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ICRMP Background

Ecosystems are interconnected; what happens 
in one will ultimately affect the other.  Forest 
denudation, for example, results in soil erosion 

causing siltation of rivers and estuaries.  Improperly 
managed solid waste/waste water end up in coastal areas 
and pollute these resources, a major source of food and 
livelihood for millions of Filipinos.  Development efforts 
– establishment of industries, ports, tourism programs, 
various sources of livelihood – also have to take into 
consideration the carrying capacity of our environment 
and natural resources.

The Integrated Coastal Resources Management 
Project (ICRMP) promotes the “ridge-to-reef” approach 
in managing coastal resources.  This management 
approach -- addressing threats in the uplands, lowlands 
and coastal areas in an integrated way -- is expected 
to result in the development of coastal resources that 
is sustainable, allowing these resources to continue 
providing environmental services to support livelihood, 
eco-tourism, industrial and other socio-economic 
activities.

The ICRMP is a seven-year project (July 2007 
to June 2014) implemented by the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), Bureau of 
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources (BFAR) and Municipal 
Development Fund Office (MDFO). It aims to follow the 
“ridge-to-reef” approach for sustainably managing the 
coastal resources and to increase income of the fisher 
folks by providing them greater access to livelihood 
opportunities. Its implementation is supported by US 
$33.8M loan proceeds from the Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) and US $9M grant proceeds from the Global 
Environmental Facility (GEF). 

SCOPE AND COVERAGE

The project covers provinces and municipalities 
surrounding four “extremely high” marine biodiversity 
corridors of national and global importance as identified 
by the Philippine Marine Biodiversity Priorities. These 
are: (i) the Babuyan corridor along the northern coast 
of Luzon joining the Pacific Ocean and West Philippine 
Sea; (ii) the Ticao Pass-San Bernardino Strait-Samar 
corridor; (iii) the Daan Bantayan corridor straddling the 
Visayas Sea and the Tañon Strait; and (iv) the Pujada 
Bay corridor, an important point of convergence of 
bioregions of the Pacific Ocean and the Celebes Sea. 
The Zambales marine ecosystem in the Sulu Sea and 
the Bohol small-island marine ecosystem between the 
Bohol Sea and Sulu Sea were added to the project areas 
for their “high” to “very high” priority marine biodiversity 
significance and proximity to marine corridors. 

The project covers 80 municipalities as shown in the 
map and table below:

EXPECTED OUTCOME
Sustainable Management of 
coastal resources and increased 
income for coastal communities

EXPECTED IMPACT
Enhanced coastal resources
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PROJECT COMPONENTS

Component A - Policy and Institutional 
Strengthening and Development

This component aims to (i) rationalize Government 
policy for ICRM and improving coordination 
mechanisms, (ii) strengthen national and local 
government institutional capacity, and (iii) develop a 
performance-based incentive and disincentive system 
for local governments. Major accomplishments include 
(i) development of the National Integrated Coastal 
Management (ICM) Program as mandated by the EO 533, 
(ii) completion of various policy studies (e.g. Mangrove 
Management, Foreshore Management, User’s Fees 
and Resource Rents, Environmental and Social Impact 
Assessment, Live Reef/Food Fish Trade,  etc.) which 
provide corrective measures recommendation on 
policy weaknesses and legal gaps in the management 
of coastal zones and habitats, (iii) provision of trainings 
on Biodiversity Conservation, Gender Sensitization, 
Environmental Assessment and Review Framework, 
MPA Networks and Institutional Arrangements, Initial 
Environmental Examination, for hundreds of staff from 
DENR and participating municipalities.

Component B - ICRM and Biodiversity 
Conservation

This component promotes basic ICRM and 
biodiversity conservation practices.  Technical 
assistance was provided to participating LGUs to 
develop and adopt municipal ICRM plans that shall 
guide local development initiatives towards sustainable 
management of coastal resources.  In 2011, 63 out of 80 
LGUs have already allocated budget to implement ICRM 
plans.  The component also supports the rehabilitation 
and reforestation of mangrove and watershed areas 
with active participation of local communities, 
complementing the National Greening Program (NGP). 
The project already rehabilitated and reforested about 
2,000 hectares of mangrove and about 7,000 hectares of 
watershed. Other on-going assistance to LGUs include 
development/adoption of Marine Protected Area (MPA) 
Management Plans, development of conservation 
projects, among others. 

Component C - Enterprise Development and 
Income Diversification

Implemented in collaboration between BFAR and 
DENR, this Component is committed to provide the 
municipal fisherfolks with supplementary income 
and reduce their reliance on fishing by promoting 
environment-friendly and sustainable enterprises and 
livelihoods (e.g. natural salt production, reef discovery, 
etc.). Assistance is on-going to establish about 370 
enterprises/livelihoods that would benefit thousands of 
households in the project sites in 2012 to 2014.

Component D - Social and Environmental 
Services and Facilities

In collaboration with the Municipal Development 
Fund Office (MDFO), DENR provides assistance to LGUs 
in realizing basic social services requirements of coastal 
communities and to complement with LGU efforts 
to address coastal pollution and mitigate resource 
degradation. Technical assistance is on-going to LGUs 
for the development, appraisal and approval of about 
30 infrastructure sub-projects (e.g. sanitary landfill, 
materials recovery facility, slaughterhouse, water 
supply, etc.) amounting to roughly PhP 300M.  

Map of the covered provinces under the ICRMP.
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(Clockwise from top left) For Component A, a series of planning and review workshops have been conducted, such as the 
Environmental Assessment and Review Framework for ICRMP Subprojects; For Component B, rehabilitation and reforestation of 
mangrove forests and watershed areas have complemented the DENR’s National Greening Program (NGP); For Component C, 
environment-friendly and sustainable enterprises, such as eco-tourism, have been promoted and implemented by the DENR and 
DA-BFAR; For Component D, the DENR assists LGUs to develop, appraise, and approve infrastructure sub-projects
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To ensure the effective management and protection of protected areas (PAs), activities need to be 
effectively monitored and evaluated. 

Monitoring progress in terms of action plans and operations are better facilitated through the utilization 
of a tracking tool designed especially for these PAs. Accordingly, the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool 
(METT) makes possible the assessment of progress made towards achieving the management effectiveness 
goals for terrestrial PAs using the Score Card developed by the World Bank (WB) – World Wide Fund (WWF) 
Alliance.

