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Introduction:- why all of this?

MANAGEMENT
EFFECTIVENESS

Ta rgEt 11 & POWPA, SpGCiﬁCH”YI- Goal 4.2: of South Africa’s Terrestrial Protected Areas

Meet South Africa’s obligations for CBD

mznaged by netioznl and provescis! conssnation outhorities

Evaluate the effectiveness of PA management:

Implement management effectiveness
evaluations of at least 30% of its protected areas

Adapt METT for RSA situation

Determined baseline and continue to monitor
progress over time

National annual reporting

Ensure sustainability in effectiveness




Assessments undertaken pre-METT-SA

" Rapid assessment and prioritization of PAs management
(RAPPAM)

= State of biodiversity report (SoB)
= State of marine protected areas (SoMPA)

" Protected areas integrity management evaluation
(PAIME)

= State of forests (SoF)



Management &ffectiveness
of South Africa’'s Protected Areas

RSA 2010 Baseline

" |nternationally accepted METT was 3008a000H058030010003030543
adapted to make it more applicable '309000000060208600.0:
to South African context

= QOver 70% of state managed
protected areas were self-assessed
by management authorities across
the country

= Baseline Information published in
2010 report

= METT ‘endorsed’ as a national
monitoring tool
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Baseline Study Results

0-33%=ineffective mngnt, 33-67%=basic mngnt with significant deficiencies & >67%=sound mngnt

National Average
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Frequency of scores within a range

=

010 1020 20-30 3040 4050 5060 60-70 70-80 80-90 90-100

Range of percentage scores

Average effectiveness = 49% & only 13% PA with > 67% (effective). Semi-normal distribution = problem!!



Radical National Step to Improve PA Management Effectiveness

National METT Score Target

“60% of state managed protected areas to
have a METT score above 67% by the end
of 2014 fiscal year”
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Tyre Recycling Zero Emission Car

= To be achieved through ensuring
incorporation of the target into:
Outcome 10,

Strategic plans &

Other subsidiary and appropriate plans across all W o -~
spheres of government within the sector

= Annual on-going national monitoring of N7 environmental afais
Depariment

the implementation B S
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Results of the Monitoring of METT-SA Application

NO. OF PROTECTED AREAS
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Distribution of scores per score category for the protected areas assessed between 2010 and 2013
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Results of the Monitoring of METT-SA Continues....
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Results of the Monitoring of METT-SA Continues....

NO. OF PROTECTED AREAS
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Discussion on the Overall Monitoring

" Significant improvement on the METT
scores can be attributed to:
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National intervention of setting an ambitious target
Bilateral engagements with MAs on implementations
Development of turnaround strategies by MAs

Integrating METT work into some staff performance
contracts/assessments

Frequent monitoring of progress (annual assessment)
Dedication of staff by some of MAs



Future work on METT-SA Application

= Determination of reliability index on the self-assessed
data submitted to national by MAs

= Determination of interventions to assist those PAs
with low scores

= Revision of METT-SA to meet challenges of recent
times



THANK YOU



	Slide Number 1
	Slide Number 2
	Assessments undertaken pre-METT-SA
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Slide Number 8
	Slide Number 9
	Discussion on the Overall Monitoring
	Future work on METT-SA Application
	THANK YOU

