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FINAL RECORD OF MEETING

OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the Forum were:

· to provide opportunities for heads of protected area agencies to discuss issues of mutual interest and to share information;

· to enable on site learning

· to provide information on major international conventions and programmes affecting protected areas; and

· to expand personal networks.

MONDAY JUNE 6

SESSION 1: SETTING THE CONTEXT

Introduction to Parks Canada

Presentation: Alan Latourelle

Parks Canada manages a diverse protected area estate, covering: (a) 41 national parks, covering 275,000 sq kms and representing 27 of 39 the natural regions in Canada; (b) 2 marine conservation areas representing 2 of 29 natural marine regions; and (c) 153 national historic sites, including 9 historic canals.

It is an agency of the Federal Government under the Parks Canada Agency Act 1998, and is a separate legal entity reporting to the Minister of Environment. Within the Canadian Government, Parks Canada is one of three agencies created as a new governance model, responding to the unique realities of the agency, including, the decentralized and seasonal nature of its operation, as well as its unique human resource management issues. The CEO of Parks Canada reports directly to the Minister. 

The structure of the Parks Canada includes: (a) 4 Service Centres which provide specialized expertise; (b) Parks and sites which are grouped into 32 Field Units, with common support functions and similar regional market characteristics; (c) Superintendents of Field Units, who report to the CEO via Directors General for East and for West/North; and (d) an Executive Board which sets strategic direction for the agency.

The budget of Parks Canada is “non lapsing” and can be carried forward from year to year. There are separate accounts for new parks and sites, into which federal funding is paid. 75% of the funding comes from government. Revenue of Parks Canada has grown from 35million C$ in 1994 to 83million C$ in 2004 with this growth largely being in increases in fees rather than from commercial development. All revenues are retained by the agency and fees are based on comparative market values, reflecting the fact that Parcs Canada is competing with the private sector and thus must be competitive. Fees are set by Minister and approved by Parliament. 

In relation to human resource (HR) management issues, Parks Canada is the “employer” and the HR regime is based on operational needs. Parks Canada’s enabling legislation requires HR values and principles to be incorporated within the practices of the agency. There is a government requirement to report on consistency of HR practices with these values and principles and a formal HR Management report is required every five years.

There is a strong emphasis on accountability. Parks Canada is accountable to Parliament through an adopted Corporate Plan and through an audited Annual Report. A State of Protected Heritage Areas Report is also prepared every two years. Park and Site Management Plans are tabled in Parliament and biennial round tables are convened with major stakeholders.

Important governance issues within Parks Canada include: (a) the problem of worn out infrastructure and the need to ensure its recapitalization; (b) the need to maintain and build public and political support; (c) completing the protected area system while, at the same time ensuring the effective operation of existing protected areas; and (d) recruiting and training staff to meet new responsibilities.

Alan Latourelle noted a number of personal priorities, including improving the “health of the workplace”, particularly through the development of national and local HR strategies as well as developing indicators for staff performance and appropriate systems of staff classification. Other priorities were noted as ensuring memorable visitor experiences and completion of management plans.

Long term priorities were noted as ensuring: (a) financial stability; (b) satisfied visitors; (c) public and political support; and (d) that Parks Canada offers the best workplace in Canada.

Discussion

The following issues were raised by Forum participants:

· there is considerable benefit for Parks Canada in being able to carry forward funding from year to year; not all agencies represented at the Forum are currently able to do this. Alan Latourelle noted that arguments used to support this practice include the imperative of addressing the backlog of maintenance requirements, as well as making reference to public and other surveys which support the arguments of reinvesting funds raised directly back into parks programmes and infrastructure;

· the success of Parks Canada in increasing its revenue base, without diminishing the level of appropriation, was noted by a number of participants. The reasons for this success were noted as including: (a) development of Business Plans for individual parks, which include: income statements, with future projections, and detailed assessment of expenses by type; (b) a close and effective working relationship with the tourism industry; it was noted that this support has made a significant difference in increasing revenue; and (c) targeted and effective marketing and promotion; and

· the benefits of undertaking a comprehensive review of ecological integrity within Canada as a benchmark for the future development of the protected area system. A number of “Factors of Success” of this review were noted, included: (a) the quality of the review, involving leading independent experts; (b) a detailed assessment of costs and benefits of the review of ecological integrity, the review team specifically noted a $C 87million per year shortfall over current expenditure if the goals of achieving ecological integrity were to be achieved; and (c) an review by the Canadian Treasury which supported the ecological integrity review and also indicated there was a high level of risk of losing natural and cultural sites if effective action was not taken.

IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas: New Strategic Plan

Presentation: Nik Loupkhine

This presentation introduced the WCPA Strategic Plan which is being developed to respond to the major protected area events held over the last two years: The 2003 IUCN World Parks Congress and the CBD Convention of the Parties Meeting in 2004. This plan aims to address key priorities in the Durban Action Pan and the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas and will be structured around 4 Strategic Directions: (a) biodiversity conservation; (b) management and science; (c) capacity building; and (d) governance, people and equity.

The Plan will reinforce the role of WCPA as the world’s leading network of protected areas specialists and specifically its role in standard setting in relation to the world’s protected areas. Within the plan there will be emphasis on strengthening regional level activity, particularly work of regional WCPA Vice Chairs, as well as ensuring effective governance of the Commission, through measures including simplifying the existing WCPA structure and expanding the Executive Committee. The importance of partnerships in ensuring effective implementation of the Strategic Plan was emphasised, including building on the existing productive partnership established with the World’s protected areas leaders through the Leadership Forum.

Discussion

The following issues were raised by Forum participants:

· Forum participants reinforced the important role of IUCN/WCPA in convening key forums such as the World Parks Congress and also in establishing standards for protected area management; and

· Other points noted included: (a) the need to have a strong emphasis on marine protected areas within the future programme of WCPA; (b) that IUCN and WCPA should maintain a role in Antarctica; and (c) the need for WCPA to take a leading role in communicating and promoting the role of protected areas in biodiversity conservation and sustainable development.

CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas

Presentation: David Sheppard

This presentation introduced the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas (CBD PoW) which was adopted by the CBD in 2004. This Programme incorporates many of the targets of the Durban Action Plan which arose from the 2003 IUCN World Parks Congress and aims to: “support the establishment and maintenance by 2010 for terrestrial and by 2012 for marine areas of comprehensive, effectively managed, and ecologically representative national and regional systems of protected areas”. The Programme has four main elements: (a) actions for planning, selecting, establishing, strengthening, and managing protected area systems and sites; (b) governance, participation, equity and benefit sharing; (c) enabling activities; and (d) standards, assessment, and monitoring. Each element includes a number of time bound targets. The CBD PoW also reinforced the IUCN PA Category System as the international system for protected areas 

The CBD PoW provides for meetings of an Ad Hoc Open-ended Working Group on Protected Areas and background was provided on the following issues which will be addressed at the first meeting of this group (Italy, July 2005): (a) marine protected areas beyond the limits of national jurisdiction; (b) options for financial resources; (c) toolkits; (d) ways and means to improve implementation of the PoW.

Implications of the CBD PoW for protected area CEO’s and for the WPALF were noted as: (a) the PoW provides an opportunity for CEO’s to raise the profile of protected areas within their countries and to argue for increased resources; (b) the Programme provides an opportunity to influence the establishment and management of protected areas around the world; (c) there is an opportunity for the WPALF to influence the direction and future implementation of the CBD PoW.

Discussion

The following issues were raised by forum participants:

· The need for PA CEO’s to “internalise” the CBD PoW targets within their work programmes and ensure they are tailored to and applied within their countries;

· The need for government protected area agencies to become better at articulating and promoting positions on protected area issues at international and other forums. Also to better communicate the values of protected areas at all levels;

· The need for IUCN to better alert the international community to major threats and challenges to protected areas, such as natural world heritage sites in the Democratic Republic of the Congo in Africa. In effect to act more effectively and forcefully as the world’s “early warning system” for protected areas;

· The recognition that protected areas are increasingly managed using approaches where people are seen as part of a solution, rather than a problem; and 

· Increased financial resources are essential if the CBD PoW is to be effectively implemented. Resources must be mobilised from government, the private sector and from ODA (Overseas Development Aid) sources.

SESSION 2: PROTECTED AREA GOVERNANCE

Presentation: Andy Brown: Introduction to Protected Area Governance in England
There are many protected area designations in England, with a range of objectives covering landscape conservation, cultural heritage, recreation, biodiversity and geo-diversity. These are associated with a range of governance approaches involving national government, local government, NGOs, private sector and civic society. Natura 2000 - a Pan European nature protection initiative - has a major influence on protected areas in the UK and offers the highest level of protection. National parks are particularly important for recreation and tourism and are subject to a wider range of permissible uses than is the case for national parks in North America, including for agriculture. Local nature reserves are particularly important in and around urban areas in the UK.

The context for protected area governance is becoming increasingly complex in the UK. Many protected areas are small, fragmented and isolated and face multiple impacts and pressures. This overlaid by an external environment characterised by increasing public distrust in Government and a much more litigious environment.

Other key characteristics of protected area governance in the UK include: (a) complex legislation, which is not easy to understand; (b) high standards of propriety, openness and accountability are required from public bodies, including safeguards on access to information; (c) partnerships and cooperation are preferred to regulation as means to achieve objectives.