Necessary changes have been applied to this Score Card to make it appropriate for Marine Protected 
Areas (MPAs). Some twenty-seven (27) MPAs in the Integrated Coastal Resources Management Project 
(ICRMP) sites have undergone the test-run of the METT using the MPA Score Card through administration of 
questionnaire and interviews. Results of this test-run are, therefore, discussed in this Publication.

It is noteworthy that for local governments and communities planning to establish MPAs, the METT for 
MPA tool shall be beneficial towards the selection and prioritization processes. In addition, MPA planners will 
be more adept in taking indicators into consideration for strategic decision making.

Foreword

Theresa Mundita S. Lim
 Director

Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau 
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The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) Score Card, originally designed for use on tracking 
the effectiveness of terrestrial protected areas (PAs), has taken a new shape, as it deals with the management 
of marine protected areas (MPAs). With this effort, the status, appropriateness, and effectiveness of MPA 
management planning and implementation schemes will be properly monitored and evaluated. The 
modification of the Score Card will allow for the survey of outputs and assessment of outcomes and extent to 
which management objectives and targets are achieved.

The DENR will greatly benefit from determining strengths and weaknesses in environmental management 
and service delivery. The use of such tracking tool will meet the purpose of project oversight and governance 
improvement. May this Publication guide MPA managers and implementers in determining the status of 
marine resources in the MPA sites, as well as, improve management systems.

Finally, the DENR recognizes this milestone achievement under the Policy and Institutional Strengthening 
and Development component of the Integrated Coastal Resources Management Project (ICRMP) through the 
steering of the Coastal and Marine Management Office (CMMO) of the Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau 
(PAWB).

Atty. Analiza R. Teh
Undersecretary and Chief of Staff

Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Message
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Effectively managing protected and environmentally critical or sensitive ecosystems like our coastal 
areas, has challenges different from those of managing human organizations. Thus, around ten years ago, 
tracking tools started to be developed and used to monitor and assess progress, to pinpoint gaps and ensure 
the attainment of objectives.

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) is a simple tool designed for use in the field. 
But because of its relative novelty, there is need to build appreciation for this tool across the spectrum of 
environmental stakeholders, so that we can popularize its use and engage them in improving the tool.

METT is about revisiting indicators and gauging performance. For Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), 
METT’s Score Card will be very useful in helping MPA managers and local stakeholders determine their areas 
of success and where processes and gaps need to be improved and addressed, respectively.

The future direction of METT for MPAs is geared towards further enhancement of the modified Score 
Card based on the METT test-run. In this accord, best practices for a sustainable management of marine 
resources and ecosystems in attained and continuously improved.

Ramon J.P. Paje
  Secretary

Department of Environment and Natural Resources

Message
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Introduction

This book is the sixth in a compilation of ten technical and policy papers on Integrated Coastal Management 
(ICM) in the Philippines. The compilation entitled Sustaining our Coasts: The Ridge-to-Reef Approach aims 
to provide decision makers, managers and field implementers a sound policy environment for ICM.

Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) for Marine Protected Area, is another instrument that 
monitors and tracks progress of protected area management goals. Using a Score Card developed by the 
World Bank (WB) in 2004, the METT for MPAs utilizes a quick, easy, and replicable scoring scheme and a 
harmonized reporting system. The WB Score Card was test-run to locally managed MPAs in the Philippines 
under the Integrated Coastal Resources Management Project (ICRMP). As a result, opportunities for an 
effective iterative feedback process leading to several modifications and refinements of the original WB 
Score Card were obtained.

With more than three decades of experience in coastal resources management, the Philippines has 
undertaken a progressive journey towards ICM. Managing the coastal and marine resources has progressed 
into taking on a “ridge-to-reef” approach that is integrative, holistic, multi-sectoral, and ecosystem-based, in 
order to address the inter-linkages among associated watersheds, estuaries and wetlands, and coastal seas. 
Significantly, Executive Order No. 533, which was issued on 6 June 2006, has adopted ICM as the national 
strategy and policy framework to ensure the sustainable development of the coastal and marine environment 
and resources. Alongside this major landmark in the history of ICM development is the opportunity to 
strengthen ICM practice in the country through the Integrated Coastal Resources Management Project 
(ICRMP). 

The DENR, in consultation with other concerned agencies, sectors and stakeholders, has conducted policy 
and technical studies on user fees and resource rents, mangrove management, foreshore management, 
impact monitoring, and management effectiveness tracking for Marine Protected Areas. The results of these 
studies have been packaged into a compilation of technical and policy papers comprising:

1. National Integrated Coastal Management Program (NICMP) for Sustainable Development of 
the Coastal and Marine Environment and Resources of the Philippines;

2. Mangrove Management;
3. The Emerging Challenges of Foreshore Management: A Review of Foreshore-related Laws and 

Policies, Institutional Arrangements and Issues;
4. User Fees for Marine Protected Areas and Resource Rents for Major Coastal Habitats;
5. Environmental Impact Monitoring System (EIMS);



6. Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) for MPA;
7. Marine Protected Areas under the National Integrated Protected Areas System (NIPAS) Act;
8. Environmental and Social Impact Assessment;
9. Live Reef/Food Fish Trade; and
10. Environmental Hazard Management

May this compilation direct, guide, and support implementers from concerned government agencies 
and local government units, including private and public sectors, and other stakeholders, and ultimately, 
attain the expected outcome of sustainably managed coastal resources and increased income for coastal 
communities.

Jacob F. Meimban, Jr.
 Executive Director

Protected Areas and Wildlife Bureau
Coastal and Marine Management Office
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About the Papers

NATIONAL ICM PROGRAM 

The Philippines, through the passage of Executive 
Order No. 533 in 2006, has adopted Integrated Coastal 

Management (ICM) as the national strategy to ensure 
sustainable development of the coastal and marine 
environment and resources.

EO No. 533 mandates DENR to develop a National ICM 
Program (NICMP), in consultation with other concerned 
agencies, sectors and stakeholders to provide direction, 
support and guidance to local government units (LGUs) and 
stakeholders in the development and implementation of 
their local ICM Programs.

