer of managerial authority to civil society NGO’s 
Effectively managed PA’s contribute to the economic, social, spiritual well-being of the people in and 
around the area. If an “index of well-being” could be developed and the management outcome 
evaluated, it would add to the arguments for why effectively managed PA’s are essential 
Protected areas people are often too nervous to confront the central question of their work “are we 
protecting those elements of biodiversity that the PA is meant to protect”?....As people concerned ?? 
the performance of PA’s we need crystal clear focus on their purpose and to measure performance 
against that purpose”  
An evaluation/confirmation of the political will in central government is there to support the 
development of sustainable PA management 
Evaluation of Political Viability regardless of policies or legislation. This is because PA are quite 
often seen as obstacles to political agency (despite policies & legis). Many Govt’s “say” they agree 
with PA’s objectives ?? but in the real world politics they undermine PA’s policies and objectives 
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Evaluating political threats such as authorities with opposing attitudes and interest to those of the 
protected area 
Requirement to: evaluate effectiveness of monitoring programs; effectiveness of World Heritage site 
management (natural and cultural); justify existence of protected area to local community; justify 
protected area status (high level of protection-wilderness status); justify exist in terms of budgeting-
funds spent relative to the return 
 
Theme 4. Strengths and weaknesses of assessment methods 
RAPPAM objectives appraised, but very subjectively. Qualitative assessment 
New evaluations: We are more focused on reducing and streamlining existing methodologies. 
Consolidation of existing systems needed to have a streamlined method of implementing PAME 
assessments across large areas with a minimum of investment in time or resources 
Threat assessments are in general poorly developed and we don’t have good models/methods to 
measure change over time in threat reduction 
Describe 3 management outcome evaluations: 
Yes and no – this is the most complex thing to measure and we have not put the effort in that is 
needed. Yes we have rated performance in terms of objectives but not really looked in depth at what 
this means for biodiversity 
Top 5 evaluations required: 
Common tools and techniques for doing evaluations in ways that enable results to be compared. E.g. 
compare Parks in Peril scorecard with World Bank scorecard to obtain an overall picture of progress 
Top 5 evaluations required: 
Is an institutional effectiveness evaluation a useful tool? Some way of linking inputs, resources, 
outcomes to come up with a composite measure like the P/E ratio that we use when creating 
investment decisions? 
Process-Baseline: Need for performance standards 
Identified threats: State of Protected Area Heritage Report (Canada). Threats listed as per above 
report are mostly based on anecdotal evidence. Science based threats definition and design of 
monitoring and reporting is underway 
I think that our management system is based too less (sic) on real information and on strategic 
methods. I’m concerned about improvement of these systems. Why? 
Because we have not, at the moment, a management system that allow us to understand if – really – 
our protected areas are effective in conserving – in the evolutionary time – biodiversity 
Parks Canada: While there are various types of evaluation occurring at different levels of the 
organisation, data and information management co-ordination continues to be a problem 
SANPS: Need cohesion with the different methods for evaluation. Too fragmented, interconnections 
not clear, dissipates energy 
Whole system of evaluation needs to be organic and evolve without being as fragmented as ?? If too 
rigid, one gets “boxed” in and in fact cannot manage adaptively 
I think we need one integrated evaluation system including sustainable development issues (such as 
biodiversity, nature, culture, socio-culture, economy). This has to be defined according to the 
individual needs of protected areas. An integrated park management system like an ISO Certification 
(NGO) Broadscale evaluations of system’s effectiveness are most meaningful to us 
(UK) The rest of this Questionnaire (Questions 7+) I do not consider applicable – evaluations should 
include parameters of threat, change, natural policy etc, etc, and these therefore do not need separate 
evaluations 
 
Theme 5. Information management 
Every protected area should have a data base identifying species present, their distribution, their 
abundance, as a means of measuring management effectiveness 
Global inventory of park visitation (in relation to baseline evaluation) 
Invertebrates inventory is required 
long term monitoring is required, visitor impacts, fire, pests (baseline evaluation) 
Satellite image analysis inside and within watersheds of protected areas is required 
A biotic baseline for wildlife resources outside protected areas which directly or indirectly 
influence the management of wildlife in protected areas is required 
Wildlife census needs to be done in more detail 
Quantification of the relative importance of each area within the system has for the protection of 
biodiversity and natural resources 
Administration systems in place 2002; operational systems in place 2002; monitoring system in 
place 2002; strategic plans in place, 2002 
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Monthly operating review system to ensure a regular face to face meeting between managers and a 
direct report to strengthen accountability. Personal performance reviews every 4 months 
Environmental management systems, mainly for brown issues 
Parks Canada web based camp site reservation system 
Project proposal system (task, resources, funding); Staff training system: Aurion; Incident Control 
system; OH&S assessment system 
Integration of science into management 
Use of patrolling data 
Monitoring systems, including conservation goals 
Data base of existing monitoring and research programs including indicators for elements being 
monitored 
Information system of visitors. Monitoring of ecological integrity of areas. Evaluation of 
management plans for parks 
An evaluation of these indicators (outputs) is required for the entire park system 
Fire management system: Firepro 
Every year Park Superintendent submits an annual report which reviews the above items. Ministry 
of Interior also send a team to examine their achievements. This is an administration process, not a 
research-oriented process, thus, less serious 
VAMS: Visit Asset Management System. Life cycle asset management system showing work 
requests and noting completed and outstanding work (VAMS). Thirds (?) Reporting. Sets annual 
reporting targets and measures completion each third. Eastern Ruapehu Lahar. Warning system  
Comment Cards, available at all parks. Standard visitor survey administered each national park at 
least once every 3 years, available 
An agencies budget reporting system; an operational task performance reporting system; A 
participatory conservation performance research; A biophysical & social research to evaluate 
effectiveness 
Many tools are in use. S of P's reporting will be introduced in 2005, but even before, similar 
information has been available on a process basis e.grecreation services; custom services; 
restoration and management, inventories and monitoring, law enforcement etc 
We undertake quarterly S of P evaluations based on reporting. Staff appraisal is done every yr. 
Inventory, budgeting and Budget performance. MIST Mgmt Inform System where we c[??]ions 
data collection and analysis for the whole PA system 
There is a wide range - some more objective than others. Some are formal. Some are informal. 
Methods include business planning prioritsation, sites, species will often be ranked, financial 
reporting, task reporting, threat (?) reporting, monthly operational  
Many systems in place for evaluating achievements, outcomes and performance as well as new 
systems to enable reassessment & new direction. Sometimes they are not done well and have bias 
and political implications. Hence totally objective assessments are not always the [case] 
Every protected area should have a data base identifying species present, their distribution, and 
their abundance as a means of measuring management effectiveness 
 
Theme 6. Miscellaneous comments 
Individual effectiveness evaluations have been introduced when serious problems had been identified 
with the management of a protected area 
Parks Canada probably doesn’t need too many more reporting/evaluation systems. In terms of 
priority, I think the existing S of P reporting (every 5 yrs), annual business plan, annual public park 
management forum, and routine science/public workshops on special topics are most likely. Priority 
new indicators: Degree of input of traditional knowledge and indigenous cultures 
More baseline and trend information e.g. for non-native species, arthropods, other phyla 
(Devils Tower) Our park like many cannot support the numbers of visitors it continues to see without 
significant long term resource degradation. Plus the park does not have enough staff and other 
facilities to effectively manage them 
This Questionnaire reminds the Superintendents that many evaluations have not been done 
 



422 

APPENDIX 6.8 THE MOST IMPORTANT NEW EVALUATION 
SUBJECTS INTERNATIONAL RESPONDENTS WANTED 
Respondents were asked to identify up the five most important new evaluation subjects that they 
wanted (Question 44). Their responses were sorted by frequency and ranked. The overall 
frequency was calculated (sample of 97) as well as relative frequency i.e. as a proportion of those 
who completed question 44 (sample 65).  
 
Evaluation 

element 
Evaluation 

criteria 
Evaluation 

area 
Evaluation subject Rank 

for 97 
respon
dents) 

% 
97 

resp 

% 
65 

resp 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Natural 
(biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

4 
3 
37 

7 
8 
1 

11 
12 
2 

  Natural 
(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

38 
105 
106 
107 

 

1 
0 
0 
0 
 

2 
0 
0 
0 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

39 
40 

1 
1 

2 
2 
 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

41 
2 

1 
9 

2 
14 

 Baseline value Natural 
(biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

19 
13 
42 

3 
4 
1 

5 
6 
2 

  Natural 
(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

43 
44 
45 
46 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

47 
48 

1 
1 

2 
2 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

49 
50 

1 
1 

2 
2 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

51 
52 
53 
54 

1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical 
threats 

Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

55 
56 
28 
57 

1 
1 
2 
1 

2 
2 
3 
2 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

58 
59 
60 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

68 
69 
70 
71 
72 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

108 
109 
110 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

73 
111 

1 
0 

2 
0 

  On-ground Presence of staff 112 0 0 
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management 
  Local issues Compatibility of PA objectives 

with local cultural beliefs and 
practices 

74 1 2 

  Potential for 
impacts 

Accessibility for illegal activities 113 0 0 

   Econ’c demand for PA resources 114 0 0 

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation 
policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

8 
28 

5 
2 

8 
3 

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

75 
115 

1 
0 

2 
0 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 76 1 2 

  Adequacy of 
policy 

Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

9 
116 
117 

5 
0 
0 

8 
0 
0 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

77 
118 

1 
0 

2 
0 

  System/landsc
ape design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

119 
78 

0 
1 

0 
2 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

79 
80 
14 
30 
81 
20 
21 

1 
1 
4 
2 
1 
3 
3 

2 
2 
6 
3 
2 
5 
5 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

120 
121 
82 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
2 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

83 
84 

1 
1 

2 
2 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

15 
10 
16 

4 
5 
4 

6 
8 
6 

  Adequacy of 
human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

5 
22 

7 
3 

11 
5 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

85 
86 
31 
87 

1 
1 
2 
1 

2 
2 
3 
2 

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

122 
123 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 32 2 3 

  External 
partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 124 0 0 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

125 
6 

126 

0 
7 
0 

0 
11 
0 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

127 
23 

128 
89 

0 
3 
0 
1 

0 
5 
0 
2 

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

129 
130 
131 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
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  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of monitoring data 132 0 0 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 133 0 0 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

33 
89 

2 
1 

3 
2 

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

134 
17 
90 

0 
4 
1 

0 
6 
2 
 

  Delivery of 
work programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

135 
136 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural 
(biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

11 
7 
18 

5 
6 
4 

8 
9 
6 

  Natural 
(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

24 
91 
92 
93 

3 
1 
1 
1 

5 
2 
2 
2 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

94 
95 

1 
1 

2 
2 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

96 
137 

1 
0 

2 
0 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

138 
139 
140 
141 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical 
threats 

Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

142 
143 
97 

144 

0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
2 
0 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

25 
98 

145 

3 
1 
0 

5 
2 
0 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

99 
100 
34 

101 
35 

102 
103 

1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
1 

2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 
2 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

26 
36 
27 

146 
104 

3 
2 
3 
0 
1 

5 
3 
5 
0 
2 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

12 
1 

5 
13 

8 
20 
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APPENDIX 6.9 TRIANGULATION: A DATA CHECK FOR SUBJECTS-
WANTED 
Information on new evaluation subjects respondents wanted to use was derived from two sources: 
(1) examples of new evaluations-wanted for each of the 13 evaluation criteria of the expanded-
WCPA framework (1Table 6.7); and (2) Question 44 which specifically asked respondents to list 
the five most important new subjects they wanted to use (2Table 6.11). The table below compares 
data on subjects-wanted from both of these sources. 
 
Notes  
(1) The brackets show the rank of evaluation subjects with (1) being the highest rank 
         The grey shaded boxes indicated correlation between the two data sets for that subject. This 
means that is the subject was among the 28 most frequently wanted subjects in both data sets.  
 

Evaluation 
element 

Evaluation 
criteria 

Evaluation area Evaluation subject 1Table 6.7 2Table 6.11  

(Q 44) 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
 

● (9) 
● (15) 

● (4) 
● (3) 

   Fungi   
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

  

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

 
● (18) 

 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
 

  

   Economic benefits ● (12) ● (2) 
 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 

phenomena 
Flora 
Fauna 

● (1) 
● (2) 

● (19) 
● (13) 

   Fungi   
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

● (25)  

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

  

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

● (19) 
● (16) 

 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

  

 Identified threats Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

  
 

● (28) 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

● (26)  

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

  

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

● (27) 
 

● (14) 

 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

  

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary 
presence 
Boundary markers present 

  

  On-ground Presence of staff   
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management 
  Local issues Compatibility of PA 

objectives with local 
cultural beliefs and 
practices 

  

  Potential for 
impacts 

Accessibility for illegal 
activities 

  

   Econ’c demand for PA 
resources 

  

 National policy Presence of 
national 
conservation 
policy 

Political party support for 
conservation 
 

● (28) ● (8) 

   Community support for 
PA’s 

  

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Degree of implementation 
of conservation policies 
Prop of budget to 
conservation 

● (3)  

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and PA 
system design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract 
legisl’n 

  

  Adequacy of 
policy 

Presence management 
policies 
Vision, mission statements 
pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

 ● (9) 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve 
system 
Adequate layout-
configuration 

  

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst 
proc 
Adeq PA 
interconnections/cc 

  

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

● (20)  
 

● (14) 
 
 

● (20) 
● (21) 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

  

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

  

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

● (10) 
● (6) 
● (5) 

● (15) 
● (10) 
● (16) 

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match 
competencies 

● (13) 
● (23) 

● (5) 
● (22) 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

  

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Information systems 
availability 
Research contribution 

  

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial 
res’s 

  

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources 
contributed 

  

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems   

   Operational systems 
 

● (11) ● (6) 

   Res alloc’n prioritization 
syst’s 

  

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

  
● (23) 
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  Operational 
systems 

Incident management 
systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations 
systems 

  

  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of monitoring 
data 

  

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against 
nat’l 

  

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects 
completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

  

  Delivery of 
services 

 
Visitor contact services 
Visitor information 
services 
Education services 
provided 

 
 
 

● (21) 

 
● (17) 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals 
removed 

  

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
 

● (7) 
● (8) 

● (11) 
● (7) 

   Fungi  ● (18) 
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

 ● (24) 

  Cultural 
happenings, sites, 
places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

  

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

● (17)  

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

  

 Severity of threat Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

  

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

 ● (25) 

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

  

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

 
● (24) 

● (26) 
 

● (27) 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objectives 
achieved 
Individual PA obj’s 
achieved 

● (22) 
● (4) 

 

● (12) 
● (1) 
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APPENDIX 6.10 TRIANGULATION: A DATA CHECK FOR SUBJECTS-
USED 
Triangulation of data from different sources provides a checking function for the accuracy of data. 
Such checking has been completed here for the international evaluation subjects-used data. Data 
derived from the evaluation examples were compared with the questionnaire ‘tick the box’ data. 
Because the ‘tick the box’ data was collected at the expanded-WCPA framework evaluation area 
category level (Figure 4.3), it was compared with the evaluation example data at this less specific 
category level. The check identified if there were any serious discrepancies in the data recording 
for the evaluation example data. If the analysis of the evaluation examples was completed 
correctly, there should be a strong correlation between the most common tick the box and 
evaluation example data. In the table below, ranked evaluation areas derived from these two 
sources are compared. 
 
Notes 
(1) The brackets show rank of the evaluation area data out of 51, with (1) the highest rank. 
 
         Evaluation areas ranked in the top 11*1 that correlated  
 
         Evaluation areas that were ranked very close to the cut-off of 11 and that were very close to 

achieving correlation 
(*1 A cut-off of 11 evaluation areas was derived from the number of different evaluation areas 
found for the most common 28 evaluation subjects-used). 
 
X1: This ‘tick the box’ evaluation area was ranked 13 out of 51 and almost establishes a correlation 
for the evaluation area-natural (abiotic) phenomena. 
 
X2: This evaluation example derived evaluation subject (weed invasion) was ranked just below the 
cut-off of 28 for evaluation subjects (it was 32 out of 146) and almost establishes a correlation for 
the evaluation area-biological threats. 
 
Evaluation 
element 

Evaluation 
criteria 

Evaluation Area The 11 most 
common 
evaluation 
areas Source: 
tick the box 
(showing rank) 

The 11 most 
common 
evaluation areas 
(derived from 
the most 
common 28 
subjects-source: 
Table 6.6) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (1) ● 
  Natural (abiotic) phenomena X1  ● 
  Cultural happenings, sites, 

places or features 
● (11) ● 

  Social phenomena ● (4) ● 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (5) ● 
  Natural (Abiotic) phenomena   
  Cultural sites, places or 

features 
  

  Social phenomena   
  Managerial responsibilities   
 Identified threat Physical threats   
  Biological threats ● (7) X2  
  Direct human threats ● (2) ● 
  Indirect human threats ● (3) ● 
 Vulnerability Legal status   
  Boundary demarcation   
  On-ground management   
  Local issues   
  Potential for impacts   
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
  

  National conservation   
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performance 
Planning Systems level 

planning, 
legislation, 
design 

Adequacy of legislation   

  Adequacy of policy   
  System design   
  System/landscape design   
  Management planning   
 Individual PA 

planning & 
design 

Design of Individual PA   

  Individual PA planning ● (6) ● 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

● (9) ● 

  Adequacy of human resources ● (8) ● 
  Adequacy of equipment and 

infrastructure 
  

  Adequacy of information 
resources 

  

  Allocation of resources   
  External partner investments   
Process Management 

process 
Managerial process   

  Administration systems   
  Operational systems   
  Monitoring systems   
  Performance standards   
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products   

  Delivery of services   
  Delivery of work programs   
Outcome Change in 

Condition 
Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (10) ● 

  Natural (abiotic) phenomena   
  Cultural sites, places or 

features 
  

  Social phenomena   
  Managerial responsibilities   
 Severity of threat Physical threats   
  Biological threats   
  Direct human threats   
  Indirect human threats   
 Outcome Objectives achieved   
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APPENDIX 6.11 TYPES OF EVALUATION METHODS USED BY 
INTERNATIONAL RESPONDENTS 
International respondents identified 298 titles of evaluation reports of two or more subjects. These 
were grouped into 21 broad types of evaluation methods and are listed in the table below. 
(Examples of single subject evaluation reports were recorded directly as subject variable data by 
this research, and were analysed separately). 
 
Traditionally, many of the multiple subject reports (such as a plan of management) may not be 
considered a formal evaluation method. However this thesis has taken a broad view. The reports 
were used to conduct evaluations by practitioners. They were also recognised by practitioners as 
having an evaluation function (since they were used as examples in the questionnaire response). 
These reports may also have other functions (such as a planning statement) with evaluation 
forming part of the report. However, they meet the definition of evaluation method identified by 
Foundations of Success (FOS 2004) (Chapter 2). This definition states that evaluation methods 
‘describe how one goes about implementing monitoring and evaluation and are usually 
accompanied by a series of steps or guidance.’ These 298 reports meet this definition given they 
typically include guidance information for their development, and they use evaluation data that has 
been systematically collected and analysed. 
 
Number of 
examples 

Types of evaluation method and individual titles of evaluation reports 

10  SYSTEMS PLAN 
Canada’s National Park System Plan 
Uganda, Protected Area Systems Plan (establishment of the reserves) 
New Zealand Conservancy Strategic Directions 
Uganda 5 year strategic plan 
System of Parks, Pakistan, values 
The Nature Conservancy Ecoregional Planning Method 
Scientific framework for protected area system 
Bhutan protected area system 
Uganda: protected area systems assessment program 
Regional Protected Area System Design for the Venezuelan Andes 
 

4 CORPORATE PLAN 
Corporate Plan 
United Kingdom: Lakes District Corporate Plan 
Parks Canada Corporate Plan 
Uganda 5 Year Strategic Plan 

1 BUSINESS PLAN  
Protected area management organisation business plan 

32 ANNUAL PLAN-OPERATIONS PLAN 
South Africa: KwaZuluNatal Operational task performance review (6 monthly) 
Annual Program evaluation report 
Annual Strategic Plan 
Quarterly reports and work plans 
Annual protected area management meetings 
Year End Visitor Services Reports 
Annual and Long Range Performance Plans 
Annual Report: deliverables against objectives reported 
Uganda: Annual Strategic Plan review 
Uganda Quarterly reporting, inventory, budgeting, budget reporting 
Uganda, Annual Operations Plan 
New Zealand annual performance reporting 
New Zealand Biodiversity Strategy 
New Zealand Monthly Operation Review System  
Nepal: Terai Arc project progress 
National Biodiversity Action Plan 
Arcadia: Annual Performance Plan 
Arcadia: Annual Assessment of Visitor Satisfaction 
Arcadia: Operations evaluation 
Arcadia: Area of exotic plants controlled 
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Ghana: Performance Standards 
Glacier National Park: Annual Government Performance Results Act 
Parks Canada: Banff Annual Park Management Forum 
New South Wales (NSW) Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC): 
Operations: Incident Control System 
NSW DEC: Operations: Project Proposal System 
NSW DEC: Operations: Major Plant Committee 
Pakistan: Support Strategy for Protected Area Network 
Kenya: Annual strategic plan, protected areas 
(Russia) Inputs, Process: Internal analysis 
(Taiwan) Annual reports from Park Superintendents to the Ministry which identify 
threats 
(Taiwan) Annual reports which review outputs 

27 PLAN OF MANAGEMENT; MANAGEMENT PLANS  
Plan of management review 
United Kingdom (UK) Lakes District Park Management Plan 
Resource Management Plan 
Strategic Planning Document 
Back Country Management Plan 
General Management Plan 
KZN Systematic Conservation Plan 
Draft Wilderness Management Plan 
China: Galigongshan Nature Reserve, Management Plan 
Review of Zoning (Reef) 
Uganda General Management Plan Review 
South Africa National Park Servise (SANPS) Tabletop Mountain Strategic 
Management Plan Review 
NZ Conservancy Management Strategy 
Ghana: Management Plan 
Parks Canada (PC) 5 year review of plans of management 
Algonquin plan of management 
Glacier National Park plan of management 
UK: Broads Plan 
Tanzania: Selous Game Reserve Management Plan (and other GR’s) 
Pakistan: Khunjurab & Azubia National Parks management planning process 
Musewa-Kechika Conservation Plan 
Ecuador: Conservation planning for 6 protected areas 
Malaysia: Perlis State Park: Planning its establishment 
Malaysia: Royal Belum. A proposal for a management plan 
Banff Town plan review 
Banff National Park plan of management review 

14 STATE OF THE PROTECTED AREA 
Parks Canada Ecological Integrity 
Status of the forest 
Status of the non-forest 
Canada’s State of the Parks Report 
Canada’s State of the Protected Heritage Area Report 
Canada’s Historic Sites, cultural integrity framework study 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority: State of the Reef Report 
Uganda Wildlife Authority: State of the Environment Report (Annual) 
National Parks Conservation Association USA, State of Parks evaluation 
Ghana: State of the Parks Report 
USA National Parks Conservation Association State of Parks, Glacier NP 
Banff State of Park’s report 
Canada: National review and criteria for Marine Protected Area development 
Mount Kenya National Park: Change in the State of Conservation  

2 ORGANISATION ANNUAL REPORT 
Parks Canada Annual Report 
Organisation Annual Report 

2 WORLD HERITAGE EVALUATION REPORT 
World Heritage Evaluation Report Royal Chitwan National Park 
National Nature Zapovednik Biosphere Reserve Nomination 
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116 SCIENTIFIC-TECHNICAL REVIEW 
(Organised by IUCN framework area) 
Natural biotic values 
Kluane: Baseline monitoring of nature 
Coral reef monitoring program 
Coral Reef characterization: baseline 
Baseline data evaluation 
Ecological survey 
MIST Uganda 
Monitoring Landscape Program 
Natural Resources Inventory 
South Africa: ukhalamba Drakensberg Biodiversity Targets 
World Wide Fund for Nature Asian Rhino and Elephant Program 
Canada: Algonquin Provincial Park Life Science Inventory 
Nepal: Wetland policy assessment 
Natural Resource Challenge 
Lapland: Biotype Survey 
Uganda Flora and Fauna Survey 
Uganda Large Mammal Status GEF Biodiversity Conservation, Russian Federation 
Rapid Biodiversity Assessment 
Sarawak Master Plan for Biodiversity Conservation 
United Kingdom: North York Moors National Park Biodiversity Action Planning  
Australia: Broad scale monitoring of the reef. Annual reports 
Nepal: Biodiversity Action Plan  
New Zealand: Kiwi monitoring 
Protected natural area surveys 
USA: Arcadia: Baseline Natural Resource Inventory, Vertebrates, Flora 
Parks Canada: Natural regions Studies 
Canada: Biological Inventory, Brent Creek Provincial Park,  
Canada: Bird Atlas Inventory  
Canada: Areas of Natural Scientific Interest 
USA: Glacier National Park Annual threatened-endangered species report 
USA: Glacier National Park: Vital signs monitoring program 
Pakistan: Biodiversity action plans 
Australia: NSW DEC: Natural resources audit of NE NSW 
Australia: NSW DEC: North East NSW Biodiversity study 
Italy: Ecological network; Abruzzo Protected Areas 
United Kingdom: Broads: Evaluation of natural areas 
Uganda: Biodiversity study, parks and forests 
Uganda: Bird and large mammal numbers quantified 
Czech Republic: Natura 2000 habitat, plants, animal species 
Canada: Nahanni National Park biological values study 
Boreal forest biodiversity study 
Canada: Algonquin to Adirondacks biodiversity study 
Canada: Endeavour Hydrothermal Vents MPA Ecosystem overview 
Bowie Seamount MPA Ecosystem Overview 
Canada: Race Rocks Marine Protected Area Ecosystem Overview 
Uganda: Biodiversity assessment, General management planning 
Pakistan: Biological benchmarks for key fauna 
USA: Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem evaluation 
USA, Canada: Yellowstone to Yukon Carnivore assessment 
Kenya: MAB Inventory of birds and mammals 
Malaysia: Mater Ayer Forest Reserve survey, fauna, flora, geological features 
Malaysia: Lambir Hill National Park Ecological Survey 
Malaysia: Floral Survey, Limestone Hills 
Rapid ecological assessments, NP’s 
Venezuela: Morrocoy National Park Baseline Study 
Liberia: Biological surveys completed 
Nepal: Biodiversity Action Plan 
Natural abiotic values 
FirePro (inventory of fire regimes) 
Nepal, Terai Area Landscape Plan  
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Brazil: Protected areas or endangered spaces  
Wilderness Values 
Indonesia: Watershed Values, Sulawesi 
Reef water quality planning 
Italy: Geosites inventory  
Cultural happenings, sites, places or features 
Cultural resource inventories 
Archaeological Survey 
South Africa: ukhalamba Drakensberg Cultural Resource Management Plan 
Cultural Studies, Buildings, all Protected Areas 
Historic archaeological value evaluation 
South Africa National Park Service Heritage Mapping 
USA: Arcadia: Baseline Ethnography 
Kruger: Cultural inventory 
NSW DEC: Aboriginal sites in NSW 
Pakistan: Socio-cultural benchmarks 
Pakistan: Livestock Grazing, Traditional Pattern 
Mongolia: Inventories of winter camps and pristine areas used by nomadic livestock 
herders 
Social phenomena 
Tourism research VERP 
Visitor Surveys 
Limits of Acceptable Change 
Reef management: Social impact report 
Uganda: Evaluation of social/cultural values 
Parks Canada: National Public Opinion poll 
Annual specialised science/stakeholder workshop 
Public opinion poll, Hohe Tauern National Park 
NSW DEC: Visitor Surveys 
Uganda: Attitudes to conservation quantified 
Kenya: Socio-economic survey of adjacent communities (conflict) 
Malaysia: Tourism feasibility study, Kinabatangan Wildlife Sanctuary 
Mauritania: Economic and environmental assessment study 
Direct and indirect human threats 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Inventory of exotic invasive plant species in wilderness 
Kluane National Park: Cumulative effects assessment of park management plan 
The use of snow mobiles in national parks 
Water quality of the reef. 
Sewage outfall monitoring 
Alien Vegetation Mapping 
Terai Arc Landuse Change 
NSW DEC: Pest Strategies 
Uganda: Use of the resources from the forest quantified 
Systems and individual protected area planning 
Banff Bow Valley Study 
Protected area establishment evaluation 
Nepal, Buffer Zone study 
Arcadia: Land Protection Plan 
USA Yellowstone to Yukon Initiative 
Canadian Rockies bioregion initiative 
IUCN Category II: Hohe Tauern National Park status evaluation report 
Bhutan: National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 
Italy: Scientific-cultural values: Transboundary park with France 
Czech Rep: Transfrontier cooperation (with Poland) 
Czech Rep: Zoning system and system of landscape ecological stability 
Managerial processes 
Canada: Modern management initiatives 
Conservation and development framework review 
VAMS: Visitor Asset Management System 
FAMS: Fencing Asset Management System 
Nepal: Bardia Integrated Conservation Project 
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Parks Canada: Environmental Management System program 
19 FINANCE – ECONOMICS REVIEW 

Annual Business Plan review (Finances) 
Field Unit Annual Business Plan (Finances and Operations) 
South Africa National Parks Service Economic Contribution, Tabletop Mountain 
Nepal: Terai Arc Financial plan 
Arcadia: Commercial Services Plan 
Arcadia: Financial Audit 
Parks Canada: Economic Impact Study 
South Africa: Kruger National Park: Annual budget process 
South Africa: Kruger National Park: Annual Strategic Business Plan 
Canada: Banff National Park Business Plan 
Australia: NSW DEC Business Plan 
Australia: NSW DEC Annual Achievement Reports 
Australia: NSW DEC: Financial Impact Statement 
Broads: Annual evaluation of Inputs 
Uganda Business Plan for Rwenzori Mountains National Park 
Mongolia: Allocation of resources provided by government 
Ecuador: Financial needs assessment of the PA system 
USA: Arcadia: 5 Year Budget Projection Report 
Financial planning evaluation 

31 ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 
Central administration and budget review processes 
Administration systems evaluation 
Permit management system review 
Major review of policy 
Review of Governance 
Review of Operations 
Staff capacity review 
Review of risk management 
Staff Appraisal 
White book: general assessment of equipment and infrastructure 
Human services evaluation 
New Zealand: Human resources assessments  
Conservancy people management strategy 
Ghana: Operational systems review 
South Africa: Kruger National Park: Human resource reviews 
South Africa: Kruger National Park: Mid term objectives review 
Parks Canada: Risk management 
USA: Glacier National Park Annual Plan, performance results 
Management review of park organisation by consultant 
Parks Canada Administration reviews and processes 
Switzerland: Administration contract with government requiring reporting 
Australia: NSW Pest program expenditure reports 
Australia: NSW DEC Staffing Strategy 
United Kingdom: Broads Authority: Comprehensive Performance Assessment 
Krkonose National Park annual (process) management 
Myanmar: Feasibility study, Mangrove rehabilitation project 
Uganda: Review of the allocation of resources 
Parks Canada: Policy Review 
Review of National Park Authorities in England and Wales 
FAO Review Of PA Legislation 
UNESCO COP 7 Gap Analysis Guidelines 

17 THREAT EVALUATION 
Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats Analysis for threats 
The Nature Conservancy Threat analysis method 
The Nature Conservancy Parks in Peril portfolio 
Reef fishing impacts 
Reef trawling impacts 
Italy: Threat identification of the protected area system 
Nepal: Threats: Root causes, Terrai Arc 
Human pressures in the Eastern Himalayas 
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PhD Thesis: EIA in Canada and Mexico 
Contaminated sites, periodically updated 
Physical threats: public safety planning 
Risk assessment for SAN Parks 
South Africa National Park Service: Index of potential threat assessments 
Baseline: Threshold of Potential Concern 
Broads Authority: Risk assessment 
Pakistan: Conflict Resolution and Grazing Management 
Venezuela: Threats: Parkwatch program assessment. 