It was stressed that field level application of protected area policies in the UK requires flexibility and the application of a range of approaches between different components of the protected area system.  In other words, common principles (such as Natura 2000) do not lead to common prescriptions at the field level.

A high level of public consultation is required in relation to protected area management in the UK. Some of the pitfalls of consultation were noted, such as the risk of having consultation processes dominated by influential, better organised and loud people and that such processes, if not carefully managed, can exclude many persons with legitimate interests or knowledge

Presentation: Ravinder Katwal: Protected Area Governance in India
There are a range of legal categories of protected areas in India, including National Park; Sanctuary; Conservation Reserve; and Community Reserve. In addition there are other reserves such as specifically designated reserves as Tiger Reserves, Elephant Reserves, and Biosphere Reserves which generally fall within one or more of the above legal categories.

There has been a steady growth in the protected area estate, particularly within the categories of National Park and Sanctuary, particularly in the last 5 years. This has been guided by a systematic reserve selection process. The Wildlife Institute of India has been particularly involved in this process through preparing a bio-geographic classification of India which recognizes 10 biogeographic zones, which are further divided into 26 biotic provinces. This system has been instrumental in establishing priorities for the identification of new protected areas in India. The need for a strong scientific basis for the establishment of protected areas was noted as an important lesson for protected areas governance from the Indian experience.

A key governance challenge for protected areas in India has been to more effectively involve local communities in protected area planning and management. To address this two new categories of protected areas have recently been proposed as amendments to the Wildlife (Protection) Act: Conservation Reserve and Community Reserve. The former will safeguard traditional or cultural conservation values while the latter will promote conservation in multiple use areas with substantial human populations. 

Other PA governance issues in India were noted as including: (a) the increasing need to foster public-private partnerships in PA management; (b) implementing systems of management effectiveness evaluation; and (c) strengthening enterprise development activities in and around PAs  
Discussion

Discussion focussed on two broad issues: (a) protected area governance; and (b) community consultation in relation to PAs. The following issues were raised by Forum participants in relation to PA governance:

· Effective governance requires the development of a clear vision for protected areas at the level of both the PA system and the individual protected area.  This was illustrated in the Canadian context where a clear vision has been established for the protected area estate which embraces three key aspects: ecological integrity; quality visitor experiences, and education, all considered in a fully integrated manner;

· It is important to develop consistent standards for protected area management – they should be seen as an important part of corporate governance. IUCN/WCPA can and should play a key role in this regard. These standards should help address the questions of whether defined conservation outcomes are relevant and whether they are they being achieved. IUCN PA Category System provides a useful input to this process of standard setting but further elaboration is required. The ISO (or equivalent) process was noted as having potential application for protected area management;

· A mix of governance models is usually required in relation to national systems of protected areas, involving protected areas managed by government, the private sector and NGO’s. There is no one correct PA governance model; systems need to be tailored to the needs of each country. Imposing one governance model is not appropriate;

· Devolution was noted as an increasingly important element of protected area management, particularly in relation to the devolution of responsibility from central to regional or sub regional forms of governance structures. This requires clear delineation of the roles and responsibilities of each level. The importance of ensuring a local voice was noted as being important but also that this should not be at the cost of losing national consistency in relation to protected area management. As noted by Andy Brown: “you need common principles for governance but the application of these need to be adapted at local levels”; and

· Protected area management must be adaptive and continuously evolve and embrace new concepts such as the evaluation of management effectiveness and the involvement of new stakeholders, including the private sector. Willingness to adapt and to change was noted as an important attribute of successful protected area agencies. One participant, in emphasising this point, noted: “the time to change is when you are most successful”.

The following issues were raised by Forum participants in relation to community consultation and PAs:

· It is important to ensure consultation with a wide range of interest groups and to ensure that all key local interest groups are involved. CEOs noted that their agencies were trying to shift from consultation (eg through comments on a published plan) towards fuller engagement of the community in a wider spectrum of issues relating to protected areas planning and management;

· Different models should be used for engaging with local communities and other audiences. The roundtable process used by Parks Canada was noted as a good model for engaging constructively with a range of stakeholders. Park superintendents are heavily involved in the roundtable process and are accountable for roundtable outcomes. Often this consultation is based around the indicators developed by park mangers for each park, reflecting desired conservation outcomes. In the US National Parks Service the Director has issued a directive advising park superintendents to involve local people when there is a decision which will affect them;

· A range of other approaches for community consultation were noted by participants, including establishment of: (a) stakeholder groups (Bahamas); (b) Advisory Boards (New Zealand, USA, Finland, Mexico, Chile, Canada, ); and (c) Friends of National Parks Groups (USA). In the USA it was noted that Advisory Boards have been widely used and have often led to the creation of other, issue specific groups. In Mexico, Advisory Boards have played a valuable role but was noted that the role of such boards must be clearly defined and understood as advisory and not decision making. The US National Parks Service has also had many positive experiences with Friends Groups, which have been particularly useful in raising public support and money to support park management. 