The National ICM Program drew up from the Sustainable 
Development Strategy for the Seas of East Asia (SDS-
SEA) Implementation Plan of DENR and PEMSEA and 
the National ICM Program prepared under the Integrated 
Coastal Resources Management Program (ICRMP). The 
streamlining of these two initiatives was undertaken by 
CMMO and PEMSEA, leading to the development of a 
unified and comprehensive NICMP that accounts for all 
sectoral, local and transboundary initiatives under a common 
agenda of goals, targets, outputs and measurable outcomes, 
including the establishment of a national ICM coordinating 
mechanism. The NICMP is set to provide direction, support 
and guidance to local government units and stakeholders 
in the development and implementation of their local ICM 
programs.

MANGROVE MANAGEMENT

The DENR, through PAWB-CMMO and the Integrated 
Coastal Resources Management Project (ICRMP), 

recognizes the urgency of restoring, developing, protecting, 
maintaining and managing mangrove resources in light 
of the current problems on food security, environmental 
stability, social development and economic growth in 
coastal communities. Such development is affected by 
climate change. To achieve this, it has to formulate policies 
on mangroves that will guide DENR in the implementation 
of its mandates in the mangrove areas of the country.

For this mangrove policy study, the following policy 
concerns identified as critical by PAWB-CMMO are: (1) 
Reversion of Abandoned, Undeveloped and Underutilized 
Fishponds under Fishpond Lease Agreements to the 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources through 
the National Convergence Approach; (2) Cancellation 
of Illegally Titled Fishponds and Illegally Constructed 
Fishponds in Classified Forestland and Reclassification 
of Intact Mangrove Forest in Classified Alienable and 
Disposable Land; (3) Special Agreement for Mangrove Area 
Development as a Legal Instrument for the Development 
and Management of Mangrove Areas Including Beach Areas 
and Foreshore Areas under the Administrative Jurisdiction 
of the Department of Environment and Natural Resources; 
(4) Implementation of Laws and Relevant Administrative 
Issuances Relating to Foreshore Areas that are Actually 
Mangrove Areas; and (5) Repeal of the Policy Prohibiting the 
Cutting of Mangrove Forest and in the Collection of Forest 
Charges Therefrom Embodied in RA 7161.

To address the mangrove policy problems, draft 
administrative orders were prepared, namely: (1) Draft JAO: 
“Guidelines on the Reversion of Abandoned, Undeveloped 
and Underutilized Fishponds under Fishpond Lease 
Agreements to the Department of Environment and Natural 
Resources through the National Convergence Approach”; 
(2) Draft DAO: “Cancellation of Illegally Titled Fishponds 
and Illegally Constructed Fishponds in Classified Forestland 
and Reclassification of Intact Mangrove Forest in Classified 
Alienable and Disposable Land”; and (3) Draft DAO: 
“Special Agreement for Mangrove Area Development as a 
Legal Instrument for the Development and Management of 
Mangrove Areas Including Beach Areas and Foreshore Areas 
under the Administrative Jurisdiction of the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources”, among others.
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FORESHORE MANAGEMENT

Effective management of foreshore areas in the Philippines 
requires a shift in the government’s development 

paradigm.  While there are existing laws and policies 
governing foreshore, the dominant perspective articulated by 
these policies has been one of utilization. Current policies and 
guidelines focus on the use and development of the foreshore 
area and inadequately provide the legal protection needed by 
the foreshore and its adjacent shore lands. 

The challenges faced by the coastal zone include among 
others, weak enforcement of existing laws and guidelines, 
the jurisdictional conflicts and institutional overlaps among 
various agencies exercising responsibilities covering the 
foreshore and the coastal zone. 

The policy study has identified the following key concerns 
in addressing the problems and issues facing the management 
of foreshore areas: (1) Harmonization of development 
paradigms perspectives in order to integrate conservation, 
coastal zone management, and such concerns as climate 
change, local development planning and disaster risk 
reduction; and (2)Pursuit of vigorous enforcement strategies 
and participatory and inclusive monitoring processes to 
ensure implementation of existing laws and guidelines. 

The study recommends the following ways forward: (1)
Developing a Foreshore Management Policy Agenda; (2)
Inter-agency or multi-institutional Assessment of Policies 
and Programs relating to Foreshore; (3) Capacity/Training 
Needs Assessment and Information and Education of  key 
stakeholders in  foreshore “hotspots”; (4) Building More 
Effective Enforcement Strategies, including multipartite 
monitoring schemes and the setting up of a systematic 
inventory (or database) of foreshore cases and legal problems; 
and (5) Revisiting/Reviewing comprehensive land and water 
use plans of LGUs.

USER FEES AND RESOURCE RENTS

Financing of programs and projects is critical to the 
sustainable management of protected areas. The 

formulation of appropriate instruments for prescribing 
fees for the enjoyment and sustainable use of resources in 
protected areas is the main focus of DAO 2000-51. A focus 
group discussion was held among PAMB and DENR staff in 
the implementation of the DAO, and a number of constraints 
have been identified in its smooth implementation in the 
field. Recommendations to address these constraints are 
composed of the following, among others: (1) The PAWB may 
try to maximize its existing projects and external funding 
sources to contract out the estimation of user fees in NIPAS 
PAs. The skills required for estimating user fees do not seem 
to match the set of skills possessed by the current PAMB staff 
complement; (2) PAMB staff members should be oriented 
with the results of existing valuation and user fee studies, so 
that cross-learning may be achieved. In PAs where it may be 
too costly for PAWB-DENR to contract out user fee setting 
studies, results for other PAs may be applied to them granted 
resources, uses and users are similar in nature. PAWB can 
therefore do an inventory of all user fees being implemented 
and recommended in all NIPAS sites, and share them with all 
PAMB staff members nationwide; (3) The NIPAS law provides 
a much wider discretion for fines to be set at higher levels. 
PAMBs might consider setting their respective fines at levels 
that approximate the amount of damages potentially incurred 
by specific violations; and (4) In areas where overlaps of NIPAS 
PAs occur with other legal instruments such as the Local 
Government Code, the Fisheries Code or the CADTs through 
the IPRA, it is suggested that PAMBs explore the possibility 
of co-management arrangements with other management 
stakeholders such as LGUs or IP groups. There are some PAs 
that have successfully pursued this arrangement such as in 
Tubbataha Reef Natural Park and St. Paul Subterranean River. 