2 MONITORING SYSTEMS 
Monitoring Systems Evaluation 
Nepal: Terai Arc Monitoring Plan 

2 ISO 14001 (ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS) 
Finland: ISO 14001 
Parks Canada: Environmental Management System 

10 EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 
Marine Protected Area Management Effectiveness Evaluation 
Uganda: Bwindi Impenetrable National Park Effectiveness Evaluation 
Catalonia, Spain: Performance evaluation of 27 Nature preserves 
Catalonia, Spain: Evaluation of the Protected Area System 
McKinsey Review of South Africa National Park Service 
South Africa: Ball Report: Review of Kruger Scientific Services 
The Nature Conservancy Management Effectiveness Evaluation of South American 
Protected Areas 
The Nature Conservancy Program Reviews 
Parks Canada: Periodic audits; Auditor General’s office 

2 RAPPAM  
RAPPAM South Africa 
RAPPAM Bhutan 

2 WWF-WORLD BANK RAPID ASSESSMENT 
World Wide Fund for Nature and World Bank Rapid Assessment method 
Evaluation from the European Community 

1 TNC 5S METHOD 
TNC 5S method 

2 MEASURES OF SUCCESS 
Measures of Success (Margoluis & Salafsky 98) 
Threats analysis, Uganda protected areas using Margoluis and Salafsky method 

1 ENHANCING OUR HERITAGE 
Enhancing Our Heritage Project (WCPA evaluation Framework) 

1 BALANCED SCORECARD 
Balanced Scorecard Method 
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APPENDIX 7.1 AUSTRALIAN PROTECTED AREA ORGANISATIONS 

Introduction 
Background information for 11 Australian protected area management organisations, including the 
legal basis for their establishment, and the Australian constitution. 

The Australian Constitution and protected area management  
The powers and rights of governments within Australia are established by the Australian 
constitution. This sets the legal context for how protected areas are managed within Australia and 
its external territories which influence what evaluations are needed by organisations. Under the 
Constitution, state governments have primary responsibility for land use including public and 
private lands (Worboys et al. 2005; CA 2006). The Australian Government has the power to 
legislate on environmental issues by using sections 51 and 52 of the Australian Constitution 
(Worboys et al. 2005, CA 2006). Section 52 provides exclusive jurisdiction to the Australian 
Government for matters which include the Australian Capital Territory, external territories and 
land owned by the Australian Government within the states. The self-governing territories of 
Northern Territory, and the Australian Capital Territory manage environmental matters, but the 
Australian Government has ultimate legislative authority. Parks Australia an Australian 
Government organisation, manages protected areas on the self governing Territory of Norfolk 
Island).  
 
Section 51 of the constitution describes the ‘heads of power’ of the Australian Government for 
matters including external affairs which deals with international treaties, conventions, agreements 
such as the Ramsar Convention, the World Heritage Convention and the Japan-Australia and 
China-Australia migratory bird agreements (Worboys et al. 2005). Section 96 of the Constitution 
permits the Australian Government to provide financial assistance to the states for environmental 
matters (Worboys et al. 2005) and Section 122 reflects the Commonwealth’s responsibilities for 
the territories (DEH 2006). Under international law, the Australian Government has rights over the 
sea and sea bed to 200 nautical miles from low water mark, and under Australian agreements the 
states have property rights and control over fisheries to the 3 nautical mile mark (Worboys et al. 
2005). This complexity in the marine environment (for example) may result in both state and 
Australian Government legislation being implemented to achieve a marine park for a body of 
water extending from the coast and into the Australian Government area of jurisdiction. 

1. Australian Government: Department of Environment and Heritage and 
Parks Australia 
The Department of the Environment and Heritage*1 (DEH) is the lead agency for carrying out the 
Australian Government’s policies on the environment and heritage (DEH 2005a) (Table 7.2). It 
administers aspects of the environment and protected areas and their management predominately 
through the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act (1999). This act recognises 
nationally significant matters relating to protected areas including (Worboys et al. 2005): 
• World Heritage properties (EA 2003) 
• National Heritage places 
• Ramsar wetlands 
• Nationally listed endangered species and ecological communities (Mobbs 2003) 
• Listed migratory species 
• Australian Government marine areas 
The Department reports to the Minister for the Environment and Heritage and includes a number 
of Divisions including Parks Australia. Some of the Divisions of DEH also contribute to protected 
area management outcomes, but do not report directly to Parks Australia. The work of the 
Department in relation to protected area management includes (DEH 2005a): 
• Facilitating the development of the National Reserve System (including financial allocations 

for the purchase of lands) 
• Facilitating the indigenous protected areas program. These are non-statutory protected areas 

over lands owned by indigenous people and are secured through a contractual agreement 
between the owners and the Australian Government (DEH 2005a). 

Protected area evaluations conducted include World Heritage nominations and World Heritage 
condition reporting to UNESCO (HRSCEH 1996). 
(*1: A new Department (The Department of Environment and Water) replaced DEH in early 2007. 
This text of this thesis will refer to DEW using the former departmental name.) 
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The Director of National Parks 
The Director of National Parks is the Australian Government statutory agency responsible for the 
management of the Australian Government’s protected areas. The agency (Director of National 
Parks) also has the DEH Divisional title of Parks Australia. In 2004-2005, Parks Australia was 
responsible for the management of (Table 7.2), (AG 2005): 
• 13 marine protected areas comprising 272.44 thousand km2 
• 7 terrestrial protected areas including the Australian National Botanic Gardens comprising 

21.313 thousand km2. 
• the development of a non-statutory management plan for Calperum and Talorville Stations in 

collaboration with Austland Services 
• staff, a budget and visitors (Figure 6.3) 
Three terrestrial protected areas managed by Parks Australia were jointly managed with their 
indigenous traditional owners on a leaseback arrangement. They were Boodoree (EA 2002), 
Kakadu (AG 2006) and Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Parks (EA 2000). Three protected areas were 
located on remote islands which were Christmas Island, Pulu Keeling and Norfolk Island. The 13 
marine protected areas are located in Australian Territorial waters around the Australian continent 
and offshore islands including Heard Island and McDonald Islands Marine Reserve (to the south 
west of Australia), Macquarie Island Marine Park (south-south east), Cartier Island Marine 
Reserve (north west) and Lihou Reef National Nature Reserve (north east) (DEH 2005a). 
Additional marine protected areas were being established in a cooperative partnership with the 
states to establish a national representative system of marine protected areas (DEH 2006a).  
Evaluations were conducted for many aspects of protected area management including the review 
of plans of management and the evaluation of values and threats (ANAO 2002, DEH 2006b). In 
2004-2005 a state of the parks report was prepared as part of the annual report (AG 2005). This 
report evaluated key result areas for many issues, actions and performance results for Parks 
Australia (DEH 2006b). 
 
2. Australian Government: Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority 
(GBRMPA)  
The Great Barrier Reef Marine Park is administered under Australian Government legislation, the 
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Act (1975). Under this Act, the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park 
Authority (GBRMPA) is the principal advisor to the Australian Government on the care, 
development and management of the reef (GBRMPA 2005). All of the marine park was inscribed 
as the Great Barrier Reef World Heritage Area (GBRWHA) in 1981, with the larger World 
Heritage Area (348.7 thousand Km2) including additional Queensland waters (2%) and islands 
(5%) (GBRMPA 1994, Lucas et al. 1997).  
 
The GBRWHA has an integrated approach to management, with GBRMPA and its statutory 
powers providing leadership for management. Day to day operations for the Marine Park is 
delegated to a number of Queensland government organisations including the Queensland 
Fisheries Management Authority (Lucas et al. 1997). There is strong cooperation with Queensland 
Government land and marine management organisations, industry, research institutions and 
universities (GBRMPA 2006). Evaluation is an integral method of GBRMPA’s management. In 
2004-2005, GBRMPA used seven key performance indicators to evaluate its goal achievements 
and proposed outcomes. These were documented in its annual report (GBRMPA 2005). The 
indicators included condition reporting, sustainable use (fisheries), and visitor understanding and 
enjoyment evaluation. Long term, science based evaluation of the condition of the Reef guides the 
operational planning of GBRMPA (GBRMPA 2005a, 2005b, Manson 2006). 
 
The Marine Park reserves approximately 345,000 km2 of Australian Territorial waters and extends 
2,300 kilometres north-south along the Queensland coast (GBRMPA 2006). Approximately 35% 
of the Reef is protected as IUCN Categories I-IV, with the balance protected as an IUCN Category 
VI area (GBRMPA 2005c). The GBRMPA manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3).  

3. Australian Capital Territory 
Protected areas of the Australian Capital Territory are administered by the ACT Government 
through the Chief Ministers Department, and the Division of Arts, Heritage and Environment 
(ACTCMD 2005). Environment ACT, which reports to this division, administers the Canberra 
Nature Park system, nature reserves, the Namadgi National Park and has other responsibilities 
(Table 7.3) (ACTCMD 2005). A total of 1.28 thousand km2 of land or 54% of the ACT are 
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established as protected areas (CAPAD 2002, Worboys et al. 2005). Environment ACT has 98 full 
time effective staff (ACTCMD 2006b). It manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3). 
Evaluation is an important part of Environment ACT’s work, and includes the review of plans of 
management, the development of conservation strategies for endangered species and ecological 
communities and threats. 

4. Northern Territory 
The Northern Territory Department of Natural Resources, Environment and the Arts administer 
protected areas through the Parks and Wildlife Division (NRETA 2006a). The Department reports 
to the Minister for Natural Resources, Environment and Heritage and the Minister for Parks and 
Wildlife. The Parks and Wildlife Service report through the Division and manage over 90 
protected areas with a total area of 50 thousand km2 (NRETA 2006b) The majority of protected 
areas are reserved under the Territory Parks and Wildlife Act (NRETA 2006b). They cover 
4,500,000 hectares or 3.7% of the Northern Territory (NRETA 2006b). Thirty-two of the protected 
areas are managed in partnership with Aboriginal peoples (NRETA 2006a). Evaluation has been 
completed, including the significance of the biodiversity values of the Northern Territory, and for 
strategic planning for biodiversity conservation, and the development of an annual report (NRETA 
2006a). It manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3). 

5. New South Wales 
In NSW, the majority of protected areas are administered by the Parks and Wildlife Division 
(PWD) of the Department of Environment and Conservation (DEC 2005). Initially established as 
the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service in 1967, the Division was established in 2003 and 
through the Chief Executive Officer, reports to the Minister for the Environment in the NSW 
Government. DEC manages 7.6% of NSW (6.066 million hectares) in 677 protected areas. It 
manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3). A National Parks and Wildlife Advisory Council 
provides advice to the Minister for the Environment and Advisory Committees support the 
Divisional Head, PWD, in the execution of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act (1974). 
There are 5 marine parks which protect 2.6 thousand km2 of NSW waters which are administered 
by the NSW Marine Parks Authority (NSWG 2006). Evaluations within NSW protected areas 
include marine biodiversity assessments, the evaluation of terrestrial biodiversity values, cultural 
heritage values, pest animal, weed, visitor use and fire threats, endangered species population 
assessments, climate change, State of the Parks reporting and annual reports (DEC 2004e, DEC 
2005c, NSWG 2006). (Update: In 2007, The Department’s name was changed to the Department 
of Environment and Climate Change-DECC). 

6. Queensland 
In Queensland, the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) administers protected areas through 
the Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS). Two Divisions of the EPA, the Conservation 
Services Division and the Parks Division support the work of the QPWS (EPA 2005). The QPWS 
reports through the EPA to the Minister for the Environment, Local Government, Planning and 
Women. Protected areas (national parks) were established as early as 1915 in Queensland, and in 
2004-2005, the QPWS administered 567 protected areas. It manages staff, a budget and visitors 
(Table 7.3). The EPA administers many acts of parliament on behalf of the Queensland 
Government, including the Nature Conservation Act 1992, the Marine Parks Act 2004, the 
Queensland Heritage Act 1992, and the Wet Tropics World Heritage Protection and Management 
Act 1993. Evaluation is conducted for annual reporting and includes management planning, 
protected area acquisitions, fire, weeds and feral animals management, visitor use management, 
and sustainable use management (such as evaluating energy consumption and waste generation) 
(EPA 2005). 

7. Queensland: Wet Tropics Management Authority (WTMA) 
The Wet Tropics Management Authority was established to ensure that Australia’s obligation 
under the World Heritage Convention is met in relation to the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area 
near Cairns (Figure 7.1) (WTMA 2005). The Authority is a body corporate with statutory powers 
defined under Queensland legislation (Wet Tropics World Heritage Protection and Management 
Act 1993). It is supported by Australian Government legislation (Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999) (Pattemore 2000, WTMA 2005). The Authority reports to a 
Ministerial Council involving state and Australian Government ministers, and is responsible for 
the overall management of the World Heritage Area. It is a small organisation and works in 
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partnership with other agencies and stakeholder interest groups. Its principal functions include 
(WTMA 2005): 
• Developing and implement policies and program the management of the Wet Tropics World 

Heritage Management Area (the Area);  
• formulating performance indicators for key policies and programs; 
• preparing and implement management plans for the Area; and, 
• monitoring the state of the Area 
The Authority was established in 1988 with the inscription of the area as World Heritage (Lane 
and McDonald 2000). It has .an area of responsibility of 8.944 thousand km2 (WTMA 2005) and 
manages staff, a budget and for visitors (Table 7.3).  
 
The World Heritage Area is supported by the Wet Tropics World Heritage Area Management 
Scheme, an intergovernmental agreement established in 1990 between the Premier of Queensland 
and the Prime Minister of Australia which sets out the broad structural and funding arrangements 
for the World Heritage Area (WTMA 2005). Guidance and direction is provided by the Wet 
Tropics Ministerial Council; a Board of Directors is accountable for achieving the WTWHA 
international obligations; and, 3 statutory committees provide guidance and advice (WTMA 2005). 
The actual on-ground work in the WTMA is delegated to the Queensland Parks and Wildlife 
Service, 14 local government authorities, the Queensland Department of Natural Resources and 
Mines and infrastructure service providers (WTMA 2005).  
 
Evaluation is important to the WTMA because of its international obligations and performance 
reporting to two governments. Considerable evaluation was undertaken by the Authority in 2004-
2005 (WTMA 2005). This included the preparation of an annual “State of the Wet Tropics Area” 
report which reports on the condition of the Area; a review of the 1998 plan of management 
(WTMA 1998); vegetation mapping; threat evaluation; visitor monitoring; and, science based 
evaluations on endangered species and other issues such as soil pathogens. 

8. South Australia 
In South Australia, the National Parks Commission was established in 1966 under the South 
Australia National Parks Act 1966 to administer 86 reserves (SADEH 2005c, Worboys et al. 
2005). In 2005, protected areas in South Australia were administered by the South Australia 
Department for Environment and Heritage (SADEH 2005a). The Department reports to the 
Minister for Environment and Conservation, and administers protected areas through a matrix 
management model with 3 Directorates contributing to key land management functions which are 
reserve establishment, wildlife conservation and operational services. These functions are 
identified by the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1972 and the Wilderness Protection Act 1992 
(SADEH 2005b). It manages staff, a budget and visitors to the protected area (Table 7.3). 
Evaluation is conducted against all program areas. Environmental management is closely 
monitored including use of greenhouse gas friendly fuels for vehicles, use of recycled materials 
and other indicators. Annual reporting of progress against reserve establishment, threat 
management, rehabilitation, visitor use and other outputs are provided (SADEH 2005a). 

9. Tasmania 
The 1915 Scenery Preservation Board of Tasmania was the first authority in Australia for creating 
and managing of protected areas (TPWS 2006a). In 2005, there were 441 protected areas covering 
38% of the State of Tasmania and were administered by the Department of Tourism, Parks, 
Heritage and the Arts (DTPHA 2005). The Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) is a business unit 
within the department, and reports through the departmental head to the Minister for Parks and 
Heritage (DTPHA 2005). It manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3). The PWS administers 
the Tasmanian National Parks and Wildlife Act 1970 and other legislation. The State of the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area management effectiveness evaluation report (TPHA 
2004) provides a comprehensive review of management performance (outcomes) against the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area plan of management objectives (TPWS 2004). The 
annual report for the Department provides a briefing of progress against a range of protected area 
management tasks, such as visitor use management outputs and the evaluation of the facial tumour 
disease impacting the Tasmanian Devil (a marsupial carnivore) (Sarcophilus harrisi) in Tasmania. 

10. Victoria 
In Victoria, protected areas are managed by Parks Victoria, a statutory authority that reports to the 
Minister for Environment. It was announced in 1996 and established under the Parks Victoria Act, 
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1998 (PV 2005). In 2005, Parks Victoria administered a total of 41 thousand km2 reserved in 2896 
protected areas (17% of the state). It manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3). Parks 
Victoria uses a 3 tiered system of evaluation (Vincent 2005). For tier one, the annual report 
provides a yearly estimate of the efficiency of inputs against corporate performance measures; for 
tier two, the corporate plan review measures outputs achieved every 3 years; and for tier three, the 
state of the parks reporting process measures outcomes every 10 years. state of the parks reports 
will be published every 5 years (Vincent 2005). Parks Victoria has published an initial state of the 
parks report (PV 2000), and in 2007 was finalising the next generation report. 

11. Western Australia 
In Western Australia, the Department of Conservation and Land Management administers 
protected areas under the provisions of the Conservation and Land Management Act, 1984 
(CALM 2005). Protected area operations were administered by the Director Visitor Services, but 
are also supported by other Directorates in CALM (CALM 2005). CALM has conserved over 1.5 
million hectares of marine reserve and more than 23 million ha of terrestrial protected areas 
(CALM 2006). It manages staff, a budget and visitors (Table 7.3). The 2004-2005 annual report 
identified a range of performance areas for protected area management as well as indicators such 
as endangered flora status, endangered fauna status, visitor satisfaction and others, and reported on 
performance against these indicators (CALM 2005). (Update: In 2006, The Department’s name 
was changed to the Department of Environment and Conservation-DEC). 
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APPENDIX 7.2 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-USED BY AUSTRALIAN 
RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY  
Evaluation subjects-used by Australian protected area professionals (sample of 46) were identified 
from the examples of evaluations provided in the questionnaire. These were categorized relative to 
one of the 146 expanded-WCPA framework evaluation subjects, and ranked by percentage 
response. The ranked subjects-used are presented using the expanded-WCPA framework. 
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

2 
1 
7 

80 
87 
67 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

18 
22 
23 
14 

57 
54 
54 
61 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

15 
9 

61 
65 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

16 
5 

59 
67 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

11 
8 
86 

65 
67 
33 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

115 
133 
125 
120 

28 
22 
24 
26 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

87 
108 

33 
30 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

121 
132 

26 
24 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

138 
139 
140 
141 

17 
17 
17 
17 

 Identified threats Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

64 
55 
4 
56 

37 
39 
74 
39 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

3 
6 
46 

76 
67 
46 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

48 
40 
50 
51 
29 
36 
41 

43 
48 
41 
41 
52 
50 
48 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

52 
47 
60 
53 
63 

41 
43 
39 
41 
39 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

72 
116 
126 

35 
28 
24 

  Boundary demarcation Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

119 
134 

26 
22 

  On-ground management Presence of staff 70 37 
  Local issues Compatibility of PA objectives 

with local cultural beliefs and 
practices 

78 35 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities 100 33 
   Econ’c demand for PA resources 130 24 
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

137 
146 

20 
13 

  National conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

101 
142 

33 
17 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and PA 

Adequacy of legislation Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 98 33 
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system design 
 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

67 
122 
117 

37 
26 
28 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

33 
68 

50 
37 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

81 
102 

35 
33 

  Management planning Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

34 
57 
71 

111 
103 
104 
112 

50 
39 
37 
28 
30 
30 
28 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an individual 
PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

73 
79 
54 

35 
35 
41 

  Individual PA planning Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

10 
12 

65 
63 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

17 
26 
25 

59 
54 
54 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

65 
82 

37 
35 

  Adequacy of equipment 
and infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

105 
106 
66 

113 

30 
30 
37 
28 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

58 
109 

39 
30 

  Allocation of resources Expenditure of financial res’s 83 35 
  External partner 

investments 
Amount of resources contributed 127 24 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

42 
31 
74 

48 
52 
35 

  Administration systems Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

84 
37 
61 
69 

35 
50 
39 
37 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

59 
28 
88 

39 
52 
33 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 123 26 
  Performance standards Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 135 22 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products Development projects completed 

Visitor facilities provided 
21 
30 

54 
52 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

35 
20 
38 

50 
54 
50 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

24 
39 

54 
50 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

32 
13 
80 

32 
63 
35 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

49 
128 
114 
129 

43 
24 
28 
24 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

124 
118 

26 
28 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

99 
131 

33 
24 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

143 
136 
144 
145 

15 
20 
15 
15 

 Severity of threat Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

89 
75 
43 
90 

33 
35 
48 
33 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 

19 
45 

57 
48 
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Introduced organisms 91 33 
  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 

Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

92 
93 
76 
77 
62 
94 
95 

33 
33 
35 
35 
39 
33 
33 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

96 
97 
85 

107 
110 

33 
33 
35 
30 
30 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

44 
27 

48 
54 
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APPENDIX 7.3 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-WANTED BY AUSTRALIAN 
RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY 
Evaluation subjects Australian survey respondents (sample of 46) wanted to evaluate were 
identified from the information provided in the questionnaire. These were categorized relative to 
one of the 146 expanded-WCPA framework evaluation subjects, and ranked by percentage 
response. The ranked subjects-wanted are presented using the expanded-WCPA framework.  
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank  

(of 117) 
% of 
total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

84 
49 
50 

2 
4 
4 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

 
 
 

17 

 
 
 

9 
  Cultural happenings, 

sites, places or features 
Structures 
Sites of significance 

51 
52 

4 
4 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

53 
15 

4 
9 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

10 
16 
4 

11 
9 
13 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

11 
29 
30 

 

11 
7 
7 
 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

31 
32 

7 
7 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

18 
5 

9 
13 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

85 
86 
87 
88 

2 
2 
2 
2 

 Identified threats Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

 
 

89 
90 

 
 

2 
2 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

91 
33 
92 

2 
7 
2 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

 
93 

 
 

94 
 
 

 
2 
 
 

2 
 
 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

19 
54 
6 
 

55 

9 
4 
13 

 
4 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

95 
 

56 

2 
 

4 
  Boundary demarcation Surveyed boundary presence 

Boundary markers present 
57 
34 

4 
7 

  On-ground management Presence of staff 58 4 
  Local issues Compatibility of PA 

objectives with local cultural 
beliefs and practices 

35 7 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal 
activities 

  

   Econ’c demand for PA 
resources 

96 2 

 National policy Presence of national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for 
cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

12 
97 

11 
2 

  National conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n 
policies 

20 
98 

9 
2 
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Prop of budget to conservation 
Planning Systems level 

planning, 
legislation and PA 
system design 

Adequacy of legislation Comp’n with best pract 
legisl’n 

36 7 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements 
pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

59 4 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve 
system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

60 
 

4 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst 
proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

61 
21 

4 
9 

  Management planning Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

62 
22 
23 

 
 
 

99 

4 
9 
9 
 
 
 

2 
 Individual 

protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an individual 
PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

63 
64 
65 

4 
4 
4 

  Individual PA planning Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

37 
66 

7 
4 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

38 
39 
40 

7 
7 
7 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match 
competencies 

3 
24 

17 
9 

  Adequacy of equipment 
and infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

67 
68 
69 
70 

4 
4 
4 
4 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems 
availability 
Research contribution 

100 
 

2 
 

  Allocation of resources Expenditure of financial res’s 71 4 
  External partner 

investments 
Amount of resources 
contributed 

101 2 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization 
syst’s 

 
41 

102 

 
7 
2 

  Administration systems Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

103 
 

104 
 

2 
 

2 
 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations 
systems 

 
105 

 

 
2 
 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 72 4 
  Performance standards Rev of baseline stds against 

nat’l 
  

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Development projects 
completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

106 
107 

2 
2 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

108 
109 

 

2 
2 
 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

110 
 

2 
 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

1 
7 
8 

20 
13 
13 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

25 
42 
26 
43 

9 
7 
9 
7 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

44 
27 

7 
9 
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  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

73 
45 

4 
7 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

74 
75 
76 
77 

4 
4 
4 
4 

 Severity of threat Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

111 
112 

2 
78 

2 
2 
20 
4 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

13 
46 
47 

11 
7 
7 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

113 
114 
79 

115 
80 
81 

116 

2 
2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
2 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

82 
48 
9 

117 
83 

4 
7 
13 
2 
4 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives 
achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

28 
14 

9 
11 
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APPENDIX 7.4 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED BY 
AUSTRALIAN RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY 
Subjects-used (Appendix 7.2) and subjects-wanted (Appendix 7.3) were combined to generate a 
list of subjects-required. The subjects-required were ranked by frequency. The ranked subjects-
required are presented using the expanded-WCPA framework. 
 