· Key Factors of Success in relation to community consultation were noted as the need to: (a) clearly define roles of different consultative groups and mechanisms and ensure these roles are clearly understood; (b) involve community groups early in the planning process and be willing and prepared to act on their advice; (c) establish realistic expectations on all sides of what consultation can and cannot achieve; (d) avoid the situation where the noisiest groups get the most attention; (e) clarify the issues - find out what is bothering local communities and start from that perspective; and (f) involve people that support you as well as those that don’t; and

· WPALF participants emphasised that consultation requires time, effort and the development of special skills within PA agencies.

SESSION 2: THE VISITORS EXPERIENCE – Partnerships with the Tourism Sector

Presentation: Randy Williams – Partnerships between the Tourism Industry Association of Canada and Parks Canada

There is a close and effective relationship between Parks Canada and the Canadian Tourism Sector. The sustainable development of the tourism industry is one of the core principles of the Tourism Industry Association of Canada. Close and effective partnership with Parks Canada is one of the key underlying principles of the Association; this partnership has strengthened both the parks system and Canada’s status as a tourist destination. 

Tourism in Canada has undergone major changes and it continues to evolve and grow, with increasing interest in “transformational experiences” which have the potential to “change how park visitors feel about themselves and the world around them”. Increasingly tourists in Canada are seeking nature based experiences and a recent survey showed that 66% of tourists have a “green” perspective. National Parks in Canada are an essential component of the tourism experience – they are key tourism products and travel generators. They welcome 26 million visitors a year and account for nearly a quarter of visits to Canada by international travellers.

The Tourism Industry Association of Canada acts as a conduit, advocate and facilitator between the tourism sector, tourists and Parks Canada. Through this partnership Parks Canada has become more consumer driven and business oriented, something that has traditionally represented a challenge for government agencies in Canada and elsewhere. Canada’s brand message is defined as: “Canada: Keep Exploring”, underlining the connection between people, nature and culture in Canada. Canada’s Code of Ethics and Guidelines for Sustainable Tourism provided the foundation for the development of agreement between Parks Canada and the Association in 2001: The TIAC-Parks Canada Sustainable Tourism Accord.

This Accord commits both partners to 7 broad targets: (1) Enhance the system of National parks and National Historic Sites in Canada; (2) Maintain and enhance the ecological integrity of the National Parks and the commemorative integrity of the National Historic Sites; (3) Foster sustainable tourism; (4) Seek well informed and creative solutions to manage demand and use in a manner which supports the right experience in the right place at the right time; (5) Manage and reduce the impact of visitors on natural and cultural features and pursue leading edge solutions to environmental impacts; (6) Enhance interpretative and educational programmes for the experience, benefit and knowledge of visitors; and (7) Provide accurate information and informed opinion on matters of significance to the planning and management of these special places.
This Accord has provided the framework for a number of specific joint activities and initiatives, including awards for tourism excellence, scholarships for tourism students and the development of joint statements on key issues. 

The partnership between Parks Canada and the Tourism Industry Association of Canada has been very positive for both conservation and the tourism industry. It provides a model for other countries. Such a partnership requires a change of thinking on both sides (PA agencies and tourism sector) and also requires strong leadership, underlines by commitment, vision and passion.

Presentation: Hugh Logan: Tourism and Protected Areas in New Zealand (NZ)
The mission of New Zealand’s Department of Conservation (DOC) is to: “conserve New Zealand’s natural and historic heritage for all to enjoy now and in the future”. The natural environment has a high priority in New Zealand. For example, a recent NZ wide survey found that “quality of life” is one of the most significant features in New Zealand.
Tourism has been an integral element of conservation in NZ and attitudes and approaches have evolved over time. For example in 1987 a concession system was developed to guide tourism but this system was: “mis-trusted by NGOs, grudgingly accepted by tourism operators; and variably applied by DOC”. There were a number of key challenges, including the variable quality of visitor infrastructure, including many assets which were significantly run down, and inadequate and variable standards for visitor management.

In 1995 a viewing platform collapsed at Cave Creek, killing 14 people. This disaster was turning point and proved to be a major driver of change within the organisation. It led to a comprehensive system wide review of visitor management policies/procedures and of recreation opportunities. This review addressed a number of elements, including: accountabilities; the adequacy of systems and processes; and the condition of assets. This led to a major investment in improving assets, including huts/structures and walking tracks, as well as improving policies and procedures for recreation management. This included a clear visitor strategy was also developed with five key goals: (a) conservation of nature; (b) ensuring visitor safety; (c) fostering visits; (d) managing tourism; and (e) informing visitors. 