The following outputs emanated from the workshop: (1)
Identification of possible resource uses for implementation 
of user fee studies; (2) Formulation of workplans for the 
conduct of user fee studies and/or for setting user fees within 
their respective jurisdictions; and (3) A better appreciation 
of the economic and legal principles behind the setting of 
appropriate user fees and estimating resource rents in major 
coastal habitats.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
MONITORING SYSTEM (EIMS)

The ICRMP small scale subprojects that would require 
the preparation of IEE and the acquisition of ECC from 

EMB are subject to Environmental Impact Monitoring (EIM) 
in accordance with the EIA law. However the Environmental 
Management Bureau’s prescribed requirements for EIM are 
designed for large projects that are environmentally critical 
(ECPs) and for non-ECPs that are located in environmentally 
critical areas (ECAs) as defined under the EIA law.

In view of this, the Environmental Impact Monitoring 
System (EIMS) is designed for subprojects under ICRMP to 
ensure that the (1) environmental management plan and the 
required conditions under the ECC are properly implemented 
by the project proponent; (2) to determine the effectiveness 
of environmental management measures in reducing 
the actual impacts of the subprojects; and (3) to use the 
information gathered in improving project design, correcting 
flaws and addressing deficiencies in project implementation.

The EIMS has two components: (1) Compliance 
monitoring; and (2) Impact monitoring. Compliance 
monitoring determines whether the project proponent is 
able to implement the actions such as mitigation measures 
that are required. Impact monitoring, on the other hand, is 
to measure and determine the environmental changes that 
can be attributed to project construction or operation and to 
check the effectiveness of mitigation measures put in place 
by the proponent.

The EIMS also involves the development of the 
Environmental Monitoring Framework and Plan. The 
Environmental Monitoring Plan (EMoP) provides the 
parameters and indicators to be monitored, source(s) of 
samples, frequency of monitoring, method of analysis 
and responsible institution(s) for each proposed ICRMP 
subprojects. The monitoring framework will serve to guide 
the project implementers and stakeholders in monitoring 
the performance and effects or impacts of the mitigation 
measures.

In addition to formulating a monitoring program, it is 
also crucial to work out a plan for its implementation. This 
includes assigning institutional roles and responsibility, 
reporting requirements, enforcement capability, and 
ensuring that adequate resources, in terms of staffing and 
skills, equipment, training and budget are provided to support 
EIMS implementation.

MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS 
TRACKING TOOL (METT) FOR MPA

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool has been 
developed by the World Bank/WWF Alliance Worldwide 

to help track and monitor progress in protected area 
management effectiveness. It is designed to be a basic and 
simple mechanism for monitoring progress towards more 
effective management over time. It was initially developed 
for terrestrial protected areas that later became the basis for 
the development of the tracking tool for marine protected 
areas (MPA). The MPA tracking tool uses a Score Card 
developed by the World Bank in 2004 to assess progress 
in achieving management effectiveness goals for Marine 
Protected Areas. The Score Card has been built around the 
application of the World Commission Protected Area (WCPA) 
Framework comprising of six components i.e. context, 
planning, implementation, inputs, outputs and outcomes. 

It was developed with the following attributes: (1) It 
is capable of providing a harmonized reporting system for 
forest protected area assessment within both the World 
Bank and WWF; (2) It is suitable for replication; (3) It is able 
to supply consistent data to allow tracking of progress over 
time; (4) It is relatively quick and easy to be completed by 
protected area staff or managers, so as not to be reliant on 
high levels of funding or other resources; (5) It is capable of 
providing a “score” if required; and (6) It is based around a 
system that provides four alternative text answers to each 
question, strengthening the scoring system.

As per the Project Management Consultant’s Terms of 
Reference, the WB score card will be used by the ICRMP for 
monitoring and evaluation of the management effectiveness 
of MPAs. However, since this is the first time the WB score card 
is used to assess locally managed MPAs in the Philippines, it 
was essential to test whether in its current format and content 
this assessment tool is suitable to test the management 
effectiveness of ICRMP locally managed MPAs. The METT 
test-run exercise was conducted in parallel with the ICRMP 
catch-up activities and the development of MPA Plan and 
management planning guidelines. This created opportunities 
for an effective iterative feedback process leading to several 
modifications and refinements of the original WB Score Card. 
Indeed, during the MPA management planning workshops, 
several management concerns were identified that were 
not covered in the original WB Score Card, hence, additional 
questions were incorporated to cover these specific aspects 
as will be further described in the report.
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The World Bank/WWF Alliance Worldwide 
was able to develop a tool for tracking and 
monitoring progress in protected areas called 

the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) to 
ensure effective management and protection of these 
sites.  Originally used for terrestrial protected areas, 
it was later adopted as a tracking tool to be used for 
marine protected areas (MPAs).  

The tool employs the use of score cards developed 
by the World Bank to assess progress made in achieving 
management effectiveness goals for MPAs.

It was decided that the WB score card would be used 
by the ICRMP for monitoring and evaluation of MPA 
sites in terms of management effectiveness. However, 
the absence of any actual application on MPA sites 
made it necessary for a test to be performed in order to 
determine the effectiveness of the tool in the Philippine 
setting, and to determine what else are needed in order 
to improve the tool’s effectiveness.  Thus, a test-run 
exercise was conducted in parallel with ICRMP catch-up 
activities, and the various workshops were able to yield 
several concerns that were not covered in the original 
score card.  

The following are the objectives of the 
abovementioned METT Test-run:

1. Determine the suitability of the METT/WB 
Score Card for LGU managed MPAs in the 
following aspects:

a. Clarity to the respondents of the 

instructions, concepts and terms used 
in the questionnaire

b. Appropriateness of the terms and 
concepts used in the questionnaire

2. Gather basic information on the MPAs 
selected for the test-run

3. Develop a Score Card appropriate for the 
ICRMP locally managed MPAs or re-design 
the WB score into a METT for locally managed 
marine protected areas.