Element Criteria Area Subject Rank % of 
total 

resp’se 
Context Special social, 

cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

2 
1 
10 

83 
91 
72 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

25 
30 
31 
21 

57 
54 
54 
61 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

17 
13 

65 
70 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

20 
4 

63 
76 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

5 
6 
55 

76 
76 
46 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

74 
127 
116 
102 

39 
28 
30 
35 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

75 
86 

39 
37 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

103 
87 

35 
37 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

138 
139 
140 
141 

20 
20 
20 
20 

 Identified threats Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

88 
76 
7 
62 

37 
39 
76 
41 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

3 
9 
48 

78 
74 
48 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

58 
42 
63 
64 
32 
43 
49 

43 
50 
41 
41 
54 
50 
48 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

44 
50 
39 
65 
59 

50 
48 
52 
41 
43 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

89 
128 
129 

37 
28 
28 

  Boundary demarcation Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

117 
130 

30 
28 

  On-ground management Presence of staff 66 41 
  Local issues Compatibility of PA objectives 

with local cultural beliefs and 
practices 

67 41 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities 111 33 
   Econ’c demand for PA resources 133 26 
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

118 
146 

30 
15 

  National conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

68 
142 

41 
20 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and PA 
system design 

Adequacy of legislation Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 77 39 
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  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

69 
134 
131 

41 
26 
28 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

33 
90 

54 
37 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

78 
70 

39 
41 

  Management planning Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

34 
51 
56 

132 
119 
120 
121 

54 
48 
46 
28 
30 
30 
30 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an individual 
PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

79 
80 
57 

39 
39 
46 

  Individual PA planning Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

11 
14 

72 
67 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

18 
22 
23 

65 
61 
61 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

35 
60 

54 
43 

  Adequacy of equipment 
and infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

104 
105 
71 

112 

35 
35 
41 
33 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

72 
122 

41 
30 

  Allocation of resources Expenditure of financial res’s 81 39 
  External partner 

investments 
Amount of resources contributed 135 26 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

52 
24 
91 

48 
59 
37 

  Administration systems Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

92 
45 
73 
93 

37 
50 
41 
37 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

82 
36 

113 

39 
54 
33 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 123 30 
  Performance standards Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 137 22 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products Development projects completed 

Visitor facilities provided 
26 
37 

57 
54 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

40 
27 
46 

52 
57 
50 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

28 
47 

57 
50 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

12 
8 
53 

72 
76 
48 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

41 
124 
94 

125 

52 
30 
37 
30 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

114 
95 

33 
37 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

96 
126 

37 
30 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

143 
136 
144 
145 

20 
24 
20 
20 

 Severity of threat Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

106 
97 
15 
98 

35 
37 
67 
37 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

16 
 

83 

67 
 

39 
  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 107 35 
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Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

108 
84 
99 
61 

100 
109 

35 
39 
37 
43 
37 
35 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

101 
85 
54 

115 
110 

37 
39 
48 
33 
35 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

29 
19 

57 
65 
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APPENDIX 7.5 ADDITIONAL EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED 
BY AUSTRALIAN RESPONDENTS  
Respondents were asked to identify additional evaluation subjects they used and wanted to use that 
were not listed by the questionnaire. Australian respondents identified numerous additional 
evaluations which were often described at a more detailed level than evaluation subject. (This level 
was recognised as an evaluation topic in the expanded-WCPA evaluation framework). I 
established 79 additional evaluation subjects from the numerous evaluation subjects and topics 
provided by Australian respondents based on the following three steps: 
 
1). I grouped evaluation subjects and topics of a like nature under the appropriate expanded 
WCPA-evaluation area category using the categories identified for the international ‘additional’ 
data. 
2). If there were new subjects, I devised a name for the group of subject and topics based, where 
possible, on the names provided by users. The new evaluation subject name represented the range 
of topics and subjects. 
3). If the new additional evaluation subject or topic (or group) did not fit one of the existing 
expanded-WPCP evaluation area categories, a new evaluation area name was established. 
The additional 79 subjects are listed in the table below relative to the appropriate evaluation area 
for each of the 13 criteria of the expanded WCPA framework.  
 
Notes: 
Column 1: Evaluation areas are in bold and additional evaluation subjects and topics are in italics. 
The subjects and topics are those provided by respondents.  
Column 2: Gives the number of respondents who used and wanted to use each additional 
evaluation subject or topic. The first number represents the number of respondents who used this 
additional subject or topic; the second number (in brackets) is the number of respondents who 
wanted to use it. Crenulated brackets are used to show the number of respondents who used a 
subject or topic but needed further improvements to the topic. 
Column 3: This is the subject name I developed from the group of subjects and topics (column 1). 
The number in brackets is the total number of people who used and/or wanted to use this 
additional subject. It identifies a new (additional) evaluation subject-required. 
 
1. Evaluation criteria: values (Question 3) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 
people requiring 

the subject 
(brackets) 

Natural (biotic) phenomena   
Scientific values: Habitat (including MPA’s) (2) Ecosystem-habitat-

land types (3) 
Natural values: fire histories 1  
  Climate-natural 

ambience (0) 
Natural phenomena (Biotic-Abiotic): Landscape values; aesthetic 
values, biodiversity values 

1; (4) Landscape values 
(6) 

Natural values: landscape values (1)  
Social phenomena   
Social phenomena: Wilderness values 1 Intrinsic, spiritual, 

aesthetic (1) 
Social phenomena: Social values held by the local 
community/stakeholders 

2; (5);{1} Community 
values, attitudes, 

needs (18) 
Social phenomena: Social value of biodiversity/nature/landscape & 
PA’s to the community, heritage significance; global heritage 
significance 

(1)  

Cultural: Values contributing to national level conservation; 
contributing to conservation 

1; (1)  

Socio-economic survey of local communities 
 

2  



452 

Social values: Tourism use (activities, patterns; baseline use 
impacts) 

3: (2)  

Historical values 1; {1} Cultural, historical 
values (6) 

Cultural values; pastoralists and miners, oral histories (1)  
Id of indigenous knowledge of these features and their uses; 
traditional use 

1  

Social values: health benefits of parks 1  
Social values: Value for research  1  
Social values: Visitor satisfaction 3 Visitor values (5) 
Tourist attitudes to the park versus the climb (Uluru) 1  
Social values: Value for interpretation presentation 1  
Social value: Value as benchmarks for land management  1 Management 

values (3) 
Monitoring of at risk values (1)  
Social value: Value for education 1  
Natural phenomena: World Heritage values 1 International 

values (1) 
Economic values of protected areas 1  Economic value (7) 
Social benefits of ecosystem services of PA’s; National scale 
ecological processes: the role of PA’s 

(2)  

Economic value of ecosystems services by pa’s (in NSW); 
importance of ecosystem services 

(2)  

Economic benefits of traditional use of protected areas 1; (1)  
 
2. Evaluation criteria: baseline values Question 6. 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Natural (biotic) phenomena   
Baseline: Protection and maintenance of ecological processes; 
Ecological monitoring; ecological status; ecological understanding. 
(Includes MPA’s); environmental condition; larger scale ecological 
condition assessments; original status of predators 

3; (2) Ecosystem, habitat-
land types (10) 

Baseline: biodiversity values: Index for spatial and temporal values (3)  
Baseline: Habitat status 1; (1)  
Baseline: Introduced plants 1 Introduced plants 

(1) 
  Introduced animals 

(0) 
Natural (abiotic) phenomena   
Baseline: geological processes: coastal, fluvial; karst; soli; soil 
temperatures 

(1) Landscape values 
(1) 

Social phenomena   
Cultural site values, stories of sites, areas 1;(1) Intrinsic, spiritual, 

aesthetic (2) 
Baseline: Social support for conservation; social participation; 
benefits of parks 

1; (4) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (6) 

Contribution of PA’s to the quality of life for local communities (1)  
Socio-economic baseline for community (1) Economic values (3) 
Economic benefits and changes in visitation from WH establishment (1)  
Ecosystem services (1)  
Baseline: Quality of experience in the bush; visitor satisfaction; 
impacts of commercial activity on social values 

4; (1); {1} Visitor values (7) 

Statewide wilderness evaluation  (1)  
Managerial responsibilities   
Benefits of MPA’s to ecologically sustainable fisheries (1) Sustainable use (15) 
Baseline social: Tourism use (including ecotourism); tourism 
numbers; tourism impacts; walking track monitoring; levels of 
service; site planning; acceptable level of disturbance; ecological 
capacity of use; horse track disturbance; camp ground monitoring; 

7; (7)  
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visitor patterns; visitor characteristics 
  Administration 

performance (0) 
Baseline Management assets: condition and values, baseline 
standards for maintenance, roads, assets management system 

1 Assets baseline (1) 

  Financial 
performance (0) 

Baseline Management standards  1 Management 
performance (8) 

Baseline: Fire management history; fire history 2; (1)  
Baseline: Educational effectiveness 1; (1)  
Fallen timber and bushrock in urban Nature Reserves (1)  
Baseline: management efficiency indicators 1  
 0 Degree of threat (0) 

 
 
3. Evaluation criteria: identified) Threats (Question 9) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Physical threats   
  Soil erosion (0) 
Threat: Geological risks (e.gcliff collapse, boulder safety, slope 
instability; tourist cave stability) 

2 Geological risks (2) 

  Snow, ice impacts 
(0) 

Salinity 1 Salinity (1) 
Threats to social values   
Threats to the spiritual and cultural integrity of a place; indigenous 
values; 

1 Intrinsic, spiritual, 
aesthetic (3) 

Noise from military aircraft 1  
Island landscape values lost 1  
Public health issues in remote mountain pa areas (1) Health issues (1) 
Direct human threats   
Direct human threat: Off road vehicle use (including snow mobile 
traffic); transport use; access 

1 Visitor use (1) 

Direct human threat: development; ski resort developments; 
roading; utility corridors; hydro-electric schemes; developments 
and clearing of vegetation 

1; (3) Development 
(5) 

Direct human threat: Adjoining agriculture, forestry operations (1)  
Direct human threat: Management policies and actions (including 
bulldozer construction of fire control breaks; cloud seeding; lack of 
expertise, lack of maintenance); rehabilitation of disturbed sites; 
impacts to Indigenous cultural heritage; poorly directed 
management; pick things up and drop them again 

2; (2) Management policy 
and action/inaction 

(8) 

Direct human threat: Pollution (Including MPA’s); pollution from 
weed sprays; pollution from old mining sites 

(1)  

Risk management assessment; roads and facilities; geotechnical; 
tree limb threat 

1  

Use of water by the military 1  
Poisoning of feral animals and some natives 1  
Direct human threat: Political risks; political interference 1 Political impacts (1) 
Direct human threat: Land invasion by people, settlement; boundary 
encroachment 

1 Land invasion by 
people (1) 

  Conflict (0) 
Fraud 1 Crime (1) 
Indirect human threats   
  Inadequate 

management 
resources (0) 

  Sustainable use (0) 
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  Poverty (0) 
  Sea level rise (0) 
 
4. Evaluation criteria: (Context) Vulnerability (Question 9) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

On-ground management   
Planning exercises outcome (1) Staff competency (1) 
Local issues   
Local issues: Attitude of park neighbours; Public perceptions and 
attitude towards protected areas 

1 Community values, 
attitudes, needs (4) 

Local issues: Needs of park neighbours 1  
Local issues: Risk management (including MPA’s); environmental 
issues such as asbestos materials 

(1)  

Cultural beliefs (1)  
Management issues   
Risk analysis: Risk to reputation analysis (Business decision 
making analysis); risk, OH&S; risk, financial;  

1 Management risks 
(11) 

Lack of cooperation between agencies and public/private 
stakeholders 

1  

Insurance management 1  
Pacific multi-lateral agreements (1)  
Adequacy of plans of management 1  
Adequacy of funding to implement the plan of management 1  
Adequacy of regulations 1  
Compliance and enforcement (2)  
Threatened species program; vulnerability of threatened species (1)  
MPA Aerial surveillance of boundaries 1  
Potential for impacts   
  Fire risks (0) 
Potential for impacts: Wetland, dune lake, geothermal status 1 Risks to wetlands (1) 
Biodiversity sensitivity e.gsensitivity of soils 1 Risks to soils (1) 
Assessment of potentially invading species, weeds and impacts with 
climate change 

(1) Biological threats (1) 

Salinity (1) Salinity (1) 
 
5. Evaluation criteria: national policy (Question 15) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

National conservation policy   
National conservation policy: Endorsement of international 
conventions (ICOMOS; RAMSAR; WH, COAG) 

1 Commitment to 
International 

conservation (1) 
National conservation policy: National landuse policies (health of 
rivers; Regional Forest Agreement, Australia; National Heritage, 
Climate change and a drying continent; national weeds policy) 

1 (1) Commitment to 
national 

conservation (9) 
Tourism and income generation policies which could impact on PA 
management; WH declaration and visitation 

(1)  

Climate change policy (1)  
Aboriginal involvement in national parks 1; (1)  
National administration policies; budget; procurement, competition; 
cost recovery; tourism; WH obligations 

1; (1)  

National WH: Australia. The development of an indicative WH list 1  
National conservation performance   
Policy: what is the sustainable level of resource use? Including (1) Conservation 
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water performance (4) 
Ministerial briefing reports on conservation achievements 1  
Tasmania MPA Strategy Background report. Policy overview 1  
National WH evaluation reports to UNESCO 1  
 
6. Evaluation criteria: systems level planning (Question 18) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Systems design   
Effectiveness of off-park conservation initiatives, connectivity (1) System 

conservation 
effectiveness (2) 

Regular internal evaluations of systems level performance for senior 
managers and the minister 

1  

Management planning   
   
Systems planning: database systems and templates for routine 
reporting on delivery of outputs; refining the performance 
assessment framework; Linking legislation, planning and 
implementation; assets management system 

(2) Organisation 
management 
standards (6) 

Cultural landscape significance (1)  
IUCN Category classification 1  
Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management 1  
Management planning: Recreation; Tourism; Business; 
Communication; Indigenous ownership 
 

1  

 
7. Evaluation criteria: individual protected areas (Question 21) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Design of a protected area   
Evaluation: Individual protected area planning and design (1) CAR sampling (1) 
Sustainable Tourism Management Plan 1 Sustainable use (1) 
Individual protected area planning   
Individual PA planning: Opportunities for contributing to the well-
being of neighbours; integrated management; integration into a 
broader natural and cultural landscape 

1 Community 
participation (2) 

Establishment of MPA’s. Involvement of the local community 1  
Monitoring plans developed for protected areas, reviews, publicly 
available information 

1;(1) Plan review and 
improvement (5) 

Regional plans to be completed (1)  
Establishment of new MPA’s 1  
Type and format of a plan of management (1)  
Detailed plans for fire mgmt, conservation connectivity; weeds, 
bushfire fuel management, Vertebrate pests etc  

2: {1} Supplementary plans 
(4) 

Fire management plan 1  
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8. Evaluation criteria: inputs (Question 24) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Adequacy of financial resources   
Effectiveness of management input in PA’s for conserving 
biodiversity (and achieving PA objectives); tracking of $ from 
Treasury to the ground; input versus outputs; tracking of what staff 
are working on what tasks and for how long; evaluating resources 
available to achieve the tasks at hand; $ necessary to run the park 

(5) $ effectiveness (16) 

Adequacy of the budget for parks (2)  
Costs of investment in cultural heritage management versus $ 
available for natural heritage management 

(1)  

Inputs: Mostly informal internal evaluations; cyclical budgeting 
process 

1  

Asset management system: to evaluate the investment needed to 
maintain assets 

1; (1)  

Linking management inputs to management outcomes 2  
Research: Refining indicators/targets for evaluation of inputs (1)  
Information inputs: Use of systems to improve information 
accessibility; intranet 

(1)  

Capacity of budget systems to resource new initiatives: how is 
research and monitoring to be resourced 

(1)  

Economic contribution of tourism use 1 Revenue (1) 
Adequacy of human resources   
Voluntary work inputs (Bushfire Brigades; Weed removal groups; 
Hunters (feral animal management); Discovery Guides; tertiary 
partners; prisoner work release programs. 

1 Volunteers (1) 

 
 

 Staff effectiveness 
(0) 

Adequacy of equipment and infrastructure   
  Access roads and 

electricity (0) 
Staff housing (1) Staff housing (1) 
 
9. Evaluation criteria: management process (Question 27) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Administration   
Staff management: Performance management; individual 
performance plans 

1 Staff performance 
(1) 

Effective staff structures, governance; integrated management 
governance 

(1) Staff structures (2) 

Succession planning; retain knowledge in peoples heads (1)  
Performance standards: Value for money; performance criteria to 
judge performance 

(1) $ effectiveness (2) 

Business management performance Cost of providing admin 
services 

(1)  

Managing horse riding concessions operations and infrastructure (1) Leasing-licensing 
performance (3) 

Evaluation of wildlife licensing system 1  
Evaluation of lessees performance for managing nature 
conservation values 

(1)  

Operational systems   
Operations: Asset management system (1) Assets (1) 
Annual operations plan reviewed 1 Procedures review 

(5) 
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Managing one-off projects 1; {1}  
Review of systems for monitoring 1  
IT based information system developed to track the implementation 
of plans 

1  

Performance standards   
Management systems and operation methods  (1) Establishing 

standards (1) 
 
10. Evaluation criteria: management outputs (Question 30) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 
people requiring 

the subject 
(brackets) 

Delivery of services   
Cost effectiveness of management activities (Are we competitive with 
the use of our dollars?). Cost effectiveness; Actual cost of delivery; 
accountability for expenditure in an efficient and effective way 

(2) $ effectiveness (4) 

Outputs: Staff allocations and outputs (1)  
Effectiveness of the budget in covering expenditure (analysis of 
expenditure) 

(1)  

Delivery of services: Use of public polling to assess the level of 
support for the programs; effectiveness of the park information 
services 

1 Customer 
satisfaction (1) 

Delivery of services: Visitor numbers monitoring 2 Visitor use (7) 
Visitor satisfaction 3; (2)  
Work programs   
Fire management effectiveness; delivery of fire management ouputs: 
fire trails; hazard reduction; bushfire meetings attended 

(1) Progress reports 
(9) 

Outputs: Implementation of the POM; meeting the POM objectives 1  
Outputs: Informal internal output reporting 1  
Outputs: Annual review of permits and licences 1  
Outputs: Staff training reporting 1  
Outputs; Contract business performance; contract project/operation 
performance 

1  

Outputs: More systematic reporting required (1)  
Outputs: Review of the implementation of a plan of management; 
linked to objectives 

1  

Outputs linked to outcomes required for nature conservation delivery (1)  
 
11. Evaluation criteria: change in condition (Question 33) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Natural biotic phenomena   
Wetlands; alpine bog communities (1) Ecosystem, habitat, 

land type (17) 
Landuse/landcover change at a landscape level (2)  
Habitat status change; including endangered communities (includes 
MPA’s); change in ecological condition; tools for monitoring chge 
in ecological condition at a large scale; long term; key threats and 
30years from now 

(8)  

Change in natural condition ; PA integrity statement; change in 
condition of natural values 

1; (2)  
Change in condition wilderness 1  
Change in condition of water temperature 1  
Recovery/decline in threatened species 1  
Natural abiotic phenomena   
Abiotic: Noise levels 1 Climate, natural 

ambiance (1) 
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  Fire (0) 
Cultural happenings, sites, places or features   
Cultural values - intangible, archaeological sites/artefacts; change 
in cultural values; caring for country 

(1) Cultural-historical 
values (1) 

Social phenomena   
Social phenomena: Customer satisfaction , visitor satisfaction 1 Customer 

satisfaction (1) 
Social phenomena: Community attitude; Community attitude to 
protected areas 

1; (2) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (3) 

Social: Visitor use levels; types of visitor use; changes in pattern of 
use; changes in spending patterns 

(3) Visitor use(3) 

Need for socio-economic phenomena evaluation; socio-economic 
changes 

(1) Economic value (2) 

Economic values associated with mining, petroleum production, 
grazing and tourism 

1  

Managerial responsibilities   
Change of Condition reporting system based on POM indicators 
established 

(2) Management 
performance (4) 

Change in condition of infrastructure, assets, road maintenance 
condition 

1; (1)  

12. Evaluation criteria: severity of threat (Question 36) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Physical threats   
Illegal fossil collection; illegal activities (1) Geological risks (1) 
Snow avalanche mapping 2 Snow, ice impacts (2) 
Evaluation of flood potential/floods 1 Floods (1) 
Biological threats   
Severity of threats: Native fauna (e.govergrazing) 
 

1 Fauna: unsustainable 
use (1) 

Direct human threats   
Direct human threat: Community attitude 2 Community values, 

attitudes, needs 
Direct human threat: tourism –visitor use (including alpine skiing, 
mountain bike use, horse riding, 4WD impacts; propeller boat 
wash impacts; crowding; firewood collection) 

5 (7) {1} Visitor use impacts 
(24) 

Tourism and recreation impacts 1; (8)  
Tourism risk management; safety compliance; road condition 
safety 

(1)  

Direct: Overuse by people (LAC) 1  
Genetic isolation due to fragmentation of habitat (1) Development (1) 
Salinity 1 Salinity (1) 
Direct human threat: Incompetent management 1 Management policy 

and action/inaction 
(7) 

Broader threat assessment study (MPA’s) to identify research, 
monitoring gaps 

(1)  

Threat: Change to co-management and eventual transfer of 
management 

1  

Threats to indigenous heritage values (1)  
Monitoring of changes in level or extent of threats to at risk values (1)  
Threats: Cultural, intellectual property rights 1  
Evaluating rel. priority & feasibility of mitigating diff threatening 
processes; systematic approach to evaluating threats; overall risk 
assessment 

(1)  

  Political impacts (0) 
  Conflict (0) 
  Impacts to aquatic 

environments (0) 
Severity of threat: Collecting of medicinal plants  Illegal flora activities 
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(0) 
Indirect human threats  Inadequate 

management 
resources (0) 

  Pollution (0) 
  Poverty (0 
  Cumulative impacts 

(0) 
 
13. Evaluation criteria: outcomes (Question 39) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Objectives achieved   
Relationship between strategies and outcomes. E.g. did activity X 
lead to intended outcome A?; Review of REF’s; most effective 
outcomes for inputs 

1 Effectiveness 
achieved (6) 

Cost effective system (including indicators) for measuring 
ecological condition and effects of actions. Perf criteria 
linked from the strategic to work program level 

(2)  

Cumulative outcomes: Can we partition or allocate the relative 
contribution of organisation X to outcome A. 
 

1  

Comparison of the efficiency & cost-effectiveness & success of a 
range of possible mgmt actions 

1  

Method to evaluate achievement of objectives at different 
scales 

(1)  

  Cooperative 
management (0) 

 



460 

APPENDIX 7.6 WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM AUSTRALIAN 
RESPONDENTS 
Survey respondents were asked to provide written comments. All comments are reproduced here 
with the exception of those that were not directly relevant to the aims of the research. Paralleling 
the international data analysis, comments were organised into six broad themes: (1) comments on 
some evaluation criteria; (2) reasons why evaluation were not implemented, or why the results of 
evaluations were not used; (3) politics and evaluation; (4) strengths and weaknesses of assessment 
methods; (5) information management; (6) miscellaneous comments. 
 
Theme 1: Comments on some evaluation criteria 
1.1 Values 
Meaningful measurement of natural value condition required 
No evaluation of tourism, recreational or cultural values of any MPA's. No evaluation of educational values 
of any MPAs. No evaluation of scientific values of MPA's 
Ecosystem services of PA's ie water and air quality, also identifying risk areas to water quality in drinking 
catchments. Invertebrate surveys & centres of endemism. Fungal surveys 
Cost/benefit of park management & use (not just recreation, but other potential uses of reserves 
e.gharvesting, not done or poorly done. $ value of reserves. Import of reserves with climate change 
 
1.2 Baseline values 
Establishment of baseline evaluation programs for biota is required but not yet in place. CALM runs 
VISTAT which records visitor information for the conservation reserve system. It is used to determine 
overall usage 
Substantial baseline value work on GBR particularly with respect to birds. Substantial cultural heritage 
values on some parks, rare on others 
Various vegetation condition assessments (Wyperfield NP, 1999, 2004); Heritage assets condition 
assessment (via asset mgmt system) 2002-reassessed annually. "levels of Service" data base for visitor 
assets, 2001 
The answer to this Question is park specific. In some parks the appropriate baseline has been assessed (Q4 
above), yet in others there has been no such assessment 
Complete suite of biodiversity values baseline for all PA's. Economic values, Direct/indirect for each 
protected area. Visitor Use patterns, satisfaction 
Natural resources (biota) system evaluations are required for most of the conservation estate with this then 
leading to the establishment of landscape level monitoring & evaluation systems. Likewise, cultural info 
databases are required. Social benchmark evaluation is rudimentary 
 
1.3 Threats 
Most threats are identified at the landscape scale. The big 3 are Fire, Ferals and Weeds. A full & complete 
strategy for each of these are not yet a reality. Other threats are assessed on a case by case basis 
There are many POM's that Identify threats, but there has been no formal evaluation process. The 
identification may be fire, weed drainage etc and generally there will be actions to follow up to determine 
the threat. Gap in the planning process to identify the threats formally 
Comprehensive risk assess of coastal cliffs. Ann fire threat assessment. Most new management plans 
(terrestrial, marine) identification threats to key values 
State of Parks 2000 assessed overall threats to natural values. State of Parks 2005 will assess threats to mod. 
values in greater detail (+ threats to cultural, & visitor opportunities). Statewide risk assess for Rabbits, 
Foxes, Phytopthera, salinity, fragmentation, 2000-2004; Mgmt plan process includes formal risk 
Evaluation of weed management is completed on an individual job lot basis, but the big picture is not known 
Impact of climate change on landforms and land forming processes, particularly coastal; threat of poor land 
mgmt as a consequence of no nature conservation (scientific) expertise in the PWS; threat of tourism & 
government emphasis on tourism over conservation 
Identification of desired range of visitor levels & uses within sustainable limits for diff sites and zones (pro-
active, not after the event). Plus trigger points for corrective actions etc. Plus management responses 
identified "upfront" 
Assess of threat of inadequate environmental water (in SofP 2005); impacts of park visitors on park values; 
climate change impacts, particularly alpine & coastal zone 
1.4 Vulnerability 
Aerial surveillance reports from coastwatch analysed qtly; legal status of parks under consideration: 
compliance & enforcement operations; reef condition assessment at Ashmore & Cartier to assess success of 
on-site mgmt 
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Vulnerability to climate change; vulnerability to poor land management decisions and processes due to 
inadequate scientific expertise in the mgmt agency (PWS) 
 
1.5 Planning-systems level 
50 year reserve vision for NSW, including a core of public lands, supported by a network of public and 
private lands 
Regular evaluations of the comprehensiveness, adequacy and representativeness of state & national (& 
global) pa systems 
Effect of off-park conservation initiatives e.g. Voluntary Conservation Agreements, private purchases by 
NGO's. Evaluation of cultural significance at a landscape level. Linkages across terrestrial, intertidal & 
marine 
 
1.6 Planning-individual protected area level 
Annual review of management plan development priority listing. Audits of level of execution of a plan - 
intended to be undertaken for all protected areas with mgmt plans on a 5 year rotation (see Q 4) 
Each mgmt plan is evaluated (audited) before expiry to provide an objective starting point for the 
subsequent plan development/preparation. Intensive stakeholder reviews of visitor mgmt at key sites to deal 
with new risks/improved service 2004 
Evaluate a method to assess delivery of actions in park mgmt plans. (Frequently on-going tasks). PV to 
embed reporting measures & to relate these to statewide corporately directed projects. Marine park planning 
alignment with proposed federal marine PA's 
 
1.7 Inputs 
Treasury/NPWS MOU for the resourcing of new PA's provides a formula for staffing and other funding; 
Southern Directorate developed a resource allocation model/matrix to equitably distribute funds to regions 
Northern Rivers Region does several things to allocate $; audit actions in POM and other Government 
directions, the regional executive will only consider $ bids if they are a high priority; all bids are put to a 
risk assessment 
Expenditure monitored annually & reported in Annual Report. Adequacy of funding considered in light of 
implications of management plan commitments & conservation of park values; Adequacy of information 
systems: subject of major thrust for MPA mgmt. Monitoring strategies being developed for similar 
ecosystem sets of resources 
Ann budget review to determine fixed costs & other funding services to determine whether all required tasks 
can be undertaken. Use results in having to do more with less, but standards suffer. Plant & equip 
evaluation. Identification of costs of equipment leases & rationalise where necessary 
Mostly informal, internal evaluations not for public(even internal staff) review 
The allocation & expend of resources is attributed to an "activity" code. These codes allow the agency to 
monitor expenditure against budget & review according to cost centres, outputs(programs) & activities. 
Forward estimates + budget planning process (3 yr rolling budget)  
Ad hoc assess of equip & infrastructure was carried out during the expansion cycle of the RFA 
Reviewing how we provide inputs, to each of a number of functional areas...have we got the right mix?  
more for biodiversity. Tracking of $, treasury to on-ground - follow through with equipment & 
infrastructure 
[Required] Assessment of on-ground efficiency of mgmt inputs, and monitoring and feedback to refine and 
improve management 
Asset Management: what is the real cost of maintaining assets. It is often easier to obtain funds to build new 
facilities than it is to maintain existing, particularly ageing assets 
Adequacy of finance, HR resources, equipment & infrastructure. There are no MPA staff at all in Tasmania 
Staffing per visitor. Staffing per Hectare. Funding requirements for managing non-visitor focused reserves 
Quantify how each $ achieves a conservation outcome against national standards 
Refining indicators/targets. Research gap/needs analysis, short/medium/long term. Resources 
requirements/inputs for increased MPA estate assoc with expected expansion of estate throughout the 
Regional Marine planning process. Compliance & enforcement issues 
Staffing, infrastructure, resources need to be assessed and allocated as new areas are added to the PA 
system. This is not generally done 
 