Implementation review recommendations have led to a major improvement in the management of tourism in New Zealand. The reasons for this success have included: (a) development of a clear vision and objectives for tourism, which considers tourists in natural areas as “interactive travellers” and focuses on delivery of quality visitor experiences; (b) a high level of political commitment; (c) increased financial support, including covering costs of asset depreciation and replacement, which were previously not adequately covered; and (d) close and effective partnership with tourism and concession operators.

Presentation: Carlos Weber: Tourism and Protected Areas in Chile

The relationship between tourist operators and protected area agencies in Chile has at times been difficult and been seen as: “how to strike a deal with the devil without losing your soul”. There has been a recent shift in emphasis and there is now a focus on defining protected area based tourism in terms of being special or “discriminating” and being based on natural experiences. Relationships between PA agencies and tourism agencies have improved in recent years and a number of productive partnerships have been developed for tourism activities in and around specific parks. 

Key elements of successful tourism in relation to protected areas in Chile were noted as: (a) building positive relations between tourism operators and park managers; (b) encouraging a focus on tourism activities outside of protected areas to broaden the range of tourist experiences and shift use pressures away from existing PAs; (c) establishing clear rules to govern tourism activities and operators; and (d) ensuring local people participate in and benefit from tourism in and around protected areas.

Presentation: Fran Maniella: Tourism and Protected Area issues in the USA

The United States National Parks Service (USNPS) has been actively involved in tourism for many years. However the attitude towards tourism has changed significantly in recent years, from a negative attitude towards a view that tourism is an integral element of the overall natural resource challenge – of improving the natural resource base on the one hand while encouraging tourists to visit and enjoy national parks on the other.

The nature of this challenge is demonstrated when one considers the size of the national park system, covering more than 84 million acres, and the wide range of areas managed by the USNPS (including historical parks, scenic rivers and trails, recreation areas and many more). In 2004 visitation to the national park estate totalled 277 million visitors, generating annual economic benefits of US$11 billion and creating more than 226,000 jobs in related industries and adjoining communities.

Key elements of successful planning for tourism in national parks in the US were noted as: (a) effectively engaging people in activities in parks. The success of the volunteer in parks programmes was noted, with more than 140,000 people pr annum currently volunteering to work in areas managed by the NPS; (b) improving the standards and maintenance of facilities within the park system; (c) working closely with the tourism industry and key stakeholders; (d) better communicating the values of national parks and other protected areas, particularly through press coverage; (d) taking a more business like approach to national park planning and management – the concept of legacy goals was noted in this respect; and (e) working beyond the boundaries of national parks towards the concept of a “seamless network of parks” across the landscape.

Discussion

The following issues were raised by Forum participants:

· Protected area agencies must work more closely with the tourism sector. The close partnership between Parcs Canada and the Tourism Industry of Canada Advisory Councils was noted as a good example, as were the approaches outlined in presentations from New Zealand, Chile and the United States. It was noted there is a need to search out, encourage and work with responsible tourism operators; 

· In many countries including many African countries, the issues of tourism, wildlife and PAs are very closely linked, with PAs often being major drivers of economic development through their role in tourism;

· Effective marketing of protected area tourism is needed and this should be led by protected area agencies. Such marketing should be based on the key principles of protecting the environment, ensuring positive visitor experiences and ensuring that PA tourism is sustainable;

· PA agencies need to become more “consumer oriented”, attuned to the expectations and needs of visitors;

· the overall focus should be on quality (visitor experiences) rather than quantity (numbers of tourists) in relation to PA tourism. Mass tourism in and around protected areas should not be encouraged, either by PA agencies or by the tourism sector;

· the link between PAs, tourism and health/quality of life needs to be more explicitly identified and communicated. Effective models such as the “Healthy Parks, Healthy People” from Parks Victoria (Australia) should be widely promoted;

· clear and measurable performance standards for tourism should be established. Models of tourism certification, such as those used in Costa Rica, and tourism operator accreditation, such as those used in New Zealand where standards have been established for 3rd party auditing, should be reviewed in the light of their potential for application elsewhere; and

· The experience with the operation of concessions was discussed and Forum participants noted positive and negative experiences. Common issues raised included: (a) the importance of ensuring concessionaires were carefully managed; (b) the need for consistent system wide approaches to concession management guided by a clear policy framework for concession operation; (c) the importance of educating concessionaires so they themselves implement and promote ecological friendly messages and programmes within protected areas.
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SESSION 4: EFFECTIVENESS OF PAs – Measuring Performance

Presentation: Rauno Vaisanen: The assessment of management effectiveness in Finland’s protected areas 

Finland has placed major emphasis on assessing the effectiveness of its protected area system, with the first system wide analysis undertaken by Harold Eidsvick and Hans Bibelriether in 1994. Finland recently commissioned another review which aimed to update the earlier assessment and also to assess how Finland can most effectively achieve the targets in the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas, adopted 2004. Protected areas in Finland are managed by Metsahallitus, a State Enterprise, which manages 34 National parks covering 8,138 sq kms. Key issues relating to improving the effectiveness of protected areas in Finland include: 

· the need to use the key European regional protected area instrument, Natura 2000, in a way that can link with and support protected area activities in Finland; and

· the need to develop systems for assessing management effectiveness in Finland which can direct lead to more effective conservation efforts on the ground, as well as increasing public and political support for protected areas.