The test-run was able to yield the following results 
and recommendations:

1. Renaming the tool (into the more appropriate 
“Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool for 
Locally Managed MPAs” or “METT-MPAs”)

2. Output and Outcome Questions

3. Tool recommended for use as an orientation 
and practice material in MPA development 
exercises/workshops

4. Translation of the METT-MPAs in local dialects

5. Orientation for RPIU, PPIU and other LGU 
MPA implementers 

Executive Summary
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Management Effectiveness Tracking 
Tool (METT)  - WB Score Card for 
Marine Protected Areas

The Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool 
has been developed by the World Bank/WWF 
Alliance Worldwide to help track and monitor 

progress in protected area management effectiveness. 
It is designed to be a basic and simple mechanism 
for monitoring progress towards more effective 
management over time.  It was initially developed for 
terrestrial protected areas that later became the basis 
for the development of the tracking tool for marine 
protected areas (MPA). The MPA tracking tool uses a 
Score Card developed by the World Bank in 2004 to 
assess progress in achieving management effectiveness 
goals for Marine Protected Areas shown in annex 1 of 
this report. The Score Card has been built around the 
application of the World Commission Protected Area 
(WCPA) Framework comprising of six components i.e. 
context, planning, implementation, inputs, outputs 
and outcomes. It was developed with the following 
attributes:

-It is capable of providing a harmonized reporting 
system for forest protected area assessment 
within both the World Bank and WWF;

-It is suitable for replication;

-It is able to supply consistent data to allow 
tracking of progress over time;

-It is relatively quick and easy to complete by 
protected area staff or managers, so as not 
to be reliant on high levels of funding or other 
resources;

-It is capable of providing a “score” if required; and

-It is based around a system that provides four 
alternative text answers to each question, 
strengthening the scoring system

As per the Project management Consultant’s 
Terms of Reference, the WB score card will be used 
by the ICRMP for monitoring and evaluation of the 
management effectiveness of MPAs. However, since 
this is the first time the WB score card is used to assess 
locally managed MPAs in the Philippines, it was essential 
to test whether in its current format and content this 
assessment tool is suitable to test the management 
effectiveness of ICRMP locally managed MPAs. The 
METT test-run exercise was conducted in parallel with 
the ICRMP catch-up activities and the development 
of MPA Plan and management planning guidelines. 
This created opportunities for an effective iterative 
feedback process leading to several modifications and 
refinements of the original WB Score Card. Indeed, 
during the MPA management planning workshops, 
several management concerns were identified that 
were not covered in the original WB Score Card, hence, 
additional questions were incorporated to cover these 
specific aspects as will be further described in this 
report.

The current report presents the key results of 
the METT Test-run conducted in six provinces of the 
Philippines. The proposed version that we would name 
Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool  for locally 
managed MPAs (METT-MPAs) is given in Annex 2.   

INTRODUCTION



3

OBJECTIVES 

The METT Test-run was conducted to:

1. Determine the suitability of the METT/WB Score 
Card for LGU managed MPAs in the following 
aspects:

a. Clarity to the respondents of the 
instructions, concepts and terms used in 
the questionnaire

b. Appropriateness of the terms and concepts 
used in the questionnaire

2.  Gather basic information on the MPAs selected 
for the test-run

3. Develop a Score Card appropriate for the ICRMP 
locally managed MPAs  or re-design the WB   
score into a METT for locally managed marine 
protected areas.    

METHODOLOGY

The Instrument

The WB Score Card for Marine Protected Areas was 
the instrument used in the test-run as requested 
in the PMC ToRs. The WB Score Card is derived 

from the METT for terrestrial MPAs and consists of 
a datasheet to gather general information about the 
protected area (see Annex A) and an assessment sheet 
with a maximum of 33 questions. The questions are 
built around what WCPA considers as the management 
phases/cycle for the management of successful MPAs: 
context, planning, inputs, management, outputs, and 
outcomes. Within each of these phases, questions 
are raised related to key MPA management issues 
like stakeholders participation, IEC, communication, 
monitoring, legal aspects, finances, enforcement, etc. 

For most questions, there is a choice of 4 answers 
(rated 0 to 3), where 0 is equivalent to no progress 
or poor situation and 3 corresponds to the ideal 
situation. Scores are summed up for each of the major 
management phases (i.e. context, planning, inputs, 
etc.).  An overall score can be computed by adding up 
all the scores of the management phases. Questions 
that are not relevant to the MPA are not scored and the 
possible maximum score is adjusted accordingly. Some 
questions comprise additional sub-questions with a 
score of 1 or 2, therefore their maximum score can be 
higher than 3. 

The Test-Run Areas

In order to cope with a variety of biophysical and 
socio-cultural situations including local language 
peculiarities, the METT was test-run in different ICRMP 
regions/provinces and in a range of sites including MPAs 
considered very well managed, moderately managed 
and poorly managed. Table 1 shows the dates, the 
regions and the names of the MPAs where the survey 
was conducted.

The METT-Interview Team

The Interview Team was composed of the following:

-ICRMP-PMC MPA Specialist
-ICRMP-PMC Biodiversity Specialist
-ICRMP-PMC Provincial Assistant
-At least 5 personnel from the RPIU and PPIU

An orientation of the METT for the members of 
the METT Team was conducted before the actual 
administration of the interview in all the regions. 
The following were discussed and clarified with the 
members of the interview team:

1. The METT as a tool of the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) for ICRMP

2. The phases of management the METT intend 
to measure are: Context, Planning, Inputs, 
Implementation, Outputs and Outcome

3.  Item by item explanation and clarifications of 
the questions and answers in the METT. The 
interviewers were also briefed on how to ask 
clarifications and complementary questions 
and not simply reading the questions and giving 
the corresponding scores. The interviewers 
were also instructed to note based on the 
comments of the respondents on the difficulty 
of the questions and how the questions can be 
improved.

4. The scoring system and how to assign scores 
to the responses including the scoring of 
additional points.

5. The difference between the METT and the 
Management Effectiveness Assessment 
Tool (MEAT) used and promoted by other 
organizations.