1.8 Process 
The Parks planning manual is revised regularly-up to several times a year to capture innovations, 
improvements and new planning requirements in preparing mgmt plns. Fire/weed/pest plans with 
neighbours/neighbouring agencies 
Annual corporate and business operations plans prepared to identify priorities and requirements to 
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implement State Government priorities. OH&S plans, risk mgmt and HR strategies reviewed annually 
Review of Plan of Mgmt system, 2000. review of recruitment process to develop an MOU? with the HR 
Service Centre (current). OH&S system reviewed & new measures expanded in response to new OH&S 
legislation (2002). Local review of monitoring systems  
Review of fire mgmt, Admin, at an EACT level, recruitment. Staff training level. OH&S, regular report 
submitted. Integrated Nature Conservation Plan, electronic system for monitoring, data base, natural, visitor 
use no's (But on-ground staff cannot access, telephone problems) 
Park Management planning review (2003/2004) assessed Complete Conservation process. Levels Of Service 
compares existing service against std set by PV. Pest animal monitoring protocols: Decision keys 
Monitoring systems: a lot of data (ie waterwatch) collected but not always used to develop management 
processes. Staff recruitment: Operations use large no of temp staff...can only work 12 months...before 
mandatory 3 month break of employment. Loss of trained staff 
Evaluation of Administration processes (currently cumbersome). Evaluation of reporting processes (This is 
planned) 
 
1.9 Output 
Monitoring/baseline data established & implementation as basis for "best" value for investment 
Quality/quantity/[Timeliness]. Cost measures for all outputs delivered. E.g. visit no's/visitor satisfaction/ 
completion of delivery of priority actions/cost (full accrual cost)/delivery output 
Most are work in progress: signage; track maintenance/rehabilitation; weed and feral control; protection of 
endangered species 
POM implementation review; annual work plan review; 6 monthly reports to Advisory Committee 
Most reviews have been more focused on evaluating whether tasks have been completed rather than on 
whether these tasks were effective in achieving objectives 
We don’t measure outputs very well at all 
Annual Report for the park. Documents all visitor, budget, resource use statistics & management actions. 
EIS (Environmental Information Study) Computer based, state wide system where all Environmental 
management actions are reported on. [Fox experimental adaptive management project] 
Effectiveness of interpretations activities advertising. Ongoing. Identification of the most efficient means of 
advising activities & the effectiveness of programs undertaken. Customer satisfaction surveys 2-3 yearly. 
Weeds/feral animal mapping & reporting: annual review 
Development projects, evaluating e.g. Kangaroo Island Visitor Services. Visitors. Weeds and ferals, on-
going monitoring. (Varied evaluations...a mix...achievement versus completion) 
On ground threat mgmt for natural values recorded in an Environmental Information System (eg Ha's treated 
for weed control is recorded annually against project number & associated target. Completion of priority 
targets in Corporate Plan assessed annually. Annual Report for values mgmt….. 
[Required] Comprehensive evaluation of the conservation effectiveness of pest control. Effectiveness of 
wildlife licensing system 
Output evaluations, linked to outcomes, is required for nature conservation delivery 
 
1.10 Outcome: Change in condition 
The trend in biodiversity status in protected areas over time & between areas 
[Required] Change in ecological condition, 4 NR's. Recovery/decline threatened species. Increase/decrease, 
weed species 
Monitoring for change in condition has been escalated in recent times. Water temp, live coral cover, trochus, 
trepang & fish monitored at all 6 Commonwealth marine reserves. Economic studies, on Indonesian fishers; 
studies, impacts of new declarations on Australian fishers 
Monitoring of visitor information (e.g. numbers, satisfaction/asset condition/overtime-annual business plan 
review 
Broad scale monitoring of the Reefs (annual reports). Water quality reporting-in reef. Sewage outfalls 
reports, annual 
Monitor change in condition for areas that should be reserved (Tassie Forests, Cape Yorke - weeds/ferals. 
Progress of ferals, Cane Toad. Indigenous country. Not systematic but review social composition & social 
change, Qld interview. Wet tropics social change 
Vegetation Condition assessment @ Wyperfield (first 1999, second 2004). Annual assessment of assets 
completed to link with maintenance programs. Visitor satisfaction is monitored annually & assessed against 
targets 
[Required] Regular monitoring/inventory contributing to 3 or 5 yearly integrity evaluations on key parks 
Monitored change in wilderness quality. Monitored condition of significant vegetation communities e.g. old 
growth endemic conifers. Monitored condition of cultural heritage values 
Broader scale monitoring & assessment is relatively new. While NSW NPWS has embarked on baseline 
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setting through S of P's reporting etc, evaluating of change/effectiveness will only be available through 
repeating of the process on regular intervals 
[Required] Change in condition of ecosystems. Change in condition of infrastructure 
 
1.11 Outcome: Severity of threat 
Actual impact of feral animals control on biodiversity conservation [evaluation] can be improved 
Weed mapping: numerous areas have been monitored for change in condition: mostly woody weed species. 
Feral pigs: Change in area subject to pig rooting monitored over many years. Soil erosion: Study sites 
monitored before fires in 2003 were monitored in 2004 
Fire monitoring on a regular basis (many parks). Fraser Island. Campsite monitoring 
Recreation, no baseline or change in social/economic enjoyment known 
6 monthly risk management analysis and review (comprehensive across all risks/threats) 
Only aware of this being done for individual threatened spp/communities rather than parks e.g. Threat 
abatement plans. Considerable work on fire threats to parks such as Royal NP. Threat Abatement plans e.g. 
for Bitou Bush & individual spec's recovery plans 
SofP 2000 (Ref Q 10) + SofP 2005, addresses extent & severity & overall park level for approx 400 parks. 
Statewide risk assessment. Assessment licensed/unlicensed grazing 
[Required] Distribution and impacts of some threatening processes, notably weeds 
[Required] Comprehensive review of climate change impacts 
[Required] Impacts of change across landscape is impacting on PA system e.g. decline in vegetation extent, 
health & management practices (eg use of herbicides) 
Impact/threat of fragmentation due to clearing, too freq fire & boundary impacts - needed to assist in reserve 
design & to determine viable reserve size. Threat from widespread weeds and pests such as cats (…) 
Climate change impacts more broadly on marine diversity & the degree of resilience that exist in our marine 
ecosystems. Findings can influence new MPA's. Deep water marine ecosystem evaluations. Broader MPA 
threat assess study to identify reserves/monitoring gaps & priorities 
Visitor impacts, need evaluation 
[Required] Salinity abatement. Control of pests and weeds. Mgmt of visitor risk & experience 
 
1.12 Outcome: achieving nature and culture conservation objectives 
National scale ecological processes, the role of protected areas in that process. No one is taking such scale 
into account 
Evaluation of effectiveness (costs & benefits) of joint management arrangements with other agencies (eg 
Marine parks (NPWS & Fisheries); Catchment Mgmt (NPWS & Sydney Catchment Authority) 
Annual POM implementation reviews 
Assessment of mgmt outcomes has occurred, but in a limited and largely ad-hoc fashion. Formal assessment 
has occurred through statutory 10 year reviews of Regional Reserves under SA NP&W Act 1972 
Information is currently inadequate to assess how successful individual parks and the parks system as a 
whole are in achieving conservation outcomes 
If it is an agreed evaluation process, I would find it very useful. It could/would allow you to see the areas 
where you are achieving positive results and areas where improvement is needed or no change 
Baseline argued this in terms of World Heritage: e.g. Inscription baseline: minimum status a World Heritage 
property must be managed to 
[Required] Not only evaluation of implementation of management plan, but also a major evaluation of mgmt 
effectiveness under the mgmt plan. ie evidence of the extent to which the objectives of the mgmt plan were 
achieved 
[Required] Statewide performance evaluations for PA mgmt including comprehensiveness, adequacy & 
representativeness of the protected area estate. Status of mgmt planning processes (eg mgmt plans in place). 
Effectiveness of mgmt against purposes & objectives of protected area estate 
Bounceback, outcomes assessed, and results fed back into the system 
Levels of Service delivering standard visitor services across network (Ref Q 7&19). NB: may not consider 
"service standard" an outcome, but rather visitor/community satisfaction as outcome 
[Required] Efficacy of mgmt inputs per Biodiversity conservation goals (notably threatened species) 
[Required] Realistic assessment of PA "health" over time in relation to ecosystem type, rehabilitation & 
human use 
[Required] Regional reports on comprehensive, adequate & representative of PA systems, statewide & 
nationally. Highlight +ve & -ve chges over 5 year periods. Distribution & condition of significant 
ecosystems/habitats/species. regional Nat'l Wilderness quality mapping. Distribution of key threatening 
species. Loss of significant [areas] 
[Required] Long term ecosystem condition monitoring (as @ 34) from which results can be related to 
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specific objectives identified in park mgmt plans or environmental assessment plans 
 
Theme 2. Reasons why evaluation will not be implemented, or why the results of evaluations 
will not be used  
There is a lack of political will and not enough appreciation by the public. Politicians too wedded to those 
who use parks for their own economic gain, whether it be resorts, commercial operations, Snowy Hydro 
irrigators and farmers, or illegal game hunters, business dependencies on recreational activities 
The staff resources required and cost to complete. Lack of commitment from executive and staff 
Unlikely to happen: The issue is complex but I believe the core issue is a lack of integration and leadership 
with the industry at a national and international level to develop standard, benchmarks and performance 
measures 
Lack of commitment to the purposes & objectives of PA management by decision makers plus lack of 
understanding of the essential role evaluation plays in delivering sound and accountable management. 
Monitoring and evaluation are still seen as “optional extras” – and so of course they will be viewed as too 
costly, too time consuming etc….Its all a matter of priorities… 
Establishment of performance criteria is seen as necessary step that has not been adequately addressed to 
date 
Previous nutty (…) manager didn't achieve any outcomes or implementation of project recommendations. 
This is an absolute priority this year, continuing monitoring work, but communicating it to (…) & other park 
staff & implementing outcomes 
Require appropriate tools/methods to assess condition of ecosystems across broader range of ecosystems + 
landscape perspective. Necessary to understand impacts/outcomes mgmt 
[Outcomes]: Systems are not yet in place to undertake this level of assessment 
There is a strong need to ensure widespread commitment of staff to see benefits from inputs to SofP 
reporting. It takes time for cultures to change 
Despite considerable discussion, effectiveness evaluation criteria that are effective within budget are 
problematic 
No structured formal performance evaluation system is in place 
[Evaluation] We have only part of the answer to the question. The Q itself is hard to frame, costly to address 
& difficult to analyse. It lies at the core of our business: to conserve biodiversity (sp's, communities & 
ecosystem function). If we fail in this, we should be fired. (…) 
Generally Parks will over complicate things, which leads to excessive cost, time etc 
Technically difficult. Little agreement on the correct/appropriate level of detail 
Lack of adequate systems, skills to. Other political priorities intervene. Objective assess may be critical of 
Government performance & open up reason for political attack 
We are trying to address this, but the resources, time, tools & $ face competing priorities, & the task is hard 
to define let alone address in a cost-effective way 
Lack of commitment to the purposes & objectives of PA mgmt by decision makers + lack of understanding 
of the essential role evaluation plays in delivering sound & accountable mgmt. Monitoring & evaluation are 
seen as "optional extras" (…) 
Too complicated is the key 
 
Theme 3. Politics and evaluation 
It seems to be too easy for government to override existing (pa) legislation to suit the current whim (cloud 
seeding) 
Many areas (PA’s) are suffering irreversible damage. In many cases the main impediment to dealing with 
the problems is political. We need to provide ways of providing politicians with enough backbone to support 
action of these difficult but essential actions if we are going to protect biodiversity 
An area I see as having a large deficiency in environmental management effectiveness is decision making 
over the hard issues. E.g. dealing with overpopulations of native wildlife. Too often the decisions are based 
on political rather than sound ecological principles. Pivotal to this is the requirement (through public 
pressure) to have the science before the action. The science is not available and will not be until the work is 
done. Even then we will only touch the surface. If we cannot get around this then we will continue to lose 
ecosystems 
Key issue that needs to be addressed is the Federal funding of national programs to regional areas or mgmt 
agencies that do not take into account statewide context (eg Fed funding such as NHT grants to CMA's 
[Evaluation] Resourcing (both funding and appropriate human resourcing) almost everything impinges on it. 
Recent cutbacks in (…) are crippling day to day operations and leave nothing for research, monitoring, 
evaluation or innovation 
 
Political imperatives mean that sometimes things have to be done despite not being a high priority: these programs are 



465 

usually not evaluated 
 
Theme 4. Strengths and weaknesses of methods-for-evaluation 
Needs to be: Easy, Quick, staff supportive, IT suitable so it can be transported to HO. Interactive so staff can 
input directly (this often not done, so adds time, staff will not do); Timely 
(MPA’s) The reporting requirements are numerous and complex. The biggest challenge we face is the 
development of evaluation systems which will address all the key reporting requirements and have a sound 
scientific basis 
Evaluation programs are ongoing, with information being recorded continually. Evaluation reports are often 
required to be prepared within short time frames. 
Information available is not complete across different areas of our business. Most areas have input 
information only (eg activity and cost information). Objectives to measure effectiveness against are not well 
focused/targeted 
Routine/easily understood (evaluation) systems are not available. However irregular and mostly poorly 
designed evaluation systems are appeasing. POM review process has always been there but not applied 
Generally speaking effectiveness evaluation is generalized to the point that the meaning is lost. Pulu Keeling 
NP is a tiny park with very few resources, so our data is lost when compared with the BIG parks 
Need to bring all the monitoring systems together 
Robust, realistic, cost effective ways to measure (assess, model, monitor) effectiveness of management 
actions and overall ecosystem health, including performance indicators and targets 
Outcomes of ecological management, plans and the like. There are many plans around but I don't believe 
outcomes are measured in a meaningful way. Are they delivering beneficial results? 
[Required] Improving the systems of evaluation 
Generally inefficient monitoring of (1) populations of threatened species; (2) distribution and impacts of 
some threatening processes (notably weeds) 
We need to bring all the monitoring undertaken together 
Most reviews have been more focused on evaluating whether tasks have been completed rather than on 
whether these tasks were effective in achieving objectives 
Current assessment is high level, inconsistent across agency, data poor, so what we do is improving, but 
needs to improve considerably. Each major recovery plan (not just some) needs to be evaluated 
Much of the reporting is to satisfy needs up the line. It is difficult to pull back reports to the field level that 
assist on ground management. Most useful reports are produced at a local level 
Systems to address are under development. Needs identified. Some resources allocated 
Routine, easily understood systems are not available, however irregular and mostly poorly designed 
evaluation systems are appearing. POM review process has always been there, but not applied 
Generally speaking, effect evaluation is generalised to the point that the meaning is lost. (…) NP is a tiny 
park with very few resources, so our data is lost when compared with the BIG parks [within the same 
system] 
The reporting requirements are numerous & complex. The biggest challenge we face is the development of 
evaluation systems which will address all the key reporting requirements and have a sound scientific basis 
The issues is complex, but I believe the core issue is a lack of integration & leadership with the industry at a 
national and international level to develop standard, benchmark & performance measures 
 
Theme 5. Information management 
Consistent, comparable marine ecosystem data at a national/regional level; improved understanding of 
marine ecosystems; improved understanding threats & impacts; Development of standard indicators of 
ecosystem health e.g. for S of P's reporting. MPA benefits to ecologically sustainable fisheries 
Baseline CARs status monitoring is patchy at best. Where done it needs better coordination & probably a 
system to integrate results & provide to mgmt decision makers 
Our Recreation & Tourism Information System (RATIS) has data on cultural sites, recreation assets and 
visitor statistics 
Risk watch lists, updated 3 monthly, with extreme risks being reviewed by Dept Exec's. Status of exotic 
plants on Cocos [Island], 2002. Status of Yellow Crazy Ant 2001 
Fire mgmt planning is undertaken using extensive remote sensing technology 
An active database is required inclusive of threats to cultural and social aspects 
Database "Integrated Nature Conservation Plan" developed to monitor progress & implementation of all 
ACT PA plans, weeds strategy, Vertebrate Pest Strategy, Threatened Species Action Plans & other relevant 
plans 
Assets management plan 2004: Assesses condition of all park assets, and the resources required to maintain 
those assets & a 10 + 20 year plan to refurbish &/or replace under 3 funding models (current, increased, best 
practice) 
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Knowledge mgmt & succession planning. Information systems & how they meet the needs of Park staff. 
Appropriateness/adequacy of staff skills 
[Required] Data based systems & templates for routine reporting on delivery of outputs (especially 
implementation of prescribed actions of the management plan 
Systematic approach would add value. Conditional & trend std monitoring system is needed 
Information is currently inadequate to assess how successful individual parks, and the parks system as a 
whole, are in achieving conservation outcomes 
Information for calculating economic impact of parks not available 
Availability of information is highly variable for each individual PA. e.g. some have very poor records, 
some no baseline information etc 
Information availability is not complete across diff areas of our business. Most areas have input info only 
(eg activity + cost information). Objectives to measure effect against are not well focused/targeted 
Biological information only. No data/info on soc/cult values. Limited MPA mgmt resources & activities 
(financial, staffing, compliance etc) 
Data availability is typically very patchy, good in some areas, and totally absent in others. This reflects a 
lack of overall strategic coordination and prioritisation of monitoring & evaluation projects. Historically 
they have reflected the interests & initiative 
I think considerable progress has been made to gather baseline information but follow-up over time is 
needed. Also, simple, inexpensive but effective measure/indicators need to be further developed 
A considerable amount of this sort of evaluation process is current particularly with the restructure of our 
organisation, but there is considerable documentation already. Accessing this info can often be a problem, 
particularly with our current filing systems cross referencing problem 
Most information is based on anecdotal information that is based on ranger observation or "gut feel" 
PV has a no of programs to assess delivery of mgmt actions & a limited no that assess effectiveness of mgmt 
of those actions. The most significant gap is in condition information particularly environmental & 
achievement of longer term management objectives...." 
 
Theme 6. Other comments 
There is a dearth of appropriate, timely and unbiased information provided 
Inputs: No specific evaluation projects. These are part of normal operational procedures 
Large amounts of resources directed to weed and feral animal control without much focus often on 
objectives and defining impacts (particularly feral animals) because these can be difficult to formulate. 
Sometimes programs are required to be undertaken for reasons other than sound management or because 
they are the highest priority 
Bureaucratic tensions/conflicts and priorities are the single biggest cause of the lack of MPA progress in X 
(PA) Hard to answer what we are doing because we are trying to make progress on many fronts 
simultaneously and therefore at times moving very slowly (or seem to) which also makes me query whether 
what we are doing in an evaluation sense, is “formal” or “informal” 
For evaluation: Need effective “systems” approach geared to the organisational context. 
(ACT) Where we seem to fall down (with evaluation) is in evaluation of success for the protected areas even 
though I suspect we are relatively well resourced 
Previous nutty manager didn’t achieve any outcomes or implementation of project recommendations. 
(Qld) Most information (for evaluation) is based on anectodal information that is based on ranger 
observations or managerial “gut feel” 
We are strongly interested in management effectiveness and gradually building on systems past oru previous 
token flagship studies. We are finding it an increasing requirement to compete in core budget funding 
requests, to have benchmarks and quantification of our performance/effectiveness. 
CEO priority for evaluation. Conservation outcomes; Cultural values protected; Visitors have safe, 
rewarding experiences; Resources allocated effectively and to clear priorities; Staff skills are appropriate to 
agency needs 
Have recently commenced a "levels of protection" project across park network to prioritise ecological 
values. Levels of protection for cultural values is also proposed 
They are always talking about best practice. EPBC Act has a few glitches, but amendments have been 
prepared. The Department has Corporate plan, Strategic plan, Work plans & mgmt plans (for each park) & 
each one is consistent with the next 
Wild country, climate chge, cumulative impacts, how the impacts are reinforced. Poorly done at a state & 
national level. S of E not sufficiently transparent. No one is game to touch the logging industry. Long term 
impacts on PA's 
[Concerning the number different assessment methods] Guess only. Different scales, levels and scopes. 
Little coordination or communication. Vary from fire/frog monitoring to asset and safety audits 
[Why evaluation?] Because we don't know how our parks are servicing their objectives for biodiversity 
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conservation, their primary function 
[Why evaluation?] Need to consider are we achieving effectively/efficiently; review our direction and 
reconsider values, threats, knowledge; give new direction if necessary; assessment 
[Why evaluation?] Areas are "protected" and tend to be left with mgmt focused on users & not the 
biological systems. These tend to be run down under impact & use, pests, fire etc. This needs monitoring to 
support a "State of the Estate" report so we can direct resources appropriately 
[Why evaluation?] To determine if mgmt is having a positive effect & to ensure it is not having a negative 
effect & obviously to ensure longer term sustainability of what parks are designed to protect 
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APPENDIX 7.7 THE MOST IMPORTANT NEW EVALUATION 
SUBJECTS AUSTRALIAN RESPONDENTS WANTED 
Respondents were asked to identify up the five most important new evaluation subjects that they 
wanted (Question 44). Responses were sorted by frequency and ranked. The overall frequency was 
calculated (sample of 97) as well as relative frequency i.e. as a proportion of those who completed 
question 44 (sample 65).  
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

26 
27 
28 

4 
4 
4 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

43 
44 
45 
46 

2 
2 
2 
2 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

  

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

 
16 

 
7 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

1 
2 
4 

15 
15 
13 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

9 
10 
11 
12 

9 
9 
9 
9 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

29 
30 

4 
4 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

 
47 

 
2 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

  

 Identified threats Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

 
48 
49 
50 

 
2 
2 
2 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

51 
52 
53 

2 
2 
2 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

61 
62 
31 
63 
64 

2 
2 
4 
2 
2 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

  

  Boundary demarcation Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

  

  On-ground management Presence of staff   
  Local issues Compatibility of PA objectives 

with local cultural beliefs and 
practices 

  

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities   
   Econ’c demand for PA resources   
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

65 2 

  National conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

  

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and PA 

Adequacy of legislation Comp’n with best pract legisl’n   
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system design 
  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 

Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

66 2 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

67 2 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

32 
 

4 

  Management planning Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

 
68 
17 

 
 
 

69 

 
2 
7 
 
 
 

2 
 Individual 

protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an individual 
PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

  

  Individual PA planning Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

  

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

18 
33 
34 

7 
4 
4 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

19 7 

  Adequacy of equipment 
and infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

  

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

35 
36 

4 
4 

  Allocation of resources Expenditure of financial res’s   
  External partner 

investments 
Amount of resources contributed   

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

3 15 

  Administration systems Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

70 2 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

 
 

37 

 
 

4 
  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data   
  Performance standards Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 71 2 
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products Development projects completed 

Visitor facilities provided 
38 
72 

4 
2 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

39 
 

73 

4 
 

2 
  Delivery of work 

programs 
Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

74 
5 

2 
13 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

6 
7 
20 

13 
11 
7 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

21 
22 
23 
40 

7 
7 
7 
4 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

24 7 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

  

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

 
 
 

75 

 
 
 

2 
 Severity of threat Physical threats Earthquakes 

Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

76 
13 
77 
14 

2 
9 
2 
9 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

15 
78 
79 

9 
2 
2 
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  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

80 
81 
82 
83 
41 
84 
25 

2 
2 
2 
2 
4 
2 
7 

  Indirect human threats Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

85 
42 
86 
87 
88 

2 
4 
4 
2 
2 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

8 11 
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APPENDIX 7.8 TRIANGULATION: A DATA CHECK FOR SUBJECTS-
WANTED 
Information on the new evaluation subjects respondents wanted to use was derived from two 
sources: 1) examples of new evaluations-wanted for each of the 13 evaluation criteria of the 
expanded-WCPA framework (Table 7.9); and 2) Question 44 which specifically asked respondents 
to list the five most important new subjects they wanted to use (Table 7.13). The table below 
compares data on subjects-wanted from these two sources. 
 
Notes  
(1) Brackets show the rank, with (1) the highest 
        A pair of grey shaded boxes indicated correlation between the two data sets for that subject. 
This means that is the subject was among the 28 most frequently wanted subjects in both data sets.  
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation 

Area 
Evaluation Subject Table 7.9 Table 7.13 

(Q44) 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
 

  

   Fauna 
Fungi 

  

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

  

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation 
opportunities 
Economic benefits 

 
● (15) 

 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora ● (10) ● (1) 

   Fauna 
Fungi 

●(16) 
●(4) 

● (2) 
● (4) 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 

 
 
 

● (9) 
● (10) 
● (11) 

   Geological features ● (17) ● (12) 
  Cultural 

happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
 

  

   Sites of significance   
  Social 

phenomena 
Recreation 
opportunities 
Economic well-being 

● (18) 
● (5) 

 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

  

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

  

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
 

  

   Pest animals 
 

  

   Introduced organisms   
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  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

  

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse 
impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water 
quality 

● (19) 
 
 

● (6) 
 
 

 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection 
(pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal 
protection 
Clarity of ownership 

  

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary 
presence 
Boundary markers 
present 

  

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff   

  Local issues Comp PA obj local 
beliefs  

  

  Potential for 
impacts 

Access’y for illeg 
activ’s 

  

   Econ’c demand for 
PA resources 

  

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation 
policy 

Polit party supp 
conservn 
Commy support for 
PA’s 

● (12)  

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Implem conservn 
policies 
Prop of budg to 
conservn 

● (20) 
 

 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n best pract 
legsl’n 

  

  Adequacy of 
policy 

Presence mgment 
policies 
Vision, mission 
present 
Clear corporate 
priorities 

  

  System design Comp and Rep 
Reserve system 
Adequate layout-
configuration 

  

  System/landscap
e design 

PA cont landsc/ecost 
proc 
Adeq PA 
interconnections 

 
● (21) 

 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan 
presence 
Org systems for 
planning 

 
● (22) 
● (23) 
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Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information 
management 
Staff management 
Integrated 
management 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

  

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of 
POM 

  

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

  

  Adequacy of 
human resources 

Sufficient staff 
resources 
Staff skills match 
competencies 

 
● (24) 

 

 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office 
accommodation 
Workshop 
infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

  

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Inform systems 
availab 
Research contribution 

  

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of 
financial res’s 

  

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources 
contributed 

  

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n 
prioritization syst’s 

 
 
 
 

● (3) 
 
 
 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment 
processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

  

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management 
systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable 
operations systems 

  

  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of 
monitoring data 

  

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds 
against nat’l 

  

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development projects 
completed 
Visitor facilities 
provided 

  

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact 
services 
Visitor information 
services 
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Education services 
provided 

  Delivery of 
work programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals 
removed 

  
● (5) 

 
Outcome Change in 

condition 
Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
 

● (1) 
 

● (6) 
 

   Fauna ● (7) ● (7) 
   Fungi ● (8)  
  Natural (abiotic) 

phenomena 
Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

● (25) 
 

● (26) 
 

 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

 
● (27) 

 

 

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation 
opportunities 
Economic well-being 

  

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

  

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

 
 

● (2) 
 

 
● (13) 

 
● (14) 

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions ● (13) ● (15) 

   Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

  

  Direct human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

  

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse 
impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water 
quality 

 
 
 

● (9) 
 
 

 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objs 
achieved 
 

● (28) ● (8) 

   Individ PA obj’s 
achieved 

● (14)  

 



475 

APPENDIX 7.9 TRIANGULATION: A DATA CHECK FOR SUBJECTS-
USED 
Triangulation of data from different sources provides a checking function for the accuracy of data. 
Such checking has been completed here for the Australia evaluation subjects-used data. Data 
derived from the evaluation examples was compared with the questionnaire ‘tick the box’ data. 
Because the ‘tick the box’ data was collected at the expanded-WCPA framework evaluation area 
category level (Figure 4.3), it was compared with the evaluation example data at this less specific 
category level. The check identified if there were any serious discrepancies in the data recording 
for the evaluation example data. If the analysis of the evaluation examples was completed 
correctly, there should be a strong correlation between the most common tick the box and 
evaluation example data. In the table below, ranked evaluation areas derived from these two 
sources are compared. 
 