Accordingly an evaluation framework was developed based on the WCPA management effectiveness framework, and a formal, system wide evaluation was undertaken in Finland by a team of credible and independent experts. This involved visits to a series of representative PA sites as well as meetings with key staff and PA stakeholders. 

This report gave a high rating to conservation efforts in Finland and noted: “… protected areas are well managed and with some exceptions, they appear to be achieving their aims of biodiversity conservation”. The report included a number of recommendations relating to: (a) application of the ecosystem approach; (b) PA systems planning; (c) site planning; (d) conservation outcomes; (e) community outcomes; (f) visitor outcomes; (g) financing; (h) global role; (i) inventory and monitoring; (j) state of the parks reporting. More detail on each of these recommendations is included in the powerpoint presentation by Rauno Vaisanen, which is included on the CD Rom with this report.

An implementation strategy is currently being implemented for the recommendations in the report. In general the process used has been useful for assessing the state of the PA system in Finland and also for making and supporting the case for improving the effectiveness of PA management to key decision makers in Finland.

Presentation: Ian Jardine: Performance of Protected Areas in halting Biodiversity Loss

This presentation covered a number of elements relevant to assessing the performance of protected areas in halting biodiversity loss. It was emphasised that the contribution of protected areas to halting biodiversity loss is often anecdotal and not backed up by science and the measurement of key parameters. It is important to place more emphasis on measuring the performance of protected areas at the global, national and site level. At the global level the main indicator of “success” for protected areas has often been the number and size of protected areas established. This gives an incomplete picture as it does not allow for an assessment of how effectively these areas are managed and their direct contribution to biodiversity loss. The following questions must be addressed to obtain a better assessment of the performance of protected areas at national and global levels: (a) what contribution does protected area make to biodiversity conservation? ; (b) what is the quality of the protection? (c) what condition are these areas in ?; and (d) are they in the right places ? Assessment at the site level requires that the following questions be asked: (a) are the management objectives clear? (b) is the protected area achieving these objectives ?; and (c) what role is the protected area playing in biodiversity protection and enhancement ?

These general points were illustrated by the example of the protected area system in Scotland. Scottish Natural Heritage is responsible for the management of: (a) Sites of Special Scientific Interest  - 1,451 sites covering 1,007,700 ha (12.8% of the land area of Scotland); (b) National Nature Reserves – 73 reserves covering 130,904 ha (1.7% of the land area of Scotland); (c) Natura Special Protection Area – 139 areas covering 639,690 ha (8.1 % of the land area of Scotland); and (d) Natura: Candidate Special Area of Conservation – 240 areas covering 1,039,305 ha (13.2% of the land area of Scotland). Scotland also has two National parks, which are managed by separate National Park Authorities, covering 568,353 ha (7.2% of Scotland).

Together these areas provide a comprehensive system for site based biodiversity conservation. Traditionally the performance of the protected area system has been assessed by reference to damage to features or site extent and threats. This provides limited information about the condition of the features or whether the appropriate management is in place. Thus a more consistent and comprehensive system has been developed, based on the UK Common Standards Monitoring Programme, which has established a six year monitoring cycle for all features notified on protected areas to enable the more effective monitoring of protected area condition. As at march 2005, 3,732 (68%) of features had been monitored and 69 % are reported to be in a favourable condition. 

This monitoring has enabled the development of a clearer picture of the role protected areas play at the national level in conserving biodiversity and enables an assessment of the effectiveness of existing protected areas as a network across the landscape. Information has also enabled the identification of biodiversity hotspots in Scotland, trends in biodiversity and threats to this biodiversity, as well as an assessment of the coherence of protected area networks at a biogeographic scale. Such information is critical in guiding the future establishment and management of protected areas, particularly in the context of external threats, such as climate change.

Presentation: M. Sidi Mohamed Ould Moine: Improving management effectiveness in the Banc d’Arguin National Park, Mauritania

This presentation introduced the Banc d’Arguin National Park, the largest coastal and marine protected area in Western Africa. This national park is a World Heritage site, a Ramsar site and also occurs within one of the WWF Global 200 Ecoregions. There has been recent emphasis on strengthening the governance of this national park, with particular emphasis on: (a) implementing the 2000-2024 law for the national park; (b) establishing a clear organisational structure, with well defined lines of responsibility; and (c) encouraging research through the formation of an International Scientific Council. The main aims of the national park are to protect the natural resources of the Banc d’Arguin and also to support the sustainable development activities of local populations in harmony with nature conservation objectives.