6. How awareness of the METT can enhance the 
development of the MPA Plan

The Respondents  

A total of approximately four hundred (400) 
respondents were the interviewed in twenty 
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Dates Regions and Names of MPAs
February 21-24, 2011 Region 7 (Cebu)

•	Cordova
- Gilutongan MS

•	Lapu-lapu
- San Vicente MS

•	Argao
- Casay MS

•	Alcoy
- Daang-Lungsod Guiwang MS

•	Dalaguete
- Casay MS
- Cawayan MS

•	Boljoon
- Arbor MS
- North Granada MS

February 25-26, 2011 Region 7 (Siquijor)
•	Larena

- Taculing Canmalalag MPA
•	E. Villanueva

- Tulapus MS
•	Maria

- Olang MPA
•	San Juan

- Canmunag MPA
•	Siquijor

- Luban MPA

February 27- March 2, 2011 Region 11 (Davao Oriental)
•	Manay

- San Ignacio MPA
•	Mati

- Tamisan MPA 
- Dalampasigan MPA
- Dahican/Mayo Bay MPA

March 7-10, 2011 Region 2 (Cagayan)
•	Gonzaga

- Tapel MPA
- Casitan Marine Reserve
- Matara Reef
- San Jose Marine Res & FS

March 14-16, 2011 Region 3 (Zambales)
•	Masinloc

- San Salvador MPA
- Taclobo MPA
- Panglit MPA
- Bani MPA

March 17-19, 2011 Region 5 (Masbate)
- Buntod-Maravilla Fish Sanctuary
- Buntod Fish Sanctuary

Table 1. Survey sites of the Test-run Areas
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seven (27) MPAs in the project sites. The respondents 
were stakeholders coming from various groups and 
organizations that have direct or indirect involvement in 
the management of marine protected areas as follows: 

1.  Local government personnel from the Municipal 
Planning and Development Office

2.  Provincial Environment and Natural Resources 
Officer or CRM Officer

3.  Member/s of Municipal Fisheries and Aquatic 
Resources Management Council (MFARMC)

4.  Member/s of the Barangay FARMC

5.  Barangay Officials 

6.  Bantay  Dagat

7.  Academe 

8. Officers and members of People’s Organizations 
such as Fishermen Associations, Women’s 
Association, Youth Association and 4H Club. 

9.  Men and women members of the community 
were also randomly invited as respondents.

              
10. Various officers from DENR and BFAR 

Administration of the Questionnaire 
and Interview

All respondents were first convened in one venue 
where they were explained of the  purpose of the 
interview and how they will be re-grouped  for individual 
and group interview. It was pointed out that the activity 
was a test-run of the METT and not an evaluation of 
their MPAs. However, it was emphasized that familiarity 
with the evaluation tool and the management aspects 
and concerns of the tool will be important when they 
will finally start the planning and crafting of their own 
MPA plans.

The respondents were grouped according to 
the similarity of their roles in the MPA. For better 
understanding of the questionnaire, the assigned 
interviewer/s of the group repeated the explanation of 
the process using the dialect of the respondents. 

For group interviews, at least two (2) interviewers 
were assigned to each group of respondents. One reads 
and translates the questions to the respondents and the 
other takes notes of the responses.
 
 Interview Methods 

Two methods were utilized in the interview:

1. Group Interview – This method is suitable for 
most of the issues covered under the METT, 
however, there is the risk of the “manager 

factor” to arise when shy or young stakeholders 
cannot express their personal views due to fear 
of the older or other person who dominates 
the discussion. This is especially true when the 
group is from a government organization. 

2. Individual Interview – This method may in some 
cases generate more conclusive answers and 
provide insights and information beyond the 
topic of some specific question. However, 
there is the risk that some interviewees are 
not aware about all the existing information 
and may not be able to respond appropriately 
to the other aspects in the questionnaire.  
Entirely depending on this approach may 
generate some skewed results as it may for 
example provide a good glimpse of how 
communication is managed within the MPA 
stakeholders but not informing thoroughly on 
the effectiveness of other important aspects 
of management. 

   

To remediate the expected scenario above, a 
mixture of both approaches was usually adopted with 
the interview taking a minimum of two hours up to a 
maximum of three hours. The above methods were also 
utilized to maximize the gathering of information and 
to cover more respondents.

RESULTS

During the administration of the questionnaires 
reactions and questions asked by the 
respondents were noted to determine the clarity 

to the respondents of the instructions, concepts and 
terms used in the questionnaire and the appropriateness 
of the questions to the situation in the MPA sites.

The Data Sheet

The descriptions used to describe the status of the 
resources in the WB Score Card (Fair, average and good) 
were revised to poor (<25%), fair (26%-50%), good (51%-
75%) and excellent (>75%). These are the categories that 
stakeholders including managers and implementers use 
in describing the status of the resources in the MPA sites. 
These categories are also consistent with publications 
and reports on the status of resources.

The Questionnaire 

As a result of the test-run, majority of the questions 
were revised to suit the level of understanding of the 
respondents in terms of the words used and the 
clarification of the alternative answers in the 
questionnaire. A difficulty encountered by the 
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respondents and even by the interviewers was in clearly 
differentiating one alternative answer from another. 
The respondents found it easier to select the answers if 
they were quantified. An example is the assignment of 
percentages to the status of the resources, the level of 
accomplishments in percent, etc (Refer to Annex B  for 
revised score card for locally managed MPAs) 

A summary of the number of concerns and scores in 
each of the phases of management (context, planning, 
input, process, output and outcome) in the WB Score 
Card and the revised METT-MPAs is presented in Table 
1. The expected maximum total score that can be 
achieved for each management phase is also indicated. 
The variation in the scores is a consequence of the 
revisions in terms of the decrease or increase of the 
additional points for each of the management concerns.

It must be noted that in the original questionnaire, 
there are four alternative answers to most of the 
questions. Although, it was found out that some of the 
alternatives were vague and cannot be differentiated 
from the other choices (hence, could be done away with 
resulting to 3 choices), it was decided to retain the four 
alternatives with revisions to the statements to make it 
easier for respondents to differentiate and choose their 
answers. This decision will also eliminate the problem 
of justifying changes in the structure and design of the 
original to tool.

Referring to Table 1 the following, presented 
according to the phases of management, explains the 
change of the scores in the revised METT for MPAs. 

Context phase 

The original WB score card had a total of eight 
(8) items of which seven was retained in the ICRMP 
score card. The item that was deleted and moved to 
the Output Phase was the item on MPA Regulations. 
This item was deemed better to be moved to the 
Output phase because it caused confusion among the 
respondents.  

Legal Status – The increase in the highest 
possible score (4 to 6) was a result of the 2 
additional conditions for earning additional 
points. The questions in this concern were 
also revised to change the use of the term 
gazetted to equivalent terms more suitable 
and understandable in the MPA sites. 
Consequently, the answers to the questions 
were also reframed to suit the existing 
conditions in the MPA.