Notes 
(1) The brackets show rank of the evaluation area data out of 51, with (1) the highest rank. 
 
         Evaluation areas ranked in the top 16*1 that correlated  
 
         Evaluation areas that were ranked very close to the cut-off of 16 and that were very close to 

achieving correlation 
(*1 A cut-off of 16 evaluation areas was derived from the number of different evaluation areas 
found for the most common 28 evaluation subjects-used). 
Notes: 
*1: Ranking is evaluation area ranking from 1 to 51, with 1 the highest rank 
*2: Ranking where shown is evaluation subject ranking from 1 to 146, with 1 the highest rank. 
 
Evaluation 
element 

Evaluation 
criteria 

Evaluation Area The 16 most 
common 
evaluation 
areas Source: 
tick the box 
(showing 
rank*1) 

The 16 most 
common 
evaluation areas 
(derived from 
the most 
common 28 
subjects-source: 
Table 7.8) 
(Rank*2) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (2) ● 
  Natural (abiotic) phenomena ● (9) ● 
  Cultural happenings, sites, 

places or features 
● (14) ● 

  Social phenomena ● (12) ● 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (6) ● 
  Natural (Abiotic) phenomena   
  Cultural sites, places or 

features 
 ● 

  Social phenomena   
  Managerial responsibilities   
 Identified threat Physical threats ● (5) ● 
  Biological threats ● (1) ● 
  Direct human threats ● (4) (29) 
  Indirect human threats ● (15)  
 Vulnerability Legal status   
  Boundary demarcation   
  On-ground management   
  Local issues   
  Potential for impacts   
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
  

  National conservation 
performance 

  

Planning Systems level Adequacy of legislation   
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planning, 
legislation, 
design 

  Adequacy of policy   
  System design ● (13)  
  System/landscape design   
  Management planning ● (7)  
 Individual PA 

planning & 
design 

Design of Individual PA   

  Individual PA planning ● (3) ● 
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

(18) ● 

  Adequacy of human resources   
  Adequacy of equipment and 

infrastructure 
  

  Adequacy of information 
resources 

  

  Allocation of resources   
  External partner investments   
Process Management 

process 
Managerial process ● (16)  

  Administration systems   
  Operational systems ● (10) ● 
  Monitoring systems   
  Performance standards   
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products  ● 

  Delivery of services (20) ● 
  Delivery of work programs ● (11) ● 
Outcome Change in 

Condition 
Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (8) ● 

  Natural (abiotic) phenomena   
  Cultural sites, places or 

features 
  

  Social phenomena   
  Managerial responsibilities   
 Severity of threat Physical threats   
  Biological threats (19) ● 
  Direct human threats   
  Indirect human threats   
 Outcome Objectives achieved (21) ● 
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APPENDIX 7.10 TYPES OF EVALUATION METHODS USED BY 
AUSTRALIAN RESPONDENTS 
Australian respondents identified 208 titles of evaluation of two or more subjects. These were 
grouped into the same 21 broad types of evaluation methods that were identified for the 
international respondents. They are listed in the table below. No additional types of methods were 
identified by Australian respondents. Not all 21 types were identified. 
 
Identification Code Type of evaluation method and examples 

1 
(0 examples) 

RAPPAM  
 

2 
(8 examples) 

STATE OF PROTECTED AREA REPORTING 
State of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
NSW DEC: State of the Parks Reporting (2005) 
Parks Victoria: State of the Parks Reporting, (2000) 
(PA) State of Parks assessed against key Park values (2004) 
(Qld) Parks and Forests Profiles (2004) 
(Com) State of the Environment reporting 
(ACT) State of the Environment Report 
(PV) Parks Victoria State of the Parks Report (2005) 

3 
(14 examples) 

ANNUAL PLANNING;-OPERATIONAL PLANNING 
(PA) Norfolk Island Operational Review 
(PA) Biannual Parks North/South managerial analysis 
(QLD) Parks Master Planning Process 
(NSW) Review of NPWS reserve management 
(Tas) District or site level output review 
(Qld) Strategic Nature Refuge review 
(NSW) Review of Capital Works Program 
 (PA) Strategic Planning 
(PA) Work Plans 
(ACT) Annual review implementation of Threatened Species Action 
Plans 
(ACT) Annual reports, pest species control 
(ACT) Annual audit of agency outputs 
(NSW) Annual review of Operations Plan 
NSW DEC: Operations: Major Plant Committee 

4 
(29 examples) 

PLAN OF MANAGEMENT; MANAGEMENT PLANS  
Review of KNP plan submission 
Kosciuszko ISC Committee Report, POM review 
Montague Island NR POM 
Norfolk Island National Park and Botanic Gardens POM 
(PA) Norfolk Island: Annual Plan of Management Review 
(SA) Statutory planning process review of values, threats, risk 
management 
(WA) Cape Range NP POM 
(WA) Ningaloo Marine Park management plan. 
(WA) Walpole Wilderness Area POM 
(WA) Conservation Commission of WA management plan audits 
(WA) Management planning for PA’s 
(WA) Marine protected area management plans 
(WA) Reports to the Conservation Commission on POM’s completed 
(PA) Bouderee NP POM 
(Qld) Park management planning 
(NSW) Davidson Whaling Station Site Conservation Management & 
Cultural Tourism Plan 
(PA) Bouderee National Park POM 
(NSW) Nadgee Nature reserve, POM 
(Qld) Wet Tropics WHA Management Plan 
(Qld) Wet Tropics Nature Based Tourism Strategy 
(PA) Plans of Management 
(PA) Technical audit of the Pulu Keeling NP Plan (2003) 



478 

(NSW) Zoning plan for Jervis Bay Marine Park 
(ACT) Namadgi National Park POM 
(ACT) Goorooyarroo Nature Reserve establishment evaluation 
(ACT) Jerrabomberra Valley, ACT, urban planning 
(PA) Uluru NP POM 
(WA) Purnululu NP POM 
(PV) Management plan process 

5 
(3 examples) 

BUSINESS PLAN REVIEW 
(ACT) Business process review (2004) 
(ACT) Environment ACT Business Plan 
(PV) Corporate Plan 

6 
(0 examples) 

WWF-WORLD BANK RAPID ASSESSMENT 

7 
(78 examples) 

SCIENTIFIC-TECHNICAL REVIEW 
Assessment of the abundance and distribution of threatened species (NT) 
The management of feral animals in national parks in NSW 
(NT) Monitoring of biodiversity every 5 years (fixed sites) 
(NSW) Cultural Heritage Research, Culgoa NP 
(NSW) Comprehensive Regional Assessment Process 
(NSW) Wilderness Assessment 
(NSW Southern) Vegetation mapping 
(NSW Southern) Cultural Heritage values 
(SA) Formal outcome review as part of the statutory 10 year reviews of 
Regional Reserves 
(SA & NSW) Baseline studies of marine benthic communities, Gt 
Australian Bight & Lord Howe Island 
Socio-economic impacts of fishers and fishing gear impacts 
Reef biota at Wilson’s Promontory Marine National Park, 2003 
(WA) State Biodiversity Audit 
(WA) CAR Reserve System establishment 
(WA) Representative Marine Reserve System 
(WA) State Salinity Strategy 
(WA) Conservation Commission review of PA mgmt systems 
(ACT) Natural and Cultural Values of the Australian Alps National Parks 
(WA) Wildlife threat analysis 
(PV) Economic benefits of parks report 
(QLD) Park integrity evaluations 
(QLD) ANZECC policy development 
(QLD) Biodiversity area mapping 
(NSW) Woomargama NP Biodiversity Survey 
(NSW) Evaluation of the NPW Act 2001 
(NSW) Eastern Highlands conservation blueprint 2003 
(NSW) Saving what’s left, 2002 
(NSW) Nature conservation priorities 2003-2007 
(NSW) Fire management planning 
(Tas) Long term monitoring of biotic change in Tasmanian marine 
reserves 
(Tas) Overview of Tas legislation, policies, MPA’s and management 
(Tas) National review of MPA policies and planning approaches, 
approaches for Tasmania 
(NGO-SA) Biological surveys, Eyre Peninsula 
(NGO-NSW) Biological surveys, including Welcome Reef 
(NGO-SA) Vegetation: Regional planning areas of SA 
(NGO-NSW) Conservation of Western NSW 
(WA) Pilbara Biological Survey 
(WA-CRA) SW Forests 
(Tas) Visitor use – Standing camps monitoring program 
(Tas) Visitor use – Track monitoring program 
(PA) Progress against selected Recovery Plan Actions 
(Qld) CAR evaluations 
(NSW) Intrinsic Natural Values, Nadgee Nature Reserve 1998 
(NSW) Regional Forest Agreement Process 1998 
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(NSW) Catchment Management Committee Studies, Bega Valley Shire 
1998 
Qld Wet Tropics: Nature Based Tourism Strategy 
(PA) Resource Assessment of North Keeling Island 
(PA) Nomination for entry onto National Estate (1990) 
(PA) Nomination for listing under RAMSAR wetlands (1996) 
(Tas) Tasmanian Wilderness WHA Values Update, 2004 
(NSW) Nowra: Pest and weed strategy for the region 
(NSW) Marine bioregional assessment 
(NSW) CRA Assessments 
(NSW) Discovery Ranger evaluation 
(Com) Evaluation process in the establishment of new MPA’s 
(ACT) Gungahlin Grassland Reserves, baseline surveys. Natural 
grassland extent and condition 
(ACT) Box-Gum Woodland Action Plan 
(ACT) Natural Temperate Grassland Action Plan 
(ACT) Aquatic species riparian strategy 
(ACT) Natural Treasures of the Australian Alps (AALC) 
(ACT) Economic benefits of the Australian Alps PA’s (AALC) 
(ACT) Cultural Heritage (Shaping our Territory) 
(NGO) Tasmanian Forests conservation campaign - values 
(NGO) Cape York conservation campaign – values 
(NGO) Z lands, Kalgoorlie conservation campaign – values 
(NGO) Evaluation of political party conservation policies 
(NGO) Wildcountry 
(NGO) Stirling Ranges NP, connectivity 
(NGO) Evaluation of threats: Intensive agriculture, top end; logging,  
(NGO) Tasmania; grazing in Coongi Lakes 
(WA) Survey of the Wildlife and Vegetation of Purnululu NP 
(WA) Purnululu NP: a guide to the rocks, plants, animals and human 
impact 
(Qld) Bioregional mapping 
(Qld) Park-people project (natural, cultural and visitor values) 
(Qld) Natural integrity projects 
(Qld) Visitor infrastructure review 
(PV) Levels of Protection Evaluation (prioritizing ecological values) 
(PV) Heritage Assets condition assessment 
(PV) Visitor assets: Levels of Services assessment 

8 
(15 examples) 

ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 
 (PV: WPNP) Assets management plan (assesses condition of all assets) 
(Com) ANZECC Best Practice protected area management 
(ACT) Adequacy of budget review 
(NSW) 2004 Restructure review of Region (review of systems and 
processes) 
(NGO-Process, Outputs) Evaluation of multiple process and output topics 
through submissions and Advisory Committee processes 
(Tas) Restructure of the P&WS, review of all management processes 
(PA) Capital Infrastructure Plan (entire asset base) 
(Qld) Review of medium term requirement for the management of Qld’s 
PA’s and Marine Parks. 
(Wet Tropics) Training/Skill Audit 
(PA) Risk watch assessment 
(Qld) Assets audit 
(PV) Work force strategy 
NSW Pest program expenditure reports 
NSW DEC Staffing Strategy 

9 
(21 examples) 

FINANCE – ECONOMICS REVIEW 
Regional Economic Impact Assessment for Sturt, Kinchega and 
Mootawintji NP’s 
Financial Impact Statements for newly designated PA’s 
Norfolk Island Annual Budget review 
Norfolk Island Finance audit review 
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NSW P&WD: Southern Directorate financial resource allocation model 
(PV) Sustainable financial management report (2001) 
(WA) Expenditure tracked and reviewed using an activity code. 
(WA) Forward estimates evaluates the adequacy of resources being 
applied 
(Tas) Adequacy of funding: Vulnerability paper 
(PA) Annual capital expenditure bids 
(PA) Budget bid for new National Park (Pulu Keeling NP) 
(PA) Annual budget bid 
(ACT) Management resources for new Nature Reserve 
(NGO) Qld: $ per Hectare and staffing resources 
(NSW) Development of a robust funding model with Treasury 
(WA) Annual budget reporting arrangements 
(SA) Tracking of $, from Treasury to the ground 
(PV) Multiple funding bids to the Economic Review Committee 
NSW DEC Business Plan 
NSW DEC Annual Achievement Reports 
NSW DEC: Financial Impact Statement 

10 
(13 examples) 

EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 
(MPA) Regular evaluation of systems management and progress for 
Senior Managers and the Minister 
(Qld) Rapid Assessment Process 
(Qld) Protected Area Integrity Statements 
(NSW) Review of a sample of plans of management to see if the plan has 
been implemented 
(NSW) Review of park management performance, including protection 
of natural values & provision of appropriate facilities 
(PA - JB) Park Manager report to the Board on management performance 
(PA) Operational reviews of 3 parks/workplaces (align staff resources to 
organisational needs) 
(Qld) Inquiry into the management of National parks (LGAQ) 2000 
(NSW) Environmentally Sustainable Forest Management (ESFM) 
(NSW) Nadgee Nature Reserve against Biosphere Criteria (2003) 
(Qld) QPWS Rapid Appraisal of Values 
(NSW) Auditor General Evaluation 
(Com) Auditor General’s evaluation of PA 

11 
(7 examples) 

THREAT EVALUATION 
(PA) 6 monthly risk management analysis 
(MPA’s) Risk assessment system 
Wilson’s Promontory Environmental Action Plan (Identifies threats) 
(NGO-NPA) Statements of threat included in submissions to draft plans 
of management 
(PA) Quarterly Risk Assessment process 
(DEH) 6 Monthly Risk Watch Assessment 
(NGO) Conservation campaign threat analysis (often the basis for a 
campaign): Hinchinbrook; Logging of high conservation value forests, 
Tasmania (etc); Land clearing, Queensland; threats to wild rivers. 

12 
(1 example) 

WORLD HERITAGE EVALUATION 
World Heritage Reporting 

13 
(0 examples) 

ENHANCING OUR HERITAGE 

14 
(11 examples) 

SYSTEMS PLANNING 
(ParksAust) Commonwealth national reserve system policy and 
procedures review 
(NT) Outputs: Agency wide project reporting system used continuously 
(Qld) Integrated Business Information System (2001) 
(DEH) MPA Performance assessment framework 
(Qld) Review of operational systems 
NSW DEC: Operations: Incident Control System 
NSW DEC: Operations: Project Proposal System 
(PV) Environmental Information System: IT based system where 
Environmental Management actions are reported. 
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(NGO) Review of National Reserve System Planning 
(Qld) Output Services framework review, 2000 
(WA) Core business processes (Process: Managerial, administration, 
operational) plus Outputs: products and services. 

15 
(2 examples) 

ISO 14001 AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 
NSW Ski Resorts: Environmental Management System 
NSW Government Environmental Management Program: WRAPP 

16 
(6 examples) 

ORGANISATION ANNUAL REPORT 
(MPA) Annual Report 
(PV) Annual Report 
(CALM) Annual Report 
(PA) Annual report 
(DEH-PA) Annual report 
(ACT) Annual report 

17 
(0 examples) 

TNC 5S METHOD 

18 
(2 examples) 

CORPORATE PLANNING 
(PV) Corporate-Business Planning (Strategic direction and evaluation 
linked) 
(PA) Corporate Plan 

19 
(0 examples) 

MONITORING SYSTEMS 
 

20 
(0 examples) 

BALANCED SCORECARD 

21 
(0 examples) 

MEASURES OF SUCCESS 
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APPENDIX 8.1 CHARACTERISTICS OF KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL 
PARK 

Introduction 
Background information about Kosciuszko National Park is described here to provide more 
detailed context information for this evaluation research. 

Heritage values 
Kosciuszko National Park contains continental Australian highest mountain, (Mount Kosciuszko at 
2228 m), the continent’s largest contiguous alpine area of about 100 km2 (Costin et al. 2000), and 
largest (winter only) snow covered area (Slatyer et al. 1985). The Park consists of an uplifted and 
faulted palaeoplain (Ollier and Wyborn 1989). During its history from the early Ordovician to 
Recent, the area of the Park has been subject to sedimentary deposition, limestone reef 
development, volcanism, the emplacement of igneous plutonic rocks and ultramafic rocks, 
structural deformation, uplift, weathering and erosion, periglaciation, glaciation and occupation by 
plants and animals (Galloway 2004, Costin 2004, Spate 2004). The Park’s significant natural 
heritage management responsibilities have been summarised (Table i). 

Human use 
The earliest human occupation and use of the park area was by Aboriginal people around 4,500 
years bp. who used the area for food (Bogong moth gathering) and ceremonies during the non-
snow months. (Good 1992, Young 2000, Sullivan and Lennon 2004). The first European 
pastoralists arrived in the mountains in the 1820s, and were followed over many years by 
explorers, scientists, miners, timber cutters, land managers and tourists. Human use of the area of 
the Park at different times from the 1820s to 2006 included scientific research; seasonal grazing of 
the sub alpine and alpine areas; the establishment of pastoral homesteads; timber cutting; the 
mining of gold, copper and silver and establishment of mining towns; the development and 
tourism use of limestone show caves; the development of a major hydro-electric scheme; the 
establishment of a snow and summer based tourism industry, and the establishment of protected 
area management. The Park’s significant social and cultural heritage management responsibilities 
have been summarised (Table i). 

Extensive hydro-electric developments 
In the period from 1949 to 1974 the Snowy Mountains Hydro-electric Scheme was developed and 
included the construction of road access, temporary and permanent towns, aqueducts, 
impoundments, pipelines, tunnels, power stations and power transmission lines. (Good 1992, 
Sullivan and Lennon 2004). Water from the catchments diverted for irrigation and power has 
important economic values, and these are recognised (Table i).These developments caused many 
impacts, and directly affect contemporary management through catchment protection works and 
access, weed and rehabilitation management. 

Multiple threats to the Park 
Fire, weeds and pest animals were recognised as the major threats to the Park. In 1997 there were 
106 introduced flora species for the alpine and subalpine areas of the Park, (Johnston and 
Pickering 2001). Pest animals such as wild pigs (MacDonald 2005), wild horses (Bryant 2005), 
foxes (Green and Osborne 1994, Hunt 2005) and wild dogs (Hunt 2005) were identified as threats 
to the natural environments of the Park and to neighbours. They were actively managed. There was 
also active fire management since fire is a threat to life, property, natural and cultural heritage 
(Worboys 2003, Leaver 2004). 

Tourism growth and conflicts with heritage values 
Tourism to Kosciuszko includes snow tourism (with its associated ski resorts), cave tourism, 
scenic driving, fishing, horse riding, bushwalking, mountain biking and camping (Worboys and 
Pickering 2002). Tourism has grown. For the alpine area, tourism grew from an estimated 20,000 
visitors per annum in 1977/78, to 102,500 in 1999/2000 (Worboys and Pickering 2002, Johnston 
and Growcock 2005,). For the greater Park area in the period 1998-2001, the average number of 
visitor nights was 2,308,000, per annum and the average number of domestic visitors (different 
people) was 861,000 (BTR 2002, Worboys and Pickering 2004). Tourism provides important 
economic values for the Park area, and these are recognised (Table i). The ski resorts have grown 
steadily from the 1960’s to become major corporate businesses and a major visitor attraction of the 
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Park (Mules 2004). They are also major areas of development, with environmental impact 
pressures placed on streams, air, flora, soils and fauna. The ski resort and other tourism impact 
pressures conflict with conservation objectives of the Park and require active management 
(Worboys and Pickering 2004). 
 
Table (i) The significance of natural, cultural, social and economic values at a state, national 
and international level of Kosciuszko National Park 
Natural (biotic) values of significance: (Costin 1954, Wimbush and Costin 1979, Good 1989, 
Green and Osborne 1994, Mansergh and Broome 1994, Green 2002, Costin et al. 2004, Mansergh 
et al. 2004). 
• The alpine flora, with 21 endemic species and 33 species which are rare 
• The eucalypt treeline phenomena 
• The subalpine treeless flats 
• Eucalypts as a single genus occupying the elevational range from coast to alpine 
• The Lower Snowy Valley flora 
• Threatened flora 
• Subalpine habitats for key fauna (such as the mountain pygmy-possum) 
• Populations of 13 vertebrate fauna taxa which are listed as threatened or near threatened  
Natural (abiotic) values of significance: (Costin 1954, Good 1989, Green 1998, Costin 2004, 
Galloway 2004, Kirkpatrick 2004, Leaver 2004, Marchant 2004, Spate 2004) 
• The Lachlan fold belt rocks, (especially the limestone) 
• Karst areas (particularly Yarrangobilly and Cooleman) 
• Outstanding mountain scenery such as at Geehi 
• Large, undisturbed mountain landscapes (especially the 9 wilderness areas) 
• Evidences of glaciation 
• The alpine humus soils  
• The alpine rivers with their endemic species (especially the remaining wild rivers) 
• The glacial lakes (highest lakes in Australia). Blue Lake is listed as a Ramsar wetland  
• Natural fire regimes that have help create the subalpine, montane and lowland landscapes 
• The hydrologic regime and the importance of the alpine and subalpine water catchments 
• The largest snow covered area for Australia  
Cultural heritage values of significance: (Hancock 1972, Hueneke 1982, Sullivan and Lennon 
2004)  
• Under science and conservation values, there are places and associations with outstanding 

international ecological scientists such as David, Maiden, Von Mueller, and Wragge 
• Aboriginal cultural heritage 
• Pastoral era heritage 
• Mining era heritage 
• The mountain huts 
• The water harvesting era 
• The conservation era (including park management) 
Social, aesthetic and economic values (Hamilton-Smith 2004, Mules 2004, Sullivan and Lennon 
2004, Worboys and Pickering 2004, Young 2004) 
• The natural scenery of Kosciuszko, its wildflowers, its snow-garnished slopes and forests 
• The tourism, educational and recreational values of the Park  
• The highest mountain in Australia, Mount Kosciuszko  
• Opportunities for snow recreation 
• Kiandra for it pioneering role in the development of skiing 
• The social significance of the Snowy Mountains Hydro-electric scheme  
• Important economic use values for water (irrigation) and hydro power generation, and tourism 
 

Long period of conservation management 
There is 62 years of continuous conservation management and 47 years (in 2006) of professional 
(full time) protected area management for Kosciuszko National Park. The 518,200 hectare 
Kosciusko State Park was established by special NSW Act of Parliament in 1944 and administered 
initially by the Kosciuszko State Park Trust. The Trust’s first full time professional Superintendent 
was appointed in 1959 (Worboys et al. 2005). With legislative change in 1967 it was renamed as 
Kosciusko National Park and administered by the new NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service 
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(now Department of Environment and Conservation) (DEC 2004, Sullivan and Lennon 2004). The 
690,425 hectare Park was enlarged on a number of occasions, and most recently in 2001. 
 
12 month operations calendar 
Operational considerations within the park are cyclical, reflecting winter and summer seasonal 
variations within the park (Table ii). 
 
Table (ii) Kosciuszko National Park operations calendar year (Darlington 2004; DEC 2004c, 
Horsley 2004b). 

Month Operations 
Planning 

Visitor 
management 

Fire 
 

Pest 
animals 

Weeds 

January 
(Summer) 

 Visitor summer 
peak. Road 
maintenance. 
Walking track 
works. 

Bush fire 
incident 
suppression 

Wild dogs. 
Wild pigs 

Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

February  Visitor summer 
peak. Road 
maintenance. 
Walking track 
works 

Bush fire 
incident 
suppression 

Wild dogs. 
Wild pigs 

Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

March  Road 
maintenance. 
Walking track 
works 

Bush fire 
incident 
suppression 

Wild dogs. 
Wild pigs 

Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

April 
(Autumn) 

Operations 
performance 
review and 
planning 

Visitor Easter 
peak. Walking 
track works. 

Bushfire fuel 
management 

Wild dogs  

May Operations 
performance 
review and 
planning. Possible 
budget allocation*1 

 Bushfire fuel 
management 

Wild dogs  

June Fire risk planning. 
Possible budget 
allocation 

 Bushfire fuel 
management 

Wild dogs  

July 
(Winter) 

Fire risk planning. 
Possible budget 
allocation 

Visitor winter, 
snow peak 

 Wild dogs 
Wild pigs 

 

August Fire risk planning. 
Possible budget 
allocation 

Visitor winter, 
snow peak 

 Wild dogs 
Wild pigs 

Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

September Possible budget 
allocation 

Visitor winter 
snow peak 

 Wild dogs 
Wild pigs 

Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

October 
(Spring) 

Possible budget 
allocation 

Visitor winter 
snow peak. Tour 
operator 
licensing. Road 
maintenance. 

Fuel moisture 
readings. 

Wild dogs Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

November  Road 
maintenance. 
Tour operator 
licensing. 