There are a number of threats to the integrity of the national park, including over fishing, construction of roads (the trans-saharienne road), and exploitation of natural resources, particularly oil. The national park is potentially at risk from oil pollution, due to the number of oil tankers in the marine region and the dangerous nature of the marine environment for shipping. Other challenges facing the national park are inadequate financing and a lack of trained staff. The response to these challenges have included the development and implementation of a management plan which sets out a number of clear strategies, including: (a) reducing the impact of local and international fishing on the marine reserve particularly through banning commercial fishing; (b) establishing a trust fund to support park management; and (c) strengthening staff capacity. 
Presentation: Julius Kipng’etich: Impact of Land Use Changes on Wildlife Conservation in Kenya

Kenya has 59 national parks covering 8% of the country. The Kenya Wildlife Service employs 3,100 staff and faces many challenges. These include incursion from agricultural activities, with the area under agriculture increasing from 67,300 sq km in 1981 to 110,600 sq km in 2000 (an increase of 64%) with particular pressure from agriculture associated with the cultivation of tea as well as flowers to meet the cut flower market. The spread of agriculture is associated with the subdivision of land and the loss of wildlife corridors, which in turn cause human-wildlife conflicts impacting on wildlife and human populations. There has also been increasing pressure associated with rapidly expanding urban areas, with the area included in built up areas increasing from 300 sq km in 1981 to 700 sq km in 2000 (an increase of 133%).

Poaching of wildlife within national parks is a specific challenge. Poachers are well armed and frequently enter into Kenya from neighbouring countries: Somalia, Ethiopia and Sudan. This, coupled with the entry of small arms, poses significant challenges for the Kenya Wildlife Service.

Tourism, wildlife and PAs are closely linked in Kenya and are major economic drivers in the countries.

Three broad future scenarios were outlined: (a) maintain the status quo – continuing a non consumptive wildlife policy; (b) providing wildlife conservation incentives – for land owners to tolerate wildlife, and provide compensation for wildlife related losses; and (c) develop a policy of conservation through utilisation – where wildlife is promoted as a viable alternative to agriculture. 

Development of a pragmatic land use policy was advocated with a strict focus on protecting priority habitats, coupled with land evaluation for wildlife conservation and carefully managed sustainable utilisation.

Discussion

The following issues were raised by Forum participants:

· many countries face serious threats to the integrity of their protected area systems, from a range of sources including inadequate resources, competing land uses, including agriculture and mining, and civil disturbance e.g. problems with poaching as outlined above in Kenya;

· there is a need to address these threats and to strengthen the management of PA systems. The systematic review reported to the Forum from Finland provides a useful model to both improve effectiveness and improve trust and support at all levels for protected areas; 

· it is critical to focus on the use that is made of information arising from the assessment of PA management effectiveness. A question was raised from a Forum participant about whether we are we spending too much time in evaluation and not enough time in selling the results of the evaluations to politicians and key decision makers. It is important to present information simply and effectively in a way that makes political sense and can be used to support the case for greater investment in protected areas;

· there are a range of approaches to assess PA effectiveness, such as the IUCN/WCPA Framework on Assessing Management Effectiveness and the WWF/World Bank Scorecard Approach. It was emphasised that such systems should: (a) focus on improving long term outcomes; (b) aim to improve the long term management of PAs; (c) should focus on both negative as well as positive aspects; and (d) ensure that evaluation is integrated into overall PA management practice;

· With the assessment of management effectiveness there is a risk of giving too much emphasis to technical rather than other issues, particularly those related to social issues. Improving effectiveness must be based on careful consideration of social issues and ensuring their integration into decision making;

· assessment of PA effectiveness can be used as a de-facto performance evaluation of PA CEO’s and thus it can be risky. However CEO’s should encourage such assessments, while recognizing that it can be complex and time consuming;

· it is important to be clear on what the PA agency and the PA CEO want to get out of management effectiveness evaluation – the bottom line is that it should be used to improve the way in which protected areas are established and managed; and

· a key element of improving effectiveness is to better convince decision makers of the values of PAs – this requires better marketing and packaging of protected areas to key politicians and Ministries such as Finance. Information needs to be presented simply and in a way that makes political sense and can be used to support the case for PAs.