MPA plan/ICRM Integration – The decrease (5 to 4) 
in the highest possible score was due to the 
deletion of the one of the conditions given in 
the WB Questionnaire for earning additional 
points

Planning phase 

Management Plan – For this item there is a 
significant difference between the  scores from 
12 in the WB score card to 20 in the ICRMP score 
card; the main reason for this is the inclusion 
of several sub-questions specific to the typical 
planning process of the locally managed MPAs 
like community mobilization, situation and 
stakeholders analysis and formation of a core 
planning group; these topics  also represent  
key concerns of the CMMO office.  Moreover, 
of the eight (8) original conditions one (1) was 
revised (Refer to Annex A).  As a result, the 
planning phase in the proposed METT-MPAs 
gets a significantly higher % in the total score 
compared to the original WB score card.

Inputs phase 

Number of Volunteers – For this concern, the 
original WB Score Card used the term staff 
which is more applicable for MPAs belonging 
to the NIPAS. The term volunteer is more 
appropriate for locally managed MPAs in the 
ICRMP sites as MPA managers in the locally 
managed MPAs are not permanent and 
salaried staff of the government. The term 
volunteer was used to represent the actual 
condition of volunteerism in the management 
of the MPAs by the NGOs, fisherfolks and the 
Bantay Dagat (some of which get meager 
honorarium as incentive). The decrease in the 
score in the proposed METT-MPAs  is a result 
of the deletion of the additional points given 
in the WB score card. 

Outputs phase 

Stakeholder Participation – The score for this 
concern was decreased from 4 to 3 in the 
ICRMP score card because of the deletion of 
the additional condition for additional points 
found in the WB score card. This condition is 
already actually integrated in question for 
Entry Fees. The item for Indigenous Peoples 
which was an item in the WB score card was 
deleted in the ICRMP score card because 
this was already integrated in this item for 
stakeholder participation.   

Context Indicators – The decrease of the score from 
14 to 12 in this item was due to the deletion 
of one (1) condition for additional points. This 
item is found under MPA Regulation.

Products and Services – The total score of four (4) in 
the WB score card was due to the higher point 
(+2) given to one item. In the ICRMP score 
card the same item was given just a point (+1). 
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Table 2. Comparison of the highest possible scores of WB original score card versus METT-MPAs

Phases of 
Management

Management 
Concerns

WB ICRMP WB ICRMP WB ICRMP WB ICRMP WB ICRMP WB ICRMP

Context Planning Inputs Management 
Process and 

Implementation

Outputs Outcomes

1 Legal status 4 6           

2 Demarcation 3 3           

3 MPA plan-ICRM integration 5 4           

4 Resource inventory 3 3           

5 Law enforcement 5 5           

6 Stakeholders awareness 3 3           

7 MPA objective  3 3         

8 Management plan  12 20         

9 Research     4 4       

10 Number of Volunteers     4 3       

11 Current budget     6 6       

12 Education & Awareness       3 3     

13 Communication       4 4     

14 Stakeholders participation       4 3     

15 Volunteers training       3 3     

16 Equipment       3 3     

17 M&E       3 3     

18 Context indicators         14 12   

19 Products and services         4 3   

20 Mechanisms for 
Stakeholders participation         2 2   

21 MPA regulations         3 3   

22 IEC         2 2   

23 Mng’t activities/threats         2 2   

24 Visitors facilities         3 3   

25 Entry fees         3 3   

26 Volunteers training         3 3   

27 MPA Objectives addressed           3 3

28 Threats adressed           3 3

29 Resources conditions           3 3

30 Community welfare           7 7

31 Environment awareness           3 3

32 Users compliance           3 3

33 Stakeholders satisfaction           4 4

 23 24 15 23 14 13 20 19 36 33 26 26
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In the course of the METT-MPAs test-run and the 
changes introduced, the following recommendations 
are deemed appropriate:

Renaming the Tool
 

Given the changes introduced in the WB Score Card, 
it is recommended that the more appropriate name for 
this modified tool is: Management Effectiveness Tracking 
Tool for Locally Managed MPAs or METT-MPAs

This designation was also agreed during the 
preliminary presentation of the results of the METT 
Test-run at the PAWB-CMMO Office in March of 2011.

 

The Output and Outcome Questions

The questions related to capability building and 
educational awareness give general trends of changes 
that took place since management interventions 
were introduced in the MPAs. While this is suited for 
survey methods such as score cards that aim to cover 
multiple MPA sites on a limited time, the results of this 
endeavor could be better measured if followed through 
with assessments of specific areas of concern. This 
can be made possible if properly coordinated with the 
M&E component of the project and with the research 
activities of the RICs. For instance, in the Volunteers 
Skills Training (Question No. 26 of the METT-MPAs) 
it is obvious that a positive or negative response to 
the items here would give an indication of the level of 
management support to the MPA and some degree 
of improvement of MPA volunteers in terms of skills 
acquired through training. However, improvements 
needed in the training per se can only be determined 
through the conduct of a survey by the RIC specifically 
aimed at identifying training gaps and coming up with a 
training design to address the gaps. 

A second example where the RICs can support the 
results of the METT-MPAs is through the conduct of an 
environmental/MPA awareness study or the like aimed 
at identifying the level of awareness of the stakeholders 
before and after specific MPA management 
interventions or programs. 

It must be emphasized that the METT-MPAs as an 
evaluation tool should be linked to the bio-physical and 
socio-economic M&E results to cover more thoroughly 
some bio-physical, socio-economic and socio-cultural 
outcomes/impacts.

This tool is recommended for use as an orientation 
and practice material in the MPA plan development 
exercises and/or workshops usually conducted by the 
local governments, the ICRMP DENR-RPIU and PPIU 
for community MPA managers. For communities with 
existing MPAs this tool is useful in initially determining 
the gaps that have to be addressed and incorporated in 
their MPA plan. For communities that have yet to start 
establishment of their MPAs, this tool would be very 
useful in indentifying areas and components that have to 
be prioritized. The use of this tool is also recommended 
for MPA planners to be aware of the processes and have 
insights on the indicators that will be used when their 
MPAs will be assessed.  