Bush fire 
incident 
suppression 

Wild dogs Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

December  Road 
maintenance. 
Walking track 
works 

Bush fire 
incident 
suppression 

Wild dogs. 
Wild pigs 

Weed 
treatment 
(many 
species) 

*1. Budgets provided by NSW State Treasury vary in their budget allocation 
timing from year to year. 
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APPENDIX 8.2 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-USED BY KOSCIUSZKO 
NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY  
Evaluation subjects used by Kosciuszko National Park respondents (sample of 35) were identified 
from the examples of evaluations provided in the questionnaire. They were categorized relative to 
one of the 146 expanded-WCPA framework evaluation subjects, and ranked by percentage 
response. The ranked subjects-used are presented using the expanded-WCPA framework.  
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

4 
3 
7 

83 
86 
71 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

16 
30 
27 
19 

66 
57 
60 
63 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

5 
6 

74 
74 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

33 
20 

54 
63 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

37 
58 

112 

51 
40 
23 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

42 
116 
106 
113 

49 
20 
23 
23 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

56 
88 

40 
29 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

130 
131 

11 
11 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

114 
125 
126 
127 

23 
14 
14 
14 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

73 
94 
15 
63 

34 
29 
69 
37 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

29 
22 
54 

60 
63 
43 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

79 
74 
75 
68 
76 
77 
64 

34 
34 
34 
37 
34 
34 
37 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

35 
95 
38 
96 
86 

54 
29 
51 
29 
31 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

121 
122 
134 

17 
17 
9 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

117 
118 

20 
20 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 107 23 

  Local issues Comp PA objectives local bel’fs  99 26 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities 120 20 

   Econ’c demand for PA resources 144 6 

 National 
policy 

Presence of national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

108 
135 

23 
9 
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  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

124 
136 

17 
9 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 102 26 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

89 
119 
109 

29 
20 
23 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

49 
71 

46 
34 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

61 
65 

37 
37 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

66 
81 

115 
101 
110 
90 

100 

37 
31 
23 
26 
23 
29 
26 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

82 
83 
84 

31 
31 
31 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

1 
2 

97 
97 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

10 
8 
9 

71 
71 
71 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

32 
25 

57 
60 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

50 
51 
23 
47 

43 
43 
60 
46 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

52 
85 

43 
31 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 72 34 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 91 29 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

92 
13 
93 

29 
69 
29 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

69 
40 
57 
78 

37 
51 
40 
34 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

41 
43 

111 

49 
49 
23 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 60 40 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 62 37 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

12 
34 

69 
54 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

31 
28 
24 

57 
60 
60 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

26 
21 

60 
63 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

14 
11 
44 

69 
71 
49 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

17 
53 
55 
59 

66 
43 
43 
40 

  Cultural happenings, Structures 
Sites of significance 

39 
45 

51 
49 
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sites, places or 
features 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

103 
104 

26 
26 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

70 
87 
97 
98 

37 
31 
29 
29 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

137 
67 
48 

138 

9 
37 
46 
9 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

36 
46 

132 

54 
49 
11 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

133 
123 
139 
140 
141 
142 
128 

11 
17 
9 
9 
9 
9 
14 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

145 
145 
80 

146 
129 

9 
6 
34 
6 
14 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

105 
18 

26 
66 
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APPENDIX 8.3 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-WANTED BY KOSCIUSZKO 
NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS RANKED BY FREQUENCY 
Evaluation subjects wanted by Kosciuszko National Park respondents (sample of 35) were 
identified from information provided in the questionnaire. They were categorized relative to one of 
the 146 expanded-WCPA framework evaluation subjects, and ranked by percentage response. The 
ranked subjects wanted are presented using the expanded-WCPA framework.  
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

23 
51 
0 

6 
3 
0 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

12 
24 

9 
6 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

52 
0 

3 
0 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

3 
1 
25 

20 
26 
6 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

6 
13 
14 
15 

11 
9 
9 
9 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

26 
16 

6 
9 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

17 
53 

9 
3 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

54 
27 
28 
29 

3 
6 
6 
6 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

0 
0 
55 
0 

0 
0 
3 
0 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

30 
18 
56 

6 
9 
3 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

57 
58 
31 
0 
59 

3 
3 
6 
0 
3 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

60 
61 
0 

3 
3 
0 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 19 9 

  Local issues Comp PA objectives local bel’fs  20 9 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities 0 0 

   Econ’c demand for PA resources 0 0 

 National 
policy 

Presence of national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

32 
62 

6 
3 
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  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

7 
0 

11 
0 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 21 9 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

33 
0 
0 

6 
0 
0 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

63 
0 

3 
0 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

34 
22 

6 
9 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

35 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

6 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

0 
0 
4 

0 
0 
14 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

36 
37 
38 

6 
6 
6 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

5 
64 

14 
3 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 0 0 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 39 6 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

65 
66 
40 

3 
3 
6 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

67 
41 
42 
43 

3 
6 
6 
6 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

68 
0 
69 

3 
0 
3 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 44 6 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 70 3 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

71 
72 

3 
3 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

0 
0 
73 

0 
0 
3 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

45 
74 

6 
3 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

46 
75 
0 

6 
3 
0 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

0 
0 
0 
47 

0 
0 
0 
6 

  Cultural happenings, Structures 
Sites of significance 

0 
76 

0 
3 
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sites, places or 
features 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

0 0 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

0 
77 
78 

0 
3 
3 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

79 
0 
8 
80 

3 
0 
11 
3 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

9 
10 
48 

11 
11 
6 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

81 
82 
83 
49 
84 
85 
86 

3 
3 
3 
6 
3 
3 
3 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

87 
88 
50 
89 
90 

3 
3 
6 
3 
3 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

11 
2 

11 
26 
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APPENDIX 8.4 EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED BY 
KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS RANKED BY 
FREQUENCY 
Subjects-used (Appendix 8.2) and subjects-wanted (Appendix 8.3) were combined to generate a 
list of evaluation subjects-required. The subjects-required were ranked by frequency and presented 
using the expanded-WCPA framework.  
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

4 
5 
13 

31 
31 
25 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

19 
35 
29 
26 

23 
20 
21 
22 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

6 
7 

29 
28 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

36 
27 

20 
22 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

14 
20 

102 

25 
23 
10 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

30 
103 
92 
93 

21 
10 
11 
11 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

51 
69 

16 
13 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

118 
132 

7 
5 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

109 
119 
120 
121 

9 
7 
7 
7 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

76 
144 
15 
70 

12 
3 
25 
13 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

21 
16 
52 

23 
25 
16 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

77 
78 
79 
71 
80 
81 
72 

12 
12 
12 
13 
12 
12 
13 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

94 
95 
37 

104 
82 

11 
11 
20 
10 
12 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

122 
123 
142 

7 
7 
3 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

124 
125 

7 
7 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 96 11 

  Local issues Compat PA objs local beliefs  83 12 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities 126 7 

   Econ’c demand for PA resources 146 2 

 National 
policy 

Presence of national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

105 
135 

10 
4 
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  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

106 
143 

10 
3 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 84 12 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

85 
127 
115 

12 
7 
8 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

48 
86 

17 
12 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

59 
53 

15 
16 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

60 
97 

116 
110 
117 
107 
111 

15 
11 
8 
9 
8 
10 
9 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

98 
99 
54 

11 
11 
16 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

1 
2 

34 
34 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

8 
9 
10 

27 
27 
27 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

38 
31 

20 
21 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

61 
62 
32 
55 

15 
15 
21 
16 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

39 
87 

20 
12 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 88 12 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 89 12 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

100 
17 
90 

11 
25 
12 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

65 
40 
56 
66 

14 
20 
16 
14 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

45 
49 

112 

18 
17 
9 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 57 16 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 67 14 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

18 
41 

25 
20 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

42 
33 

 

20 
21 

 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

22 
23 

23 
23 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

11 
12 
50 

26 
26 
17 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

24 
63 
64 
58 

23 
15 
15 
16 

  Cultural happenings, Structures 
Sites of significance 

46 
47 

18 
18 
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sites, places or 
features 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

113 
114 

9 
9 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

73 
91 

101 
108 

13 
12 
11 
10 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

136 
74 
43 

137 

4 
13 
20 
4 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

25 
34 

129 

23 
21 
6 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

133 
128 
138 
134 
139 
140 
130 

5 
7 
4 
5 
4 
4 
6 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

44 
141 
68 

145 
131 

19 
4 
14 
3 
6 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

75 
3 

13 
32 
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APPENDIX 8.5 ADDITIONAL EVALUATION SUBJECTS-REQUIRED 
BY KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS  
Respondents were asked to identify additional evaluation subjects they used and wanted to use that 
were not listed by the questionnaire. Kosciuszko National Park respondents identified numerous 
additional evaluations which were often described at a more detailed level than evaluation subject. 
(This level was recognised as an evaluation topic in the expanded-WCPA evaluation framework). I 
established 61 additional evaluation subjects from the numerous evaluation subjects and topics 
provided by Kosciuszko respondents based on the following three steps: 
 
1). I grouped evaluation subjects and topics of a like nature under the appropriate expanded 
WCPA-evaluation area category using the categories identified for the international ‘additional’ 
data. 
2). If there were new subjects, I devised a name for the group of subject and topics based, where 
possible, on the names provided by users. The new evaluation subject name represented the range 
of topics and subjects. 
3). If the new additional evaluation subject or topic (or group) did not fit one of the existing 
expanded-WPCP evaluation area categories, a new evaluation area name was established. 
The additional 61 subjects are listed in the table below relative to the appropriate evaluation area 
for each of the 13 criteria of the expanded WCPA framework.  
 
Notes: 
Column 1: Evaluation areas are in bold and additional evaluation subjects and topics are in italics. 
The subjects and topics are those provided by respondents.  
Column 2: Gives the number of respondents who used and wanted to use each additional 
evaluation subject or topic. The first number represents the number of respondents who used this 
additional subject or topic; the second number (in brackets) is the number of respondents who 
wanted to use it. Crenulated brackets are used to show the number of respondents who used a 
subject or topic but needed further improvements to the topic. 
Column 3: This is the subject name I developed from the group of subjects and topics (column 1). 
The number in brackets is the total number of people who used and/or wanted to use this 
additional subject. It identifies a new (additional) evaluation subject-required. 
 
1. Evaluation criteria: values (Question 3) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 
people requiring 

the subject 
(brackets) 

Natural (biotic) phenomena   
Natural (and cultural) values of visitor destinations-resorts; tourism 
values of the Park 

(2) Ecosystem-habitat-
land types (2) 

Natural (abiotic) phenomena  Climate-natural 
ambiance (0) 

  Landscape values 
(0) 

Social phenomena   
Social phenomena: Spiritual values 1 Intrinsic, spiritual, 

aesthetic (6) 
Social phenomena: Wilderness values 1 (1)  
Id of spiritual and cultural meanings of places; indigenous values; 
improved management of Aboriginal values 

1. (2)  

Social values: Tourism use (activities, patterns; baseline use 
impacts) 

1; (1); {1} Community 
values, attitudes, 

needs (3) 
Historical values (1) Cultural, historical 

values (12) 
Cultural values; pastoralists and miners, oral histories (1)  
Social phenomena: The role of indigenous peoples in protected area 
management; indigenous connections to land; indigenous values; 
indigenous resource use; the value of land to Aboriginal peoples 

2 (6)  
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Natural (and cultural) values of visitor destinations-resorts; tourism 
values of the Park 

(2)  

  Visitor (0) 
  Staff values (0) 
  Management 

values (0) 
  International 

values (0) 
  Economic value (0) 
 
2. Evaluation criteria: baseline value (Question 6.) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Natural (biotic) phenomena   
Baseline: Vegetation pre-European settlement (1) Ecosystem, habitat-

land types (4) 
Baseline: Snow extent; snow duration; ice duration 1  
Baseline: High altitude weather, weather conditions, solar radiation 2  
Baseline: Introduced plants 1 Introduced plants 

(1) 
Baseline: Introduced animals, pest animals 4 Introduced animals 

(4) 
Natural (abiotic) phenomena   
Baseline: Landscape values; aesthetic values; viewscape 1 Landscape values 

(3) 
Water catchment assessment; water catchment values (1)  
Baseline geological processes: coastal, fluvial; karst; soil; soil 
temperatures 

1  

Social phenomena   
Baseline: Indigenous sites, value of the Park to the community, 
attitude to the special values, Aboriginal sites register 

(3) Intrinsic, spiritual, 
aesthetic (6) 

Social: Cultural site management system; cultural site values; 
stories of sites/areas 

1; (1); {1}  

Baseline: Social. Contribution of PA’s to the quality of life for local 
communities; Baseline for community information 

(1)  Community values, 
attitudes, needs (1) 

Socio-economic baseline for community (1) Economic values (1) 
Baseline: Quality of experience in the bush; visitor satisfaction; 
impacts of commercial activity on social values 

(1) Visitor values (1) 

Baseline social: Tourism use (including ecotourism); tourism 
numbers; tourism impacts; walking track monitoring; levels of 
service; site planning; acceptable level of disturbance; ecological 
capacity of use; horse track disturbance; camp ground monitoring; 
visitor patterns; visitor characteristics 

2; (8); {1} Sustainable use (13) 

Baseline: Assets condition and value; baseline standards for 
maintenance-roads; assets management system 

1; (1)  

  Administration 
performance (0) 

  Assets baseline (0) 
Baseline: Park funding and resourcing; baseline performances for 
finances provided; cost of services for core tasks 

(1) Financial 
performance (1) 

Baseline: (OH&S) for electronic radiation; argon gas (Caves); UV 
radiation 

3 Management 
performance (8) 

Baseline: Pollution; baseline standards for road salt 2  
Baseline: management performance relative to other organisations 1  
Baseline water: environmental flows, water quality 1; {1}  
  Degree of threat (0) 
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3. Evaluation criteria: identified threats (Question 9) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Physical threats   
Physical threats: Soil erosion 1 Soil erosion (1) 
Threat: Geological risks (eg cliff collapse, boulder safety, slope 
instability; tourist cave stability) 

2; (1) Geological risks (3) 

  Snow, ice impacts 
(0) 

Threats to social values  Intrinsic, spiritual, 
aesthetic (0) 

  Health issues (0) 
Direct human threats   
Direct human threat: Off road vehicle use (including snow mobile 
traffic); transport use; access 

1 Visitor use (1) 

Direct human threat: development; ski resort developments; 
roading; utility corridors; hydro-electric schemes; developments 
and clearing of vegetation 

3; (2) Development 
(5) 

Direct human threat: Management policies and actions (including 
bulldozer construction of fire control breaks; cloud seeding; lack of 
expertise, lack of maintenance); rehabilitation of disturbed sites; 
impacts to Indigenous cultural heritage; poorly directed 
management; pick things up and drop them again 

4; (2) Management policy 
and action/inaction 

(26) 

Direct human threat: Pollution (Including MPA’s); pollution from 
weed sprays; pollution from old mining sites 

2  

Direct human threat: inadequate management actions: lack of 
knowledge 

1  

Risk management assessment, roads and facilities, risk assessment, 
geotechnical assessment; risk to visitors, tree limb threat 

3; (1); {1}  

Threat: Bushfires impact on flora 2  
Threat to endangered species and ecological communities 1  
Rebound (from clearing) and changes in ecosystems due to an 
absence of Aboriginal burning 

1; {1}  

Threat: seed collection-flower collection 1  
Threat: Invasion of non-local native species (swamp rats taking over 
broad toothed rat sites 

1  

Climate change threats: weeds increased potential, establishing 
priorities, climate research: need for Bioclim research work 

5  

  Political impacts (0) 
  Land invasion by 

people (0) 
  Conflict (0) 
  Crime (0) 
Indirect human threats   
  Inadequate 

management 
resources (0) 

(Pakistan) Use of fuelwood 1 Sustainable use (1) 
  Poverty (0) 
  Sea level rise (0) 
4. Evaluation criteria: vulnerability (Question 12) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

On-ground management   
  Staff competency (0) 
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Local issues   
Local issues: Attitude of Park neighbours; Public perceptions and 
attitude towards protected areas 

(4) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (6) 

Local issues: Risk management illegal (including MPA’s); 
environmental issues such as asbestos materials 

2  

Management issues   
Lack of cooperation between agencies and public/private 
stakeholders 

1 Management risks 
(7) 

Potential off-take of Park resources: gravel 1  
Vulnerability of threatened species (1)  
Potential for impact: Invading weeds 1  
Indigenous sites: identifying heritage vulnerability 1  
Too few staff for the commitments made 2  
Potential for impacts   
Potential for impacts: Fires, externally caused; risk assessment for 
fire 

1 Fire risks (1) 

  Risks to wetlands (0) 
  Risks to soils (0) 
  Biological threats (0) 
 
5. Evaluation criteria: national policy (Question 15) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

National conservation policy   
National conservation policy: Endorsement of international 
conventions (ICOMOS; RAMSAR; WH, COAG) 

2 Commitment to 
International 

conservation (2) 
National conservation policy: National landuse policies (health of 
rivers; Regional Forest Agreement, Australia; National Heritage, 
Climate change and a drying continent; national weeds policy) 

1; (2) Commitment to 
national 

conservation (3) 
National conservation performance   
Cloud seeding (EPBC legislation) 1 Conservation 

performance (1) 
 
6. Evaluation criteria: systems level planning (Question 18) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Systems design   
Systems planning: data base systems and templates for routine 
reporting on the delivery of outputs; refining the performance 
assessment framework, linking legislation, planning and 
implementation, assets management system 

(3) System 
conservation 

effectiveness (3) 

Management planning   
Is the scope of the tasks required realistic? 1 Organisation 

management 
standards (1) 
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7. Evaluation criteria:  individual protected areas (Question 21) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Design of a protected area   
  CAR sampling (0) 
  Sustainable use (0) 
Individual protected area planning   
Individual PA planning: Opportunities for contributing to the well-
being of neighbours; integrated management; integration into a 
broader natural and cultural landscape 

1 Community 
participation (1) 

Evaluate the practicality of achieving the POM actions (1) Plan review and 
improvement (4) 

Updated visitor management plans; recreation management plan (2)  
Accountability for implementing the POM (1)  
Detailed plans for fire mgmt; etc: Supplementary specific plans   10; (4) Supplementary plans 

(14) 
 
8. Evaluation criteria: inputs (Question 24) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Adequacy of financial resources   
Effectiveness of management input in PA’s for conserving 
biodiversity (and achieving PA objectives); tracking of $ from 
Treasury to the ground; input versus outputs; tracking of what staff 
are working on what tasks and for how long; evaluating resources 
available to achieve the tasks at hand; $ necessary to run the Park 

1; (10) $ effectiveness (20) 

Cost of implementing the plan of management evaluation (1)  
Effectiveness in the use of time (2)  
Capacity of budget systems to deal with resourcing new initiatives: 
how is research and monitoring to be resourced? 

(1)  

Capacity of budget systems to deal with resourcing incidents; 
resourcing responses to threats 

(1)  

Budget evaluation beyond one financial year: actual budget versus 
guaranteed budget 

(3)  

Asset management system to evaluate the investment needed to 
maintain assets 

(1)  

  Revenue (0) 
Adequacy of human resources   
Voluntary work inputs (Bushfire Brigades; Weed removal groups;  (2) Volunteers (2) 
Effectiveness of the management of staff; restructure, evaluation of 
staff positions; Number of staff needed to undertake the tasks 
required 

1; (1) Staff effectiveness 
(2) 

Adequacy of equipment and infrastructure   
Adequacy of equipment and infrastructure: Access, roads, 
electricity; effectiveness of trails 

1; (1) Access roads and 
electricity (2) 
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9. Evaluation criteria: management process (Question 27) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Administration   
Staff management: Performance management; individual 
performance plans 

(1) Staff performance 
(1) 

Review of licensing system (1) Leasing-licensing 
performance (1) 

Effective staff structures, governance; integrated management 
governance 

(4) Staff structures (6) 

Operations: PA staff structures; restructures 1  
Knowledge management succession planning: retain knowledge in 
peoples heads 

1  

Operational systems   
Operations: Asset management system (1) Assets (1) 
Managerial processes: risk management systems; threat 
management systems; safety audits 

2; (1) Procedures review 
(23) 

Management systems and operation methods  1; (16)  
Integration of science into management; how research information 
and monitoring is used by management 

(1)  

Review of systems for monitoring (1)  
Review of research information (1)  
Performance standards  Establishing 

standards (0) 
  $ effectiveness (0) 
 
10. Evaluation criteria: outputs) outputs (Question 30) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 
people requiring 

the subject 
(brackets) 

Delivery of services   
Cost effectiveness of management activities (Are we competitive with 
the use of our dollars?). Cost effectiveness; Actual cost of delivery; 
accountability for expenditure in an efficient and effective way 

(2) $ effectiveness (2) 

Delivery of services: Use of public polling to assess the level of 
support for the programs; effectiveness of the Park information 
services 

(3) Customer 
satisfaction (4) 

Visitor satisfaction (1)  
Delivery of services: Visitor numbers monitoring 1; (1) Visitor use (3) 
Delivery of services: Visitor access services 1  
Work programs   
Progress: Measure milestones at a Park level and landscape level 
based on a baseline data + indicators 

(1) Progress reports 
(15) 

Annual performance evaluations linked to work plans and budgets; 
fire plan; operations plan; risk plan; pests plan; road risk plan; std 
output system needed; integrated approach with different 
organisations 

(5)  

Outputs: publication and dissemination of research findings; are 
science outputs utilised? 

(1)  

Outputs: Environmental education, including interpretation (1)  
Outputs: Active management and rehabilitation 1  
Outputs: Fire management programs 1  
Outputs: Meeting the plan of management objectives (2)  
Outputs: Contract business performance 1  
Outputs: System for tracking outputs needs evaluation 1  
Outputs: reporting on tangible products achieved 1  
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11. Evaluation criteria: change in condition 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Natural biotic phenomena   
Wetlands; alpine bog communities (1) Ecosystem, habitat, 

land type (7) 
Habitat status change; including endangered communities (includes 
MPA’s); change in ecological condition; tools for monitoring chge 
in ecological condition at a large scale; long term; key threats and 
30years from now 

(6)  

Natural abiotic phenomena   
Abiotic: Climate data; weather conditions 1 Climate, natural 

ambiance (5) 
Climate monitoring, photo monitoring, fauna surveys (1)  
Change in condition, snow, ice, soil temperatures 1  
Change in condition, UV. 1  
Change in condition, hydrology (1)  
Abiotic: Fire behaviour, fire frequencies, fire and vegetation 
responses 

1 Fire (1) 

Cultural happenings, sites, places or features   
Cultural values - intangible, archaeological sites/artefacts; change 
in cultural values; caring for country 

(4) Cultural-historical 
values (4) 

Social phenomena  Customer 
satisfaction (0) 

Social phenomena: Community attitude; Community attitude to 
protected areas 

(1) Community values, 
attitudes, needs (1) 

Social: Visitor use levels; types of visitor use; changes in pattern of 
use; changes in spending patterns 

2; (2) Visitor use(4) 

Need for socio-economic phenomena evaluation; socio-economic 
changes 

(1) Economic value (1) 

Managerial responsibilities  Management 
performance (2) 

Change in condition of assets and infrastructure 1; (1)  
 
12. Evaluation criteria: severity of threat (Question 36) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Physical threats   
Illegal fossil collection; illegal activities (1) Geological risks (9) 
Slope stability-geotechnical reports, boulder hazards 1;(1); {1}  
Soil erosion: fluctuating dam levels and exposure of Aboriginal 
sites 

1; (1)  

Soil erosion, sediment study 3  
Changes in snow cover and duration of lake ice 1 Snow, ice impacts (1) 
 0 Floods (0) 
Biological threats   
  Fauna: unsustainable 

use (0) 
Direct human threats   
  Community values, 

attitudes, needs (0) 
Direct human threat: tourism –visitor use (including alpine skiing, 
mountain bike use, horse riding, 4WD impacts; propeller boat 
wash impacts; crowding; firewood collection) 

3; (4); {1} Visitor use impacts 
(19) 
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Tourism and recreation impacts 4; (4)  
Tourism risk management; safety compliance; road condition 
safety 

2; (1)  

Direct human threat: Developments 1 Development (1) 
Direct human threat: Incompetent management 1 Management policy 

and action/inaction 
(5) 

Need for a formal biodiversity threat framework (Risk assessment 
protocols); overall risk assessment 

(2)  

Evaluation of potential catastrophic events (1)  
Threats in not managing country in the Aboriginal way (1)  
  Political impacts (0) 
  Conflict (0) 
  Impacts to aquatic 

environments (0) 
  Illegal flora activities 

(0) 
Indirect human threats   
  Inadequate 

management 
resources (0) 

Indirect: Water flowing into PA’s polluted or flows changed 1 Pollution (3) 
Arsenic pollution introduced to the alpine area from insects 1  
Changes to the atmosphere, weather, from cloud seeding (1)  
  Poverty (0) 
  Cumulative impacts 

(0) 
 
13. Evaluation criteria (outcomes) outcomes (Question 39) 
Evaluation area (bold) 
 
Additional subjects/topics given by respondents (italics) 

Number of 
respondents 
using and/or 
wanting to 

use the 
subject /topic  

 

Additional 
evaluation subject-
required and the 
total number of 

people requiring the 
subject (brackets) 

Objectives achieved   
Relationship between strategies and outcomes. E.g. did activity X 
lead to intended outcome A?; Review of REF’s; most effective 
outcomes for inputs 

2 Effectiveness 
achieved (6) 

Annual reporting of works 
 

1  

Park management outcomes measured from an Aboriginal cultural 
heritage perspective 

(1)  

Public safety is safe and well maintained 1  
Bang for the buck 1  
Stakeholder cooperation and cooperative management 2 Cooperative 

management (0) 
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APPENNDIX 8.6 WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM KOSCIUSZKO 
NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS 
Survey respondents were asked to provide written comments. All comments are reproduced here 
with the exception of those that were not relevant to the aims of the research. Using the 
international data analysis as a guide, comments from Kosciuszko respondents were organised into 
six broad themes: (1) Comments on some evaluation criteria; (2) reasons why evaluation were not 
implemented, or why the results of evaluations were not used; (3) politics and evaluation; (4) 
strengths and weaknesses of assessment methods; (5) information management; (6) miscellaneous 
comments. 
 
Theme 1: Comments on some evaluation criteria 
1.1 Values 
More work (is needed) on pest animals and weeds. Need a strategic approach, and overview, a bigger 
picture 
Evaluation of visitor needs/expectations/satisfaction. Visitor impact conflict considerations; 
Scientific evaluation of impacts on values 
Aboriginal significance-values, Use patterns, , Value to people of KNP for recreation 
I believe that this type of work has been done well at Kosciuszko 
Not a good understanding of the fauna/flora values of the Park 
Evaluation of Aboriginal cult heritage significance values needed 
The value of KNP to the wider Aboriginal community 
Great need for assessing the sacred cultural landscape of Kosciuszko, Significant sacred sites within 
the Park e.g. Targungal + values for original inhabitants of the Park, Wolgalu or Wolgal people 
Long term monitoring of fauna, flora & cult implications of Park mgmt (pick things up & drop them 
again 
Recreational values of KNP 
Evaluation of neighbours views (fire, fencing, weeds, feral animals) 
Pristine, aesthetic, spiritual side of social values 
State of Parks reporting 
Independent Scientific Committee Report 
ESFM (for forests), CRA process (part of RFA), Wilderness assessment 
Mount Pygmy Possum, distribution, abundance, trends, Value of water, bogs, hydrological cycle, 
Aboriginal sites values 
POM 
Biodiversity Blitz work 
 
1.2 Baseline values 
Baseline evaluation is essential to be clear about what condition we are aiming for in our 
management. There are Treasury negotiations aimed at achieving different standards of 
management. Baseline is also used for management decision making. Currently it is being 
developed on a professional intuitive basis 
[Required] Measure weeds/pests from baseline 
Need for cultural heritage baseline mgmt info (eg stories of areas, sensitivities of sites), Baseline 
for ROS Categories; Recreation, specific site planning: need to get recreation planning in place 
Acceptable level of environmental disturbance, soils, water, vegetation, relating to recreational use 
Flora & fauna baseline values for KNP. pre-invasion status of predators in KNP 
Baseline performance for services. Costs of services for core tasks 
Community understanding & appreciation of KNP, baseline 
Monitoring of Threatened species (no regional sampling to evaluate trends) (4) Distribution of pest 
species. Try to do it, but don't do it well 
Distribution & abundance of weeds. Distribution & abundance of feral animals 
Visitation strategy. What the visitor numbers are 
NPWS value of community......attitudes to special values of the mountains. Need to organise, 
categorise, record values 
Baseline studies for Aboriginal cultural heritage sites 
Vegetation monitoring to evaluate the impacts of fire, recreation use, management activities on 
vegetation composition & diversity. Link this to fauna values, changes due to vegetation change. 
Evaluate communication actions [effect] on social values. Visitor numbers 
Water quality parameters, Snowy hydro baselines 
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Current distribution of ferals 
Creating a baseline position for community information (but needs careful homework) 
Park wide asset mgmt system needed 
Weeds, expansion of exotic plants from climate change 
Impact that the 2003 fires had on the bog areas, landscape level scale 
Knowledge of invertebrates + ecological role + indicators of ecosystem health + lower plants, Park 
visitors outside of the Summit area, hidden impacts of construction (eg Snowy waste). What is the 
true value of water in the different catchments? 
Need for Kosciuszko for baseline. National heritage values work (State of Parks demonstrated 
gaps in knowledge in quantifying baseline).Bring it together, a lot of individual information over 
time 
Vegetation, weed and native, quantity and quality, Threatened fauna species, Baseline values for 
managerial requirements, liquid waste, energy etc 
Baseline research: Snow patch sites, Gloria sites, Blue Lake ice monitoring, Broad Toothed Rat 
population numbers, baseline post fire to measure recovery, Fox transects, Hare numbers, Bird 
migration dates, Frog distribution, Invertebrates altitudinal, Vegetation transects, soil temperature 
monitoring, snow depth monitoring 
Broad baseline evaluation probably completed for water, fauna and flora. Cultural more 
problematic, for example, there is probably no recreational or economic 
Intuitive baseline perhaps, but not a thorough evaluation. P Of Mgmt: values & issues identified, 
but not exactly baseline 
[Baseline evaluations completed] Flora, but limited, not complete. Fauna, some baseline. Water, 
limited e.g. in caves, in rivers. Some cultural sites, but not complete. Managerial, in resorts, e.g. 
waste, some info 
Botanic Gardens, Fungi, what fungi are coming back, Snowy Hydro, sediment load must not go 
above a min level, Cave Guides, argon monitoring, Fire towers, radiation from fire tower aerials, 
Discovery programs, Horse riding, Physical vehicle movements 
Currango Homestead baseline, condition fabric and social/cultural significance, why it is important 
to people, Campground monitoring, Horse tracks, baseline of tracks established, brumby (feral 
horses) numbers, sand pad large mammal monitoring 
Social knowledge of values of the Park for resources & special places, landscape, different 
country. Ceremonial, old country; living dead; food. Baseline knowledge that the montane 
landscape is suitable for hunting/needs/living/hunting/gathering. versus alpine herbfield. 
Road salting benchmarking level, road asset maintenance plan, benchmark, standard of 
maintenance, Environmental Management Plans, safety standards, dirty & clean water & OH&S 
Australian Alps stream health monitoring project 
Baseline study for Cultural Heritage in KNP. Baseline study on the effects of the 2003 fire on 
Aboriginal cult heritage sites 
Establish the Alpine fire plots (tri jurisdiction)-[2003 fires], baseline studies of Broad Toothed 
Rats, Mapping/floristic studies, alpine bogs 
Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management. Post 2003 fire sensitivity mapping using satellite 
imagery. Extent & condition status of forest ecosystems for kosci. At the broader reporting scale 
(rangers say it is too coarse)  
Regional Forest Agreement: CRA process, baseline info gathering for natural & abiotic, GLORIA 
(climate change), fire plots (Australian Alps Liaison Committee fire plots)  
State of Parks reporting framework established a baseline 
3 decades of geomorphic process, Karst solution, 4-5 decades of vegetation monitoring, Jennings 
work, Blue Waterholes; GLORIA, URS Park wide, soil stability & mass movement. 500,000 yrs 
of bushfire history, Impact of fires evaluated  
Water quality baseline; Ausrivers baseline, CRC Freshwater ecology 
 