SESSION 5: SCIENCE AND MANAGEMENT 

Presentation: Peter Cochrane: Scientific Wildlife Research

This presentation outlined four case studies of the application of science to protected area management in Australia. From this a number of lessons were drawn: (a) The decision-making environment of park managers is complex, in terms of institutions, historical context and multiple stakeholder interests; (b) There are many ways to address this complexity and science provides one input to this challenge; (c) Science must be linked with and balanced by other inputs to park management. It is important to obtain and make use of other forms of knowledge, including the knowledge of traditional owners and indigenous peoples. A narrow knowledge/conceptual base creates risks and a range of perspectives needs to be sought in addressing management issues; and (d) Science can be very helpful for communicating with stakeholders, although sometimes scientists are not the best communicators.

Presentation: Hector Magome: Science and the Kruger elephant saga

This presentation outlined how science has been used in relation to the issue of culling of elephants in the Kruger National Park. From this a number of lessons were drawn: 

(a) Science is only one of a number of elements that need to be considered in decision making. Political considerations will always have a high influence on decision making; (b) the application of science has to be seen in the broader societal context, particularly in South Africa where attitudes are influenced by factors such as  increasing democratization and accountability; and the rapid spread of information (including in relation to graphic electronic images which can whip up sentiment quickly and effectively in relation to issues such as the culling of elephants; (c) science is often characterised by a sharp divergence of opinions and this can make decision making difficult when there are emotionally sensitive issues such as the culling of elephants; (d) External events, such as the Earth Summit, can significantly influence political decision making; and (e) science will always have an important role in protected areas but ultimately the values held by society is the key driver of decision making.

Presentation: Chris Hamilton: Science and protected areas in the Bahamas
This presentation outlined the application of science in protected areas in the Bahamas, particularly through the Bahamas National Trust. The presentation reviewed a number of case studies and outlined a number of lessons: (a) it is always important to supplement scientific knowledge with knowledge from other sources; (b) science can be very important to add credibility for decisions but it must be used strategically; and (c) the use of science should be considered in terms of assisting the best decisions in the longer term.

Discussion

The following issues were raised by Forum participants:

· science plays an important role in PA management however it is critical that science is focused on addressing key management issues – the application of science to address elephant management issues in the Kruger National Park in South Africa and in guiding feral cat control decisions in the Bahamas were provided as examples of the successful application of science;

· science is one element of decision making and it needs to be integrated with other elements as much as possible. In particular there needs to be close dialogue between scientists and park managers in the development and application of research programmes;

· the application of science in relation to PAs often has a political edge and there needs to be care in relation to how science is more broadly communicated to both decision makers and the general public. Science can be used proactively and positively by PA agencies to influence the outcomes of issues, such as dealing with invasive species in New Zealand;

· it is important for PA agencies to have their own in house capacity to either undertake research or, at a minimum, be able to direct and assess the research undertaken by external bodies;

· social science is very important but this is an area that has traditionally been given less attention within PA agencies. Where possible multidisciplinary approaches are more effective; and

· collaborative research programmes with Universities and other research bodies has proved successful in many countries, and the potential of this for PA agencies needs to be further explored.

SESSION 6: CONCLUSIONS

Forum participants raised the following concluding points:

· This World Protected Areas Leadership Forum had been an outstanding success, in terms of organisation, content and structure. It provides a model for future forums;

· The World Protected Areas Leadership Forum is a very useful forum for PA CEOs and should continue. It is a place where heads of agencies can check in with other CEOs to discuss burning issues and ways in which different issues are being tackled;

· Features of this Forum which were particularly useful and should be included in future forums were noted as: (a) inviting one speaker from other sectors to participate as was undertaken at this Forum in relation to the participation of the Tourism Sector in Canada; (b) ensure CEOs are effectively consulted in relation to the agenda and the specific issues that need to be addressed. The involvement of Bruce Amos in relation to the advance preparation of the meeting agenda, based on consultation with CEOs, was noted as particularly useful; (c) only CEOs should be invited; (d) keep group to a reasonable size to promote interaction (about 15-25 maximum); and (e) two days meeting plus one day field trip is ideal.

· Future Forums should have a close linkage to IUCN and WCPA but the agenda should not be driven by WCPA. It was agreed that the Forums should continue to be jointly hosted by the Host Country and IUCN/WCPA as has been the case with all previous Forums; 

· Agency Heads stressed they should be in attendance at all future Forums; and

· Possible topics for future forums were noted as: (a) marine protected areas; (b) the link between protected areas and human health – in this regard the interesting work of Parks Victoria (Australia) on this topic was noted and it was suggested they be invited to the 2006 Forum. 

SESSION 7: CLOSING AND NEXT WPALF MEETING

Forum participants sincerely thanked Alan Latourelle and his hard working team in Parks Canada for staging such an outstanding Forum.

Offers were made by Mexico to host the 2006 Forum and by Chile to host the 2007 Forum. These offers were warmly accepted by Forum participants. Parks Canada offered to share their experience from this Forum with Mexico and Chile.
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