 
Translation of the METT-MPAs in the 
Local Dialects

The difficulty encountered in translating the 
questionnaire to the local dialect especially for the 
community respondents including the interviewers has 
led to the agreement to recommend that a translated 
version should be developed by competent translators. 
It is also recommended that a Tagalog and a Bisayan 
version be developed as these two dialects are the most 
commonly used and understood in the ICRMP sites.

Orientation for RPIU, PPIU and Other 
LGU MPA Implementers

Although the RPIU, PPIU and the LGUs were 
involved in the METT test-run there is still a need to 
orient them on the modified version of the METT to be 
used for ICRMP particularly on the interview process and 
the scoring system. There is also a need to run through 
with the regional implementers each of the items, the 
choices in the questionnaire and the scoring system as 
they will also be the ones to orient future users of the 
tool. 



9

References

Cifuentes, M. et al, 2000. Measuring Protected Area Management Effectiveness. Technical  Series no. 2.

Francis, S. 2004. Score Card to Assess Progress in Achieving Management Effectiveness Goals for Marine 
Protected Areas. pp. 30.



10

Annex A: Original WB Score Card

Score Card  to Assess Progress in Achieving Management Effectiveness Goals 
for Marine Protected Areas

Prepared for the World Bank
Revised version – July 2004

Adapted* by Francis Staub, AJH Environmetal Services Marea E. Hatziolos,  World Bank

Acknowledgements

The authors wish to thank the World Bank – WWF Alliance for terrestrial Protected Areas 
for authorizing the use and adaptation of the tool it developed in the context of “Reporting 
progress at protected area sites”.

The authors are especially grateful to Leah Bunce of US NOAA and to the many people who 
commented on an earlier draft and provided useful feedback in development of the tool.

Cover photograph credits (clockwise from left to right): Sea Lion in Galapagos National Park, Ecuador (David 
Bonnardeaux/World  Bank ENV); Fisherman throwing net in Orango National Park, Guinea-Bissau (Peter Kristensen/
World Bank LAC); Coral reef in the Pacific (Nancy Sefton/The Nature Conservancy). Aquaculture fishermen pulling in 
nets in Nha Trang Bay Marine Protected  Area, Vietnam (Hon Mun Marine Protected Area Pilot Project).

Contact information: 

Marea E. Hatziolos
The World Bank
Senior Coastal and Marine Specialist
Environment Department
Email: mhatziolos@worldbank.org

Francis Staub
AJH Environmental Services
Email: fstaub@environmentservices.com



11

Purpose

The purpose of the Score Card is to help marine 
protected area managers and local stake- holders  
determine their progress along the management 
continuum. It is a short, straight- forward self-assessment 
tool to help managers identify where they are succeeding 
and where they need  to  address gaps. Because it is 
intended to be completed by the MPA staff and  the 
sections on outputs and outcomes. Also, this publication 
is now available in Spanish and French.

Background

The World Summit on Sustainable Development, 
which concluded in September 2002, adopted a 
series of targets on priority environmental and natural 
resource  themes to be achieved through partnerships 
between developed  and developing country members. 
One of these was for the establishment of representative  
networks of marine protected areas (MPAs) by 2012. 
Implicit in this target is the effective  management 
of MPAs so that they achieve their conservation 
objectives and con- tribute to the larger scale ecosystem 
approach for managing coastal and marine resources, also 
embraced by the WSSD.

The development of a Score Card (SC) to be 
used  by Marine Protected Area managers to assess 
their progress and to report on this in a standardized 
way is consistent with the WSSD target and with the 
reporting needs of institutions like the Word Bank. The 
Score Card will allow evaluating and reporting on the 
performance of Bank investments in marine protected 
areas to its shareholders and other partners, such as the 
GEF. It also may serve a useful tool to other practitioners 
and institutions involved in MPA management and 
is, therefore, meant to be adapted based on site and 
regional needs. For example, the Meso-America Barrier 
Reef System Project in coordination with PROARCA 
developed a Management Effectiveness protocol based 
on this Score Card, methodologies of PROARCA and 
on the WCPA- Marine/WWF Management effectiveness 
Guidelines. By pulling from these various resources, the 
organizations developed a protocol tailored to their 
needs.

Presentation of the Score Card  (SC)

The Score Card has been adapted from a tool 
developed by the World Bank – WWF Alliance for terrestrial 
Protected Areas (Stolton S. et Al. 2003) and from other 
tools (Hocking M. et Al. 2000 ; Mangubhai S. 2003). It is 
a simple site–level tracking tool to facilitate reporting 

on management effectiveness of MPAs. It has been built 
around the application of the WCPA Framework. 
Appendix II of the Framework document has provided 
its basic structure (the WCPA framework  aims both  to 
provide  some overall guidance in the development of 
assessment systems and to encourage  standards for 
assessment and reporting).

The WCPA Framework is based on the idea that 
good protected area management follows a  process  
that has six distinct stages, or elements:

1. context
2. planning
3. inputs
4. processes
5. outputs
6. outcomes

Table 1 contains a very brief summary of the 
elements of the WCPA Framework and the criteria that can 
be assessed. The Score Card has been designed to fulfil 
the elements of evaluation included in the Framework.

The MPA Score Card is also available (in English, 
French and Spanish) online at the following web site: 
www.mpascorecard.net. Results may also be made 
available online if MPA managers are willing to share 
them.

Level of detail in the assessment

Hockings et al. 2000 identified 3 possible levels  
of evaluation, each requiring different amounts of 
data collection and financial in- put. The Score card 
presented here is a level 1 assessment (see figure 2).

This type of assessment (level 1) requires little or no 
additional data collection and focuses on the context of 
the MPA along with the appropriateness of planning, 
inputs and processes of management. It relies largely on 
available date through literature searches and informed 
opinions of site managers and/or independent 
assessors, takes a short period of time and costs little. 
Issues are broadly covered, but depth of analysis is 
generally low.

This approach is useful for prioritization of is- sues 
and improving the management process, but tells  
you little about the achievement of management 
objectives. Evaluating outcomes and achievement of 
management objectives will require an  independent 
evaluation or other more in depth  assessment 
tool (such as the WCPA-Marine/WWF  Management 
Effectiveness Guidelines  available  at  
http:// effectivempa.noaa.gov).
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Table A-1. Summary