1.3 Identified threats 
More work (is needed) on pest animals and weeds. Need a strategic approach, and overview, a 
bigger picture 
More work on pest animals; weeds: need a strategic approach: overview...bigger picture: research 
Process of assessing risk to visitors generally not available 
Indirect human threats. eg isolation, fragmentation of reserves 
[Requirement] More systematic & consistent approach to the identification of threats needed. Used 
for prioritising tasks  
Impacts of climate change. How do we adapt & encourage lessees to adapt? 
Extend potential landslide evaluation to other access roads (fire trails, walking tracks), Walker report 
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Tracking rebound & change in ecosystem's, natural threat 
Complete evaluation of impacts of climate change 
Broad scale threat identification on Park developments, at an overview scale 
Increasing visitation on the Park 
Lot of local climate assessments (Bioclim type) to determine where there may be potential threats 
which may not be picked up yet. 
Weeds & ferals + recreation threats 
Threats from management 
Alps fire plots. Identify if there are threats. Soil testing: weed treated areas To identify if there is 
any pollutants Sphagnum bogs, threatts & impacts 
Hazard mapping, landslip, post fire. Boulder hazards, audits, inspections. Tree limb threats, 
roadsides 
Threatened species (some), Weeds (some), Fire, Soil erosion, Access routes road/trails/tracks, 
Recreational impacts on cover & alpine area 
 
1.4 Vulnerability 
Need to evaluate the local community's views on the Park versus a vocal minority (eg GBRMP)  
Evaluation of local, social issues critical in the next 5 to 10 years, especially because of new Parks. 
Need to convince of the importance of Parks. Economic and tourism benefits. Value to local 
economies + convince of competency of management  
The distribution & impact of weeds & ferals is not known for the Park. Critical need 
Adequacy of legal protection. Evaluation of actual on-ground mgmt. Compatibility with local 
communities 
Research of the vulnerability of endangered species (etc) to a catastrophic event or a slower 
process (weed invasion for example) 
More rigorous evaluation of illegal activities 
Need to evaluate the presence of staff. Staff availability on the ground. Requirements based on a 
formula 
Local issues. Compatibility. eg old Monaro grazing families & new Aboriginal families 
Grappling with climate change, pests & species at risk. Ranking system of weed species & 
programs 
Try to measure people's understanding of the import of KNP. Shift with time? or just link to 
economic benefit. Not always able to identify threats to the Park. eg 2 new weeds (Orange 
Hawkweed; Barbarea spp's) 
Evaluation of actual Ranger time on ground & trends with structural change (Philosophy of 
staffing) 
Evaluation the ongoing needs (staffing) to deal with horse riding/recreation activities, more people 
during peak period eg visitors/liaison officers 
Identifying vulnerability with transfer of accountabilities for resort management to DIPNR 
Risk register developed, but only for OH&S, public or staff, partially completed 
Snowy Scheme sites, evaluated legal position in relation to environmental risks/hazards eg 
Asbestos, Bella Vista Old lease boundaries internal to the Park eg Cabramurra 
Fire management, vulnerability of property next to the Park. Difficulty of locking out pig hunters 
who wish to hunt in the Park. Oxy-acetylene torch + blasting the lock 
POM cumulative impact of commitments. Where the POM's tasks identified exceed the hours 
available. Redirect time away from field work. Local issues. Wild dog issue, processes in place 
Assess on ground staff all time. Identification of wks completed/not completed. Informal local 
issues, reconcile Park management with local theories on land mgmt (Grazing, fire, rebuilding hut 
issues). Illegal access, informal monitoring of illegal activities 
Discussions with locals, recreation use & Aboriginal community liaison. Planning for law 
enforcement activities. Evaluation & planning for increased visitation in summer 
Post 2003 assessment of soil stability. Heavy runoff, landscape scale, drainage characteristic, how 
it may affect sensitive areas. Risk register, environmental risk 
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1.5 National policy 
National policies, evaluated & accepted/rejected using objective criteria. Not [currently] evaluated 
from a policy to an action,[including the] implications [of the policy]  
National agenda reporting needs, ESFM criteria being implemented across the board 
Note: this is often conducted personally by senior executives 
Climate change, Nat'l policy, Green House Office. Water policy, water reforms, Wentworth Group. 
Rep on ESFM to State Parliament, & therefore Commonwealth Government 
 
1.6 Systems 
Adequate and representative is needed, system design Legislation evaluation is needed System 
landscape design evaluation is needed 
[DEC restructure] Timely to review all policies that exist in DEC. Enable us to mge for the future 
rather than the present. Catch up stage 
Evaluation between systems (eg Burramys), need to look at big picture. Issue of threatened 
species, drawing up a plan in isolation, need for ecosystem understanding. Systems level planning, 
temporal, monitoring, ground water communities, integrated 
Review of policy, with clear vision. Management planning, linking evaluation into strategic 
planning 
 
1.7 Planning 
Need for a Directorate Strategic Plan, Directorate does not currently have a Corporate Plan (needs 
to be strategic) eg for recreation; 3-5 year planning; Business planning needs 
Evaluate the interconnectivity of the landscape 
Evaluate special importance for Aboriginal cult heritage (land, Plant, animal). Why are Aboriginal 
sites present. Evaluate importance of cultural landscape. Mapping + social values plus 
connectedness beyond the boundaries. Not wilderness - people/land associations, living & dead 
Evaluation of programs/ongoing/accountability. Specialist resources to keep us focused on 
implementing plans. eg Pest species 
Temporal, management with 2003 fire baseline. Fire mgmt plan for Kosciuszko. Rewrite the Fire 
Management plan (did we go wrong?). Plan did not include the holocaustic event. Keep fire out 
for 150 yrs. Ecologically based fire mgmt (+ for fauna, versus endangered species) 
[Requirement] Regular evaluation and review of the new POM 
Need for Recreational Planning, more strategic overview. How is it tied together, what are the real 
impacts? Fly a bit by the seat of our pants. Need to look at the greater area, Biosphere reserve 
principles 
Corridors. How the Park fits into the bigger picture 
Education & Interpretation plans needed for NPWS & region 
Recreational planning-delivery of information, look, design, capacity, appropriateness of 
recreation 
The actual [draft] plan needs to be evaluated. Too many tasks. Not possible to be 
implemented....ability to implement 
Review of Kosciuszko Plan (inability to track actual performance against objectives. Absence of 
basic systems to determine what was actually done. Lack of Corporate knowledge 
 
1.8 Inputs 
Evaluate effectiveness of $; staff; time relative to accountabilities 
Financial - Ministerial responses: one off eg electorate based reporting 
Need to track voluntary contributions eg KHA in Kosciuszko, quantify the contribution  
It would be good to really look at what we are trying to achieve and the financial & human 
resources needed, entire Park 
Information systems & research contribution really haven't been evaluated & are undervalued 
Adequacy of funding to maintain facilities to a safe std + minimum visitor expectation 
(functionality) 
Meaningful assessment of the no of staff needed to undertake the tasks required. Evaluate the 
scope of legislation responsibility. Is it realistic? 
Draft plan. Never costed the plan. never assessed what can be done 
Structure to deliver. System per delivery. links to Corporate plan, Plan of Management, regional 
operations plan, unit works plan, site work plan 
More evaluation needed. Assets mgmt system. Need to link resources with asset & infrastructure. 
Evaluation of work by other partners eg willow removal, Lower Snowy 
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Evaluate what needs to be done. Evaluate what can be done with the resources & evaluate the $ 
needed to do the job properly 
[In relation to the new plan] How research & monitoring is going to be adequately resourced ($ & 
staff) 
Improved evaluation of staff competencies; evaluation of threats (weeds) Park wide; conservation 
of the catchments justified in $ terms (Alec Costin). How far does the $ go per hectare, on a 
protected area system basis 
No real evaluation of the $ necessary to manage a Park like KNP. Working with what you have got 
versus what is needed. I don't know if we are good at assessing where we place our $. We need to 
justify this more. Are we looking adequately at the long term. + How well are we allocating? 
Annual budget Annual Ops plan Reviewing equipment & how it is used. Research reviewed. eg 
fauna/flora Asset mgmt information collection for financial accountability Grant funds review 
Opportunity to use grant funds reviewed 
$ estimates for weed management, staffing adequacy (+ competencies, training), equipment + 
infrastructure, information resources 
Staffing strategy, annually 
 
1.9 Process 
A lot of the value of research and monitoring is not translated into management 
[Required] Asset Mgmt system. Better way to manage risk mgmt documentation  
[Required] More work on evaluation monitoring. Performance standards needed; evaluation of 
what staff are working on & for how long 
[Required] Evaluate monitoring systems & performance standards. Use of National standards  
[Required] Evaluation of time lost by staff chasing through admin processes (recruitment, 16 wks; 
contract mgmt; financial mgmt) 
[Required] Managerial system. Review of Admin systems, bomb required. Load placed back on 
the individual. Effect of operational systems, unhappy about Incident Management system....form 
filling now 
 
1.10 Outputs  
Because this is intuitive, it is something that managers are good at 
Review of output performance at a meeting 
Monitoring for weeds. There is not one person who brings this together 
We do not know whether the works we are doing are creating positive change, and as a 
government agency, we need to be accountable for expenditure 
Regular reporting info is OK, but some, eg effectiveness of blackberry or broom control, do not 
know overall how effective you have been 
Lack of assessment of weed control programs effectiveness 
Evaluation on ground. Management outcomes of work completed 
Strategic evaluation of services provided/products provided. Reporting on how the organisation is 
moving forward. Are the Corporate objectives being achieved? 
No annual maintenance works review other than roads 
Evaluating the actual benefits to the Park of the pest species control program 
Review of visitors view concerning services & products provided 
[Required] An adequate evaluation of individual work programs against the objectives 
[Required] Better assessment of weeds & pest animal programs. Ranger time administration versus 
ongoing works. Outputs. Are science outputs implemented/utilised. Was the 1982 plan 
implemented? eg Tracks. Integrated outputs. Outputs & ego's 
Coordination of lessee & PWS outputs for feral animal & weed control & other eg water quality 
research programs 
Need to review all against POM & assess it each year 
[Required] Annual works program audit/review. Environmental Impact & compliance assessment 
of works. Where do we spend our time? 
Monthly financial review. 6 monthly and annually. Operations plans & assessing how you are 
going . Outputs focus on financial perf. eg VC; Y/C's; Winter Operation. Tracking of jobs on a 
costing system, plant hire, contractors, $ allocated, but salaried time not tracked 
Performance evaluations not very formal 
Relatively informal reviews are undertaken eg annual review of the Operations Plan 
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No formal evaluations, but evaluation built into the process of achieving outputs for the 
administration area 
 
1.11 Change in condition  
Social monitoring needed (other than newspaper clippings) 
Social phenomena. Types of recreational use 
Predictive modeling, some species, Broad Toothed Rat, geological features, Cultural sites 
Reevaluation of historic survey & monitoring plots/sites. Are they good enough to continue? 
Benefits of continuing? 
Survey of Aboriginal cultural heritage sites for 5 land councils. Request to come back to fulfill 
social obligations. Evaluated in their own way 
Soil condition post fire change, landscape. Hydrological change, bog areas. Water quality + aquatic 
life post fire 
Native flora and weed distribution. Hydrological processes (water table-developments) 
Process of condition reporting is not adequate (needs upgrading). Current system is too costly, too 
time consuming; too difficult 
 
1.12 Severity of threats 
Systematic approach is needed. A better basis for making mgmt decisions 
Recreational monitoring process, where they want to go and need to go + risk threat analysis, what 
are the user needs 
Severity of the threat of pig hunting & diseases in the Park....impact on heritage values 
Threat in not managing country in Aboriginal way. Sit/watch/learn from country 
Impact of global warming. Studies for water supplies. Use of water per person. Evaluation of 
cloud seeding 
Need to measure trends in recreation impacts Weeds & ferals (Park values overall) 
Evaluation of likely extent of key threatening processes 30 yrs ahead (even 100 yrs ahead) with 
global warming, with or without intervention 
More done on pathogens. Chytrid fungus, frogs. Cinnamon Fungus 
Broom mapping, Wild dog mapping. Pine wildings. Blackberries. Periwinkle. Tree of Heaven. 
Serrated tussock. Exotic fruit trees 
 
1.13 Outcomes: Achieving nature and culture conservation objectives 
We do not know whether the works we are doing are creating the positive change and we need to 
be accountable for expenditure 
Progress: are we adding value? 
Fundamental: Is our effort achieving what we set out to achieve 
If we don’t have this information, we don’t know if we have been successful, we are unable to be 
adaptive 
If you don’t have this, how can you justify resourcing of the budget plus defend performance 
Because we cannot otherwise show that we are trustworthy stewards of the PA system 
Standing back from small jobs, look at the whole Park, responding to Why are we protecting? 
What state is it in? 
[Climate change] There will be an impact, but what is it? Need to be prepared 
A lot of the value of research and monitoring is not translated into management 
Because the main charter is to protect biodiversity, to hand on the reserve to future generations in 
as good a condition as they were provided to us 
Are we actually achieving the POM objectives? 
Objectives [of the POM] are not specific enough to say if they have been achieved or not 
Is the spending in the right place? 
Objectives evaluation is needed 
Overall objectives for the Park (outcomes) need to be evaluated relative to key performance areas 
identified. eg fixed no of plans achieved. fixed area of blackberries reduced 
Assessment of Park-wide species status/condition needed  
System in place needed for evaluating outcomes. eg State of Parks, but limited, only captures 
physical 
Must have traditional input to the evaluation of outcomes for the Park. Go back to 
culture/origin/talk to people. Place of origin/ keeper for traditions 
Performance management system. Physical structure of the agency review needed so key 
performance targets are reached 
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How the current mgmt regime for cult heritage sites is working, room for improvement 
Assessing the system in place for Snowy Hydro giving us the outcomes needed for managing the 
Scheme 
Evaluation of 1982 POM, but inability to determine outcomes because of lack of systems 
Biotic monitoring: Are policies & actions making a difference, should we keep going? 
 
Theme 2. Reasons why evaluation will not be implemented, or why the results of evaluations 
will not be used  
Always starting the next project before evaluating the work completed 
Monitoring: Often do not get around to doing it. We do things we need to do, but not enough 
resources to do them well, but we do well with the resources given 
ESFM: Asking too much, too much reporting, 2 months full time reporting 
Assessing the assessors. They keep on changing the systems 
Importance Of evaluation: Evaluation is not on the radar as being (immediately) important. High 
importance, low priority 
Level of execution of the KNP plan was never evaluated. The objectives established were not 
measurable 
Evaluation systems. A lot of time for not much gain 
Intending to do it, but if it fails, the biggest threat is because it is too politically sensitive. Worst 
statistic will be used to undermine the concept of Parks. Don't expect it to fail 
Critical staff. researchers not available, not permanently employed 
People don't recognise its importance (to monitor sites 
There is not a culture of id key perf areas, this is a training need 
The will to do this, leadership 
Lack of appropriate knowledge. We know we don't know, but we can't define the question. What 
should be done first? Political agenda often does not pewrmit opportunities 
The resources needed 
There is a lack of political will, & not enough appreciation by the public. Politicians too wedded to 
those who use parks for their economic gain, whether it be resorts, commercial ops, Snowy Hydro, 
irrigators & farmers or illegal game hunters, businesses 
Need to have the political will, otherwise it isn't going anywhere 
There is not a culture or past commitment to monitoring/evaluation for the purposes of informing 
mgmt on the effectiveness of programs/systems 
We do things we need to do, but not enough resources to do them well. We do well with the 
resources given 
“Stone wall” Little communication between north and south Kosciuszko 
 
Theme 3. Politics and evaluation 
Tend to evaluate the political issues (eg wild dogs ). There is a need to move to the environmental 
priority list 
More and more the government and community are asking: Where is the money going? What is 
value for money? Need for demonstrated effectiveness of management…staff effective?... 
Biodiversity conserved? 
[National policy party political] May not be appropriate for a bureaucracy to document this in a 
comprehensive way. Not politically astute 
Evaluation of party political policies should be done 
Needs to be done to operate at a senior officer level-individual basis 
Need to understand what is a threat. ie Fire and native species. Evaluation of pathogens (eg insect; 
soil) Tend to evaluate the political: need to move to the environmental priority list 
 
Theme 4. Strengths and weaknesses of assessment methods 
ESFM Change in Condition reporting is provided (from Tumut) to Qbn, then to HO, then to DIPNA, 
then to Canberra for the S of Forests report. It is not used by local management 
Performance evaluations are not very formal. Use of a spreadsheet Area Plan. It is a long way to go 
before it is an evaluating tool (last job completed, number of animals removed). Evaluations should 
be more objective. They document what we did but not the impact. Measuring your own 
performance in completing jobs (eg State of Parks) can fool yourself into thinking that you are doing 
a good job 
Current process of condition reporting is not adequate. It is too costly, too time consuming and too 
difficult 
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State of the Parks reporting sought staff hours and $ inputs, but it was not possible to provide 
Some strategic thought needed about how we monitor and what we monitor 
Need for an assets management system to link input resources with assets and infrastructure 
The current State of the Parks program being rolled out is only relevant to some degree. Criteria is 
too broad to make it relevant to my area....to make it meaningful 
System of evaluation needs to be structured, a framework, a systematic approach is needed 
Weeds, report chemicals used, OH&S, ESFM, S of Parks, Budgets, Contracts, Plant & Equipment. 
Multiplicity of information, one entry of data [needed] 
Have not evaluated the evaluation methods. Why so many? NPWS as a whole does not know where 
it is going. All short term, election to election 
State of the Parks is identified as the key approach for the future 
Change in condition. Note: no strategic thought about how we monitor & what we monitor. eg rock 
art monitoring. Horse camp monitoring 
State of Parks annual report. Useful tool, snapshot of how you are performing. Basis for adaptive 
mgmt 
Assessing the assessors: they keep on changing the systems 
Full evaluation. What does it require to do the job? 
 
Theme 5. Information 
Without a system, ad-hoc, money could be wasted 
Need to understand clearly what the visitation in KNP is. It is not known 
Systems on the ground needed to get the data to provide the information needed  
Hard to obtain information. No easy systems in place for setting up evaluation. No structure for 
regular reporting (otherwise it is just between you & the ranger 
Some feedback from visitors, but not structured or well organised 
It's hot & cold. Some areas, excellent info, others, no data. problem, lack of a conceptual framework. 
Difficulty of sustaining effort for evaluation 
Information is now available (it wasn't 5 years ago) 
What is really missing is the manager receiving feedback which helps to improve the mgmt. 
Adaptive. Most needed, externally. Very little available to assist mgmt 
Found it extremely difficult to obtain general info for the operation of the NPWS. It has been a case 
of "make it up as you go" 
But, how do you get hold of it? Where is it? Info is there, but you need to know where it is. 
Experience helps in terms of getting the information 
There is a dearth of appropriate, timely & unbiased information provided. The exception to this has 
been the Kosciuszko Plan Of Management review team 
Some info is available, but it is out of date 
If assets & risk systems were available, I would strongly agree [that there is adequate information] 
Information is needed, but not available 
[Information systems used] ORION - Human Resources; SAP - financial accounting; TRIM - filing 
system; Email system 
Some information is available for some aspects of the work 
Sometimes information is not available 
Systems for measuring the extent of weeds [needed] 
Systems level condition reporting needed 
No standard Parks &Wildlife system for output mgmt (but S of P's may fix this) 
Evaluation that tracks outputs achieved, need system 
Look at how monitoring data is being used. There is a huge amount collected which generally sits on 
shelves. A great deal of research completed, sits on shelves 
Improved assessment of managerial process + [scientific] monitoring processes & the link between 
the two 
[Process] No formalised system. Consistent models/standards needed 
Feral animals & endangered species. Response to feral animal control. Fox control run by Ken, 
enclosed science project. Set up to answer a Question. versus Josh, set up because of a need to 
monitor 
Need to evaluate information systems, Evaluation system to retain knowledge in peoples head. 
Adequacy of $ & HR to meet core business requirements. Obligations versus strategic priorities. 
Resorts: managed in a "silo" 
Increase data/knowledge of Aboriginal sites within the Park. Big need. eg Jagungal Wilderness, no Aboriginal 
sites recorded, site of significance to Aboriginal Community. eg Lee of large boulders, Aboriginal sites found 
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due to selective test pits 
Training data base for Region, competencies (no statewide system) field based & office 
 
Theme 6. Other comments 
Ministerial responses: One-off. Eg electorate based reporting 
Cynicism with the State of the Parks report 
Not politically astute for a bureaucracy to be documenting the policies of political parties in a 
comprehensive way 
Review by the Snowy found that the NPWS staff were not in the field enough. This was identified as 
a threat 
Attitude: Its not their money. No consequence if they over expend or pay to much for a service. Need 
to drive value for service 
Caring for country: Need for change in attitude for Park management 
Evaluation: Has the decrease in administration staff led to an increase in conservation outcomes. 
Therefore less time on Park mgmt. Are costs reduced? What is the best staff structure to achieve 
objectives? Technical Officers a thing of the past 
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APPENDIX 8.7 THE MOST IMPORTANT NEW EVALUATION 
SUBJECTS KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS 
WANTED 
Respondents were asked to identify up to five priority new subjects that they wanted to evaluate 
(Question 44). Responses were sorted by frequency and ranked. The overall frequency was 
calculated (sample of 35). 
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation Area Evaluation Subject Rank % of 

total 
resp’se 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific values 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

5 
6 
15 

11 
11 
6 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

16 
17 
18 
19 

6 
6 
6 
6 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

20 
12 

6 
9 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

49 
50 

3 
3 

 Baseline value Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

51 
52 
53 

3 
3 
3 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

54 
55 
56 
57 

3 
3 
3 
3 

  Cultural happenings, 
sites, places or 
features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic well-being 

58 
0 

3 
0 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

 Identified 
threats 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

21 
22 
23 
24 

6 
6 
6 
6 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

13 
14 
25 

9 
9 
6 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

33 
34 
35 
36 
37 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection (pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal protection 
Clarity of ownership 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary presence 
Boundary markers present 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff 0 0 

  Local issues Comp PA objectives local bel’fs  0 0 

  Potential for impacts Accessibility for illegal activities 0 0 

   Econ’c demand for PA resources 0 0 

 National 
policy 

Presence of national 
conservation policy 

Political party support for cons’n 
Community support for PA’s 

0 
0 

0 
0 
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  National 
conservation 
performance 

Deg of impl’n of cons’n policies 
Prop of budget to conservation 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n with best pract legisl’n 0 0 

  Adequacy of policy Presence management policies 
Vision, mission statements pres 
Clear corporate priorities 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

  System design Comp and Rep Reserve system 
Adequate layout-configuration 

38 
0 

6 
0 

  System/landscape 
design 

PA contrib landsc/ecosyst proc 
Adeq PA interconnections/cc 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan presence 
Org systems for planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information management 
Staff management 
Integrated management 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

  Individual PA 
planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of POM 

59 
0 

3 
0 

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

39 
40 
41 

6 
6 
6 

  Adequacy of human 
resources 

Sufficient staff resources 
Staff skills match competencies 

42 
60 

6 
3 

  Adequacy of 
equipment and 
infrastructure 

Office accommodation 
Workshop infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

  Adequacy of 
information resources 

Information systems availability 
Research contribution 

43 
0 

6 
0 

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of financial res’s 0 0 

  External partner 
investments 

Amount of resources contributed 0 0 

Process Management 
process 

Managerial processes Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n prioritization syst’s 

0 
1 
61 

0 
23 
3 

  Administration 
systems 

Recruitment processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

62 
63 
64 
65 

3 
3 
3 
3 

  Operational systems Incident management systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable operations systems 

0 
0 
66 

0 
0 
3 

  Monitoring systems Utilisation of monitoring data 67 3 

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds against nat’l 44 6 

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of products Development projects completed 
Visitor facilities provided 

68 
69 

3 
3 

  Delivery of services Visitor contact services 
Visitor information services 
Education services provided 

70 
71 

3 
3 

  Delivery of work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals removed 

0 
0 

0 
0 

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural (biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
Fungi 

4 
3 
7 

17 
20 
11 

  Natural (abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

8 
9 
10 
11 

11 
11 
11 
11 

  Cultural happenings, Structures 
Sites of significance 

71 
72 

3 
3 
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sites, places or 
features 

  Social phenomena Recreation opportunities 
Economic benefits 

0 
0 

0 
0 

  Managerial 
responsibilities 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

0 
73 
0 
0 

0 
3 
0 
0 

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical threats Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

0 
0 
45 
0 

0 
0 
6 
0 

  Biological threats Weed invasions 
Pest animals 
Introduced organisms 

46 
47 
0 

6 
6 
0 

  Direct human threats Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

  Indirect human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water quality 

0 
0 
48 
0 
0 

0 
0 
6 
0 
0 

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives achieved PA system objectives achieved 
Individual PA obj’s achieved 

74 
2 

3 
23 
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APPENDIX 8.8 TRIANGULATION: A DATA CHECK OF SUBJECTS-
WANTED  
Information on the new evaluation subjects respondents wanted to use was derived from two 
sources: 1) from examples of new evaluations-wanted for each of the 13 evaluation criteria of the 
expanded-WCPA framework (Table 8.5); and 2) from Question 44 which specifically asked 
respondents to list the five most important new subjects they wanted to use (Table 8.9). The table 
below compares data on subjects-wanted from both of these sources. A comparison was also made 
with the Draft 2004 Kosciuszko National Park Plan of Management which identified 167 topics 
for evaluation (Appendix 8.9). This comparison provided a check between what evaluation 
subjects-wanted Kosciuszko National Park planners believed were needed for the Park and what 
respondents to this research believed were wanted. The table below compares data on subjects-
wanted from these three sources.  
 
Notes  
(1) The brackets show the rank of evaluation subjects with (1) being the highest rank 
       The grey shaded boxes indicated correlation between the two data sets for that evaluation 
subject and also correlation with the Kosciuszko National Park draft plan. This means that the 
subject was amongst the most frequently wanted subjects in both data sets and was required by 
Kosciuszko planners. 
         The diagonal hatch identifies where there is correlation, between one of the ‘wanted’ lists 
and the Kosciuszko National Park draft plan of management evaluation topics. That is, one of the 
most commonly wanted evaluation subjects (from either data base) matches a recommended 
evaluation action of the draft plan. 
 
Evaluation 

Element 
Evaluation 

Criteria 
Evaluation 

Area 
Evaluation 

Subject 
Table 8.5 

*1 
Q 44 *1 
(Table 
8..9) 

2004 Plan 
Topic 

Context Special social, 
cultural or 
scientific 
values 

Natural 
(biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
 

● (23) ● (4) 
 

● 

   Fauna  ● (5) ● 
   Fungi    
  Natural 

(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
Air 
Soils 
Geological features 

   

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places 
or features 

Structures 
 

● (12) 
 

 ● 

   Sites of significance    
  Social 

phenomena 
Recreation 
opportunities 
Economic benefits 

   

 Baseline 
value 

Natural 
(biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
 

● (3) 
● (1) 

 

 ● 
● 

   Fungi    
  Natural 

(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
 

● (6) 
 

 ● 
 

   Air    
   Soils 

Geological features 
● (14) 
● (15) 

 ● 
● 

  Cultural 
happenings, 
sites, places 
or features 

Structures 
 

(26) 
 

● (12) ● 

   Sites of significance ● (16)  ● 
  Social 

phenomena 
Recreation 
opportunities 
Economic well-being 

● (17)  ● 
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  Managerial 
responsibiliti
es 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

   

 Identified 
threats 

Physical 
threats 

Earthquakes 
Landslides 
Fire 
Severe weather 

   

  Biological 
threats 

Weed invasions 
 

 ● (13) 
 

● 

   Pest animals 
 

● (18) ● (14) ● 

   Introduced organisms    
  Direct 

human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

   

  Indirect 
human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse 
impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water 
quality 

   

 Vulnerability Legal status Legal protection 
(pres/abs) 
Adequacy legal 
protection 
Clarity of ownership 

   

  Boundary 
demarcation 

Surveyed boundary 
presence 
Boundary markers 
present 

   

  On-ground 
management 

Presence of staff ● (19)   

  Local issues Comp PA obj local 
beliefs  

● (20)  ● 

  Potential for 
impacts 

Access’y for illeg 
activ’s 

   

   Econ’c demand for 
PA resources 

   

 National 
policy 

Presence of 
national 
conservation 
policy 

Polit party supp 
conservn 
Commy support for 
PA’s 

   

  National 
conservation 
performance 

Implem conservn 
policies 
Prop of budg to 
conservn 

● (7)   

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation and 
PA system 
design 

Adequacy of 
legislation 

Comp’n best pract 
legsl’n 

● (21)   

  Adequacy of 
policy 

Presence mgment 
policies 
Visn, missn present 
Clear corporate 
priorities 

   

  System 
design 

Comp and Rep 
Reserve system 
Adequate layout-
configuration 

   

  System/lands
cape design 

PA cont landsc/ecost 
proc 

● (22)   
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Adeq PA 
interconnections 

  Management 
planning 

Strategic plan 
presence 
Org systems for 
planning 
Evaluation 
Budgeting 
Information 
management 
Staff management 
Integrated 
management 

   

 Individual 
protected area 
planning and 
design 

Design of an 
individual 
PA 

Size  
Shape 
Interconnectivity 

 
 

● (4) 

  

  Individual 
PA planning 

Presence of a POM 
Level of execution of 
POM 

   

Inputs Management 
inputs 

Adequacy of 
financial 
resources 

Capital 
Recurrent 
Grant 

   

  Adequacy of 
human 
resources 

Sufficient staff 
resources 
Staff skills match 
competencies 

   

  Adequacy of 
equipment 
and 
infrastructure 

Office 
accommodation 
Workshop 
infrastructure 
Plant and equipment 
Transport 

   

  Adequacy of 
information 
resources 

Inform systems 
available 
Research 
contribution 

● (5)   

  Allocation of 
resources 

Expenditure of 
financial res’s 

   

  External 
partner 
investments 

Amount of resources 
contributed 

   

Process Management 
process 

Managerial 
processes 

Planning systems 
Operational systems 
Res alloc’n 
prioritization syst’s 

   

  Administrati
on systems 

Recruitment 
processes 
Staff training systems 
Financial systems 
Safety systems 

   

  Operational 
systems 

Incident management 
systems 
OH&S systems 
Sustainable 
operations systems 

   

  Monitoring 
systems 

Utilisation of 
monitoring data 

   

  Performance 
standards 

Rev of baseline stds 
against nat’l 

   

Outputs Management 
outputs 

Delivery of 
products 

Development 
projects completed 
Visitor facilities 
provided 

   

  Delivery of 
services 

Visitor contact 
services 
Visitor information 
services 
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Education services 
provided 

  Delivery of 
work 
programs 

Weed area reduced 
No of pest animals 
removed 

   

Outcome Change in 
condition 

Natural 
(biotic) 
phenomena 

Flora 
Fauna 
 

 ● (4) 
● (3) 

 

● 
● 

   Fungi  ● (7)  
  Natural 

(abiotic) 
phenomena 

Water 
 

 ● (8) 
 

● 
 

   Air  ● (9)  
   Soils  ● (10) ● 
   Geological features  ● (11)  
  Cultural 

happenings, 
sites, places 
or features 

Structures 
Sites of significance 

   

  Social 
phenomena 

Recreation 
opportunities 
Economic well-being 

   

  Managerial 
responsibiliti
es 

Liquid waste quality 
Solid waste volumes 
Air emission quality 
Energy consumption 

   

 Severity of 
threat 

Physical 
threats 

Earthquakes 
Landslides 
 

 
 
 

  
 
 

   Fire ● (8)  ● 
   Severe weather    
  Biological 

threats 
Weed invasions 
Pest animals 

● (9) 
● (10) 

 ● 
● 

   Introduced organisms    
  Direct 

human 
threats 

Illegal clearing 
Grazing 
Poaching 
Hunting 
Fishing 
Mining 
Trampling 

   

  Indirect 
human 
threats 

Adjoining landuse 
impacts 
Urban encroachment 
Impacts to climate 
Impacts to air 
Impacts to water 
quality 

   

 Management 
outcomes 

Objectives 
achieved 

PA system objs 
achieved 
 

● (11) 
 

 
 

 

   Individ PA obj’s 
achieved 

● (2) ● (2) ● 
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APPENDIX 8.9 COMPARISON OF EVALUATION TOPICS IDENTIFIED 
BY THE DRAFT 2004 KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL PARK (KNP) WITH 
THE MOST COMMON EVALUATION SUBJECTS REQUIRED 

Key: 
Ev ex = Evaluation example data - the 28 most common evaluation subjects-required  
Add = Additional data - the 8 additional most common evaluation subjects-required  
Eval’n Method = The most likely evaluation method used 
Dur = The most likely duration of the method (L = long, S = short).  
KNP draft 2004 Plan of Management 

evaluation topics identified 
Evaluation 

Subjects 
required 

28
Ev 
Ex 

 

8 
Add 

Eval’n 
Method  

Dur 

6.2.1 (p 41) Assess condition of geodiversity 
and processes 

Values: Geology ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.2.1 (p 41) Assess cult significance of 
geodiversity features 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.2.2 (p 41) Developments: Assess potential 
impacts on geodiversity 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.2.3 (p 41) Threat of disturbance: assess 
cultural significance rocks, landforms 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.2.4 (p 42) Geodiversity baseline and 
disturbance monitoring 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.3.1 (p 46) Karst: baseline: human 
disturbance monitoring 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.3.2 (p 47) Cave: visitor use disturbance 
monitoring 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.3.2 (p 47) Karst area research to inform 
visitor mgmt 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.3.2 (p 47) Cave visitor number monitoring 
versus disturbance 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.3.3 (p 48) Monitoring of Karst catchments Values: Geology ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 
6.3.3 (p 48) Monitoring of recreation within 
Karst catchments 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.3.3 (p 48) Surveys, asses significance 
condition Karst natural and cultural values 

Values: Geology ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.3.3 (p 48) Karst research: hydrology, fires, 
climate change 

Values: Geology ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.4.1 (p 51) Soils: Recreation: impacts within 
LAC limits 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.4.1 (p 51) Development approval process: 
Soils: assess values 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.4.2 (p 51) Geodiversity research: high risk 
soils, erosion pot’l 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.5.1 (p 56) Evaluate rivers, potential for 
Wild Rivers 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.5.2 (p 57) Review known nat, cult val’s 
rivers, streams, lakes  

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.5.2 (p 57) Water courses and water bodies: 
monitoring health 

Values: Water  ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.5.2 (p 57) Water restoration works 
monitoring benefits 

Change cond’n: 
Water:  

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.5.2 (p 57) Id cult heritage assoc’ns with 
water courses/bodies 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

6.6.1 (p 61) Key plants, veg monitoring (rel 
to mgmt input) 

Chge cond’n: 
Flora 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.6.2 (p 62) Identify cultural values of plants Values: Flora ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 
6.6.3 (p 62) Investigate map composition, 
distribution and ecology plants 

Baseline: Flora ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.6.3 (p 62) Undertake fire research projects 
for flora 

Chge cond’n: 
Flora 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.6.3 (p 63) Climate change flora research  Chge cond’n: 
Flora 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.6.3 (p 63) Undertake non-vascular plant 
research 

Baseline: Flora ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 
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6.7.1 (p 68) Evaluate the condition of native 
animal habitat 

Baseline Fauna ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.1 (p 68) Key animals, monitoring (rel to 
mgmt input) 

Chge cond’n: 
Fauna  

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.3 (p 69) Identify trad, hist, cultural values 
fauna 

Values: Fauna  ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 69) Research: examine predator 
dynamics 

Values: Fauna ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 69) Research: introduced grazers  Id tht: pest 
animals 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 69) Evaluation of vegetation, habitat, 
links, condition 

Baseline: Flora ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 70) Evaluation key species alpine, 
subalpine, forests, woodlands 

Baseline Fauna  ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 70) Assessing climate change 
implications for species 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

6.7.4 (p 70) Research: understanding role 
Park as refuge, recruitment 

Values: Fauna  ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 70) Research: genetic studies 
threatened fauna species 

Values: Fauna  ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.4 (p 70) Research: Invertebrates, 
especially alpine area 

Values: Fauna  ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

6.7.7 (p 71) Investigate ways community 
involved with wildlife conservation 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

7.1.1 (p 81) Update known Aboriginal sites –
non Aboriginal sites 

Values: Sites of 
significance 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 81) Identify new landscape, places, 
objects of cult value 

Values: Sites of 
significance ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 82) Assess significant landscape, 
places, objects of cult value 

Values: Sites of 
significance ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 82) Investigate potential historical 
features, archaeological deposits 

Values: Sites of 
significance ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 82) Assess Park for nomination 
National Heritage list 

Values: Sites of 
significance ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 82) Aboriginal places consv’n 
monitoring and review 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

7.1.1 (p 83) Assess the significance of 
buildings 

Values: 
Structures 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 83) Assess safety hut fire places, 
impacts wood coll 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

7.1.1 (p 84) Assess cultural significance of 
movable heritage objects 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 84) Identify the intangible cultural 
values of the Park 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 85) Undertake a memories project Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 
7.1.1 (p 85) Undertake a traditional 
knowledge project 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 85) Investigate views of 
communities teaching traditional skills 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.1 (p 85) Create a register of inspirational 
landscapes 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.2 (p 85) Explore ways of sharing heritage 
information 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Ops Pln S 

7.1.4 (p 90) Review of information of gender 
status of Aboriginal places 

Values: Sites of 
sig 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.5 (p 90) Monitor impacts tourism, 
recreation on heritage places 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

7.1.7 (p 92) Long term monitoring, change in 
condition, heritage features 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

7.1.7 (p 92) Survey attitude of communities 
to cultural heritage 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech S 

7.1.7 (p 92) Research priority heritage and 
history themes 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.1.1 (p 94) Determine impact limits for 
recreation activities 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.1.1 (p 94) Determine types of recreation 
experiences 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 
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8.1.1 (p 94) Establish monitoring for 
activities, impact thresholds 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.1.1 (p 94) Undertake research: acceptable 
limits disturbance 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.2.1 (p 98) Review design, appearance, 
siting all visitor fac’s 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

8.2.1 (p 98) Monitoring, impacts of visitor 
facilities, thresholds 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.3.1 (p 101) Identify strategically located 
road maintenance bays 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

8.4.1 (p.103) Monitor firewood collection 
impacts, day use areas 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.4.1 (p.103) Review all existing picnic 
areas, standards 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

8.4.1 (p.103) Monitor environmental 
condition, social issues day use areas 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.5.1 (p105) Review all camping areas, site 
standards  

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

8.5.1 (p.106) Monitor firewood collection 
impacts camping areas 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.5.1 (p.106) Monitor environmental 
condition, social issues camping areas 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.6.1 (p 109) Inventory condition of all 
walking tracks 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.6.1 (p 109) Establish a track monitoring 
program  

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.6.1 (p 109) Investigate reduction crowding 
Kosciuszko walk  

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.7.1 (p 112) Monitoring environmental 
social impacts horse riding areas 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.9.1 (p 116) Monitoring environmental 
condition camps and huts X-C skiers 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.11.1 (p 121) Assess environmental impacts 
rock climbing Blue Lake 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.11.1 (p 121) Assess environmental impacts 
rock climbing all popular sites 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.12.1 (p 123) Monitor caves susceptible to 
disturbance 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.12.1 (p 123) Periodically review cave 
management regimes 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Ops 
Plan 

S 

8.13.1 (p 124) Monitoring environmental 
condition camps canoeists Upper Murray 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.15.1 (p 127) Monit environmental 
condition rivers, lakes, anglers 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

8.16.1 (p 128) Monitor compliance of scenic 
flight operators 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

8.18.1 (p 131) Investigate the future use of 
Sponars Chalet 

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech S 

8.21.1 (p 135) Review content, distribution 
safety information 

Outputs: 
education 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech S 

9.1.1 (p 138) Undertake viewfield mapping, 
Main Range 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

9.1.1 (p 140) Investigate relocating Guthega 
visitor node 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

9.1.1 (p 141) Introduce monitoring system, 
walking tracks, LAC  

Sv Tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

9.2.1 (p 145) Establish monitoring programs 
caves Karst process 

Values: Geology ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

9.2.1 (p 145) Estab research monitoring 
programs rehabilitation 

Chge cond: 
Flora 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

9.2.1 (p 146) Invest leasing of Caves House, 
commercial 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

9.3.1 (p 147) Review the Cooleman Karst 
Plan for conformance 

Planning: 
Supplementary  

▬ ■ POM L 

10.1.1 (p 154) Develop waste reduction 
targets, resorts 

Baseline: 
Sustainable 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

10.1.2 (p 155) Establish minimum Baseline: ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 
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environmental standards for EMS Sustainable 
10.1.2 (p 155) Condition assess Alpine 
Resort Zone, natural, flora 

Chge in cond: 
Flora  

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

10.1.2 (p 155) Cond’n assess Alpine Resort 
Zone, natural, fauna 

Chge cond: 
Fauna  

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

10.1.2 (p 155) Cond’n assess Alpine Resort 
Zone, natural, water 

Chge cond: 
Water  

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

10.1.2 (p 155) Cond’n assess Alpine Resort 
Zone Cult, structures 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

10.1.2 (p 155) Condition assess Alpine 
Resort Zone, Cult, sites 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

11.1.1 (p 164) Review the restoration plan 
every 5 years 

Outcome: 
Objectives 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.1.1 (p 164) Investigate ways agency-
community cooperation introduced species 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech S 

11.2.1 (p 165) Measure change in condition 
soil erosion degraded sites 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

11.2.2 (p 166) Monitor water quality 
before/after rehabilitation 

Chge cond: 
Water  

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.2.3 (p 166) Identify sites of human 
disturbance, identify cultural values 

Values: Sites of 
sig 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.1 (p 168) Long term monitoring plan 
trends weeds 

Sv Tht: weed 
invas’s 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.1 (p 168) Research: attributes and 
impacts weeds 

Id Tht: weed 
invas’s 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.1 (p 168) Evaluate effectiveness weed 
control relative to conservation 

Outcome: 
Objectives 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.1 (p 168) Assess weed control priorities: 
effective use resources 

Id Tht: weed 
invas’s 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.1 (p 169) Investigate exotic pathogens Id Tht: weed 
invas’s 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.2 (p.169) Undertake research cultural 
values of exotic plants 

Values: Cult-hist ▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.4 (p 170) Evaluate environmental 
acceptability weed control measures 

Process: 
procedures 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

11.3.5 (p 171) Investigate cooperation weed 
management  

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Admin S 

11.4.1 (p 173) Long term monitoring plan 
trends introduced animals 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

11.4.1 (p 173) Assess animal control 
priorities: effective use resources 

Id Tht: pest 
animals 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.4.1 (p 174) Invest exotic pathogens spread 
by pest animals 

Id Tht: pest 
animals 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.4.1 (p 174) Research and monitor feral 
horse populations 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

11.4.3 (p 170) Evaluate environmental 
acceptability animal control measures 

Process: 
procedures 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

11.4.4 (p 175) Investigate cooperation animal 
management  

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Admin S 

11.4.4 (p 175) Investigate volunteers and  
animal management  

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Admin S 

11.5.1 (p 179) Review the fire management 
plan every 5 years 

Planning 
Supplementary 

■ ▬ POM S 

11.5.1 (p 179) Review monitoring programs: 
change management 

Id threat: Fire ■ ▬ Admin S 

11.5.1 (p 179) Use bushfire risk analysis: 
refine strategies 

Id threat: Fire ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.5.1 (p 180) Assess new fire trails post 
fires 

Process: 
procedures 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech S 

11.5.1 (p 180) Assess impact of hazard 
reduction burns 

Id threat: Fire ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.5.6 (p 181) Research fire management Id threat: Mgmt ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 
11.6.1 (p 185) Review developments in 
waste water management technology 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech S 

11.6.1 (p 185) Formulate water quality 
objectives catchments 

Values: water ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 
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11.6.1 (p 185) Monitor water quality all 
catchments at risk 

Chge cond: 
Water 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.6.1 (p 185) Assess water quality glacial 
lakes 

Chge cond: 
Water 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

11.6.1 (p 185) Investigate need for toilets, 
huts, camps, day use 

Sv tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Ops S 

11.6.1 (p 185) Investigate system human 
waste carried out 

Sv tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

11.6.1 (p 185) Monitor impacts of road de-
icing agents 

Sv tht: Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ Sci-Tech L 

11.6.1 (p 186) Assess sites at risk from 
hydrocarbon contamination 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

11.6.1 (p 186) Monitor use of ground water Values: water ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 
11.6.2 (p 186) Monitor EMS regime against 
objectives/indicators 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

12.1.1 (192) Investigate alternative 
mechanism Park use fee collection 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Ops S 

12.8.1 (201) Environmental audit conducted 
at the completion works 

Process: 
Operations 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech S 

13.1.1 (204) Assess of existing 
communication public’s, displays etc 

Outputs: 
education 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

13.1.1 (205) Mechanisms to assess of 
effective communication  

Outcome: 
Objectives 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

15.1.1 (212) Identification key performance 
indicators, monitor, evaluate, plan review 

Outcome: 
Objectives 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

15.1.2 (213) Analyse change in condition 
Parks values: Natural flora 

Chge cond: flora ■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

15.1.2 (213) Analyse change in condition 
Parks values: Natural fauna 

Chge cond: 
fauna 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

15.1.2 (213) Analyse change in condition 
Parks values: Natural water 

Chge cond: 
water 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

15.1.2 (213) Analyse chge in cond Park 
values: Cult: sites 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

15.1.2 (213) Analyse chge in cond Park 
values: Cult: structures 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ 

15.1.2 (213) Review progress 
implementation plan 

Planning: 
Execution 

■ ▬ POM S 

15.1.2 (213) Evaluate the effectiveness of 
management policies 

Outcome: 
Objectives 

■ ▬ Annual 
Report 

S 

15.1.2 (213) Independent scientific review 
Park values/condition 

Outcome: 
Objectives 

■ ▬ Sci-Tech L 

Schedule 7 (251-252) This draft plan register 
of required research identifies 48 topics of 
which 44 correlate with the 28 most common 
subjects as follows. Note: there is some 
duplication between the text derived subjects 
and this schedule. 

Value flora ■ 
(4) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Value fauna ■ 
(4) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Value fungi ■ 
(1) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Value water ■ 
(2) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Value geology ■ 
(8) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Sites of 
significance 

■ 
(2) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Structures ■ 
(1) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Identified threat: 
fire 

■ 
(7) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Weed invasions ■ 
(1) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 
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 Pest animals ■ 
(2) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Chge in cond 
flora 

■ 
(2) 

▬ Sci-Tech L 

 Values:Cultural-
historical 

▬ ■ 
(11) 

Sci-Tech L 

 Sv Tht Visitor 
use 

▬ ■ 
(5) 

Sci-Tech L 

Totals: 
1. 197 evaluation topics identified 
2. 165 topics which compare with the 36 
most common subjects 
3. 152 topics which are sci-tech (L) 
4. 7 topics which are sci-tech (S) 
5. 3 topics which are ops plan review 
6. 4 topics which are admin review 
7. 3 topics which are POM review 

     

 
Abbreviations 
Evaluation methods: Sci-tech = scientific technical review; POM = plan of management review; Ops = operational plan 
review; Admin = administration review 
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APPENDIX 8.10 TRIANGULATION: A DATA CHECK FOR SUBJECTS-
USED 
Triangulation of data from different sources provides a checking function for the accuracy of data. 
Such checking has been completed here for the Kosciuszko National Park evaluation subjects-used 
data. Data derived from the evaluation examples was compared with the questionnaire ‘tick the 
box’ data. Because the ‘tick the box’ data was collected at the expanded-WCPA framework 
evaluation area category level (Figure 4.3), it was compared with the evaluation example data at 
this less specific category level. The check identified if there were any serious discrepancies in the 
data recording for the evaluation example data. If the analysis of the evaluation examples was 
completed correctly, there should be a strong correlation between the most common tick the box 
and evaluation example data. In the table below, ranked evaluation areas derived from these two 
sources are compared. 
 
Notes 
(1) The brackets show rank of the evaluation area data out of 51, with (1) the highest rank. 
 
         Evaluation areas ranked in the top 17*1 that correlated  
 
         Evaluation areas that were ranked very close to the cut-off of 17 and that were very close to 

achieving correlation 
(*1 A cut-off of 17 evaluation areas was derived from the number of different evaluation areas 
found for the most common 28 evaluation subjects-used). 
Notes: 
*1: Ranking is evaluation area ranking from 1 to 51, with 1 the highest rank 
*2: Ranking where shown is evaluation subject ranking from 1 to 146, with 1 the highest rank. 
 
*1 = (Brackets) ‘Tick the box’ evaluation area ranking from 1 to 51, with 1 the highest rank 
*2: (Brackets) ‘Table 8.4’ evaluation subject ranking from 1 to 146, with 1 the highest rank. 
 
Evaluation 
element 

Evaluation 
criteria 

Evaluation Area The 17 most 
common 
evaluation 
areas Source: 
tick the box 
(showing 
rank*1) 

The 17 most 
common 
evaluation areas 
(derived from 
the most 
common 28 
subjects-source: 
Table 8.4) 
(Rank*2) 

Context Values Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (3) ● 
  Natural (abiotic) phenomena ● (13) ● 
  Cultural happenings, sites, 

places or features 
● (5) ● 

  Social phenomena (19) ● 
 Baseline values Natural (biotic) phenomena   
  Natural (Abiotic) phenomena   
  Cultural sites, places or 

features 
  

  Social phenomena   
  Managerial responsibilities   
 Identified threat Physical threats ● (2) ●  
  Biological threats ● (4) ● 
  Direct human threats ● (9)  
  Indirect human threats   
 Vulnerability Legal status   
  Boundary demarcation   
  On-ground management   
  Local issues   
  Potential for impacts   
 National policy Presence of national 

conservation policy 
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  National conservation 
performance 

  

Planning Systems level 
planning, 
legislation, 
design 

Adequacy of legislation   

  Adequacy of policy   
  System design   
  System/landscape design   
  Management planning   
 Individual PA 

planning & 
design 

Design of Individual PA ● (1) ● 

  Individual PA planning   
Inputs Management 

inputs 
Adequacy of financial 
resources 

● (10) ● 

  Adequacy of human resources ● (15) ● 
  Adequacy of equipment and 

infrastructure 
● (16) ● 

  Adequacy of information 
resources 

  

  Allocation of resources   
  External partner investments   
Process Management 

process 
Managerial process  ● 

  Administration systems ● (14)  
  Operational systems ● (7)  
  Monitoring systems   
  Performance standards   
Outputs Management 

outputs 
Delivery of products  ● 

  Delivery of services ● (8) ● 
  Delivery of work programs ● (11) ● 
Outcome Change in 

Condition 
Natural (biotic) phenomena ● (17) ● 

  Natural (abiotic) phenomena (20) ● 
  Cultural sites, places or 

features 
  

  Social phenomena   
  Managerial responsibilities   
 Severity of threat Physical threats ● (6)  
  Biological threats ● (12)  
  Direct human threats   
  Indirect human threats   
 Outcome Objectives achieved (18) ● 
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APPENDIX 8.11 TYPES OF EVALUATION METHODS USED BY 
KOSCIUSZKO NATIONAL PARK RESPONDENTS 
Kosciuszko National Park respondents identified 95 titles of evaluation of two or more subjects. 
These were grouped into the same 21 broad types of evaluation methods that were identified for 
the international respondents. They are listed in the table below. No additional types of methods 
were identified by Kosciuszko National Park respondents. Not all 21 types were identified. 
 
Identification Code Evaluation method example 

1 
(0 examples) 

RAPPAM  
 

2 
(1 example) 

STATE OF PROTECTED AREA REPORTING 
NSW State of the Parks Report 
 

3 
(14 examples) 

 

SYSTEMS PLANNING; ANNUAL PLANNING;-OPERATIONAL 
PLANNING 
Annual report for the Region 
Operational plan reporting 
DEC Agency Annual Report 
Project Progress Reporting System 
Maintenance (roads) reporting system 
Minor maintenance sites reporting system 
Annual budget preparation 
Tourism: Administration Unit Plan 
Evaluation of the inputs (resources) needed to implement the draft POM 
Annual area operations plan (Spreadsheet) 
Annual report of regional operations 
Quarterly reporting on budget and progress (Snowy River project); 
Annual Report 
Continuous informal review of management process and improvement 

4 
(3 examples) 

PLAN OF MANAGEMENT; MANAGEMENT PLANS  
Kosciuszko National Park POM review 
Snowy Hydro Environmental Management Plan 
Snowy Hydro Management Plan 

5 
(1 example) 

BUSINESS PLAN REVIEW 
Business Plans: Kosciuszko Entrance Gate Operations 

6 
(0 examples) 

WWF-WORLD BANK RAPID ASSESSMENT 
 

7 
(47 examples) 

SCIENTIFIC-TECHNICAL REVIEW 
KNP Independent Scientific Committee Report Assessment of Values 
Tumut: Pest animal strategy 
Commonwealth-State Regional Forest Agreement Process 
Ecologically Sustainable Forest Management reporting 
WRAPP (State Government Environmental reporting) 
Site assessment (values) of former Snowy Scheme sites 
Yarrangobilly Caves Sewage Treatment Plant planning 
EIS for Yarrangobilly Caves Sewage 
Construction environmental management plan (baseline performance) 
Operation environmental management plan (baseline performance) 
Acquisition Strategy (Park Design) 
Biodiversity Blitz 
Fire ecology research 
Soil stability research post 2003 fires 
Report to the Coroner on Information Services 
Environmental Study for the Perisher Range Resorts 
Oral History project (Plan of Management) 
Regional Forest Agreement CRA Process, KNP 
Post 2003 fire surveys (fauna and flora) KNP 
Post 2003 fire Cultural Heritage Assessment 
AALC survey of visitor values of parks 
Camp ground evaluation 
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Impacts of fire research 
Weed invasion plots 
Recreation horse riding impacts plots 
Change in vegetation (Costin plots) 
Rehabilitation of the old Snowy sites 
Ken Green Alpine Fauna, Flora, Snow research 
Salt: 5 year study of water quality 
Geotechnical report, risk assessment of roads 
Road maintenance and construction, Review of Environmental Factors 
Wilderness Assessment 
Survey of Aboriginal heritage, Tantangara Dam 
Aboriginal sites survey, Denison 
Baseline study of Cultural Heritage in KNP (Ian Johnstone) 
2003 Fires: Aboriginal sites baseline study of the effects 
Australian Alps fire plots 
GLORIA Climate Change monitoring 
Sand Pit feral animal monitoring 
Conservation Plan for Yarrangobilly Caves precinct 
Geotechnical Report for the Thermal Pool 
Aboriginal consultation (Snowy River) 
Social Survey (Snowy River) 
River Health Evaluation (geomorphology, fauna) 
Snowy River managed as an entity (Multi organisations) 
Bushfire risk management plan; 
Pest management strategy 

8 
(7 examples) 

ADMINISTRATION REVIEW 
NSW DEC Restructure 
ORION system for Human Resources 
TRIM system for Filing 
Review: Corporatisation of the Snowy Mountains Hydroelectric 
Authority 
Evaluation of administration systems and relocation to Sydney 
Annual staffing review (Region) 
Admin Review in response to the DEC 2004 restructures 

9 
(12 examples) 

FINANCE – ECONOMICS REVIEW 
Review by NSW Treasury of the appropriate level of funding of parks 
Review and establishment of a sustainability fund 
Review of resources needed to manage new lands (Yaouk-Bill) 
SAP system for accounting 
Evaluation of costs for projects 
Snowy Hydro Corporatisation: Review of resources needed to run the 
NPWS management of the Snowy Hydro operation within the Park 
(Became the lease fee) 
Financial impact statements, RFA additions to KNP 
Annual budget forecast process 
Yarrangobilly Caves, South Glory Cave Development budget 
Budget evaluation for pest control works 
Budget estimates for weed management 

10 
(1 example) 

EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION 
NSW Auditor General’s evaluation of NSW NPWS 

11 
(7 examples) 

THREAT EVALUATION 
Risk analysis (roads, visitor facilities, people using the Park) 
Risk Management Plan 
Risk Management Strategy (Focus on public safety) 
Individual Species Threat Recovery Plans 
ROS Planning: Threats of visitor use 
Aboriginal cultural heritage impact assessment 
Archaeological Impact Assessment 

12 
(0 examples) 

WORLD HERITAGE EVALUATION 
 

13 
(0 examples) 

ENHANCING OUR HERITAGE 
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14 
(0 examples) 

FAO REVIEW 
 

15 
(1 example) 

ISO 14001 AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 
Perisher Valley Environmental Management System 

16 
(1 example) 

ORGANISATION ANNUAL REPORT 
Annual Report 
 

17 
(0 examples) 

TNC 5S METHOD 
 

18 
(0 examples) 

GAP ANALYSIS 
 

19 
(0 examples) 

MONITORING SYSTEMS 
 

20 
(0 examples) 

BALANCED SCORECARD 
 

21 
(0 examples) 

MEASURES OF SUCCESS 
 

 
 
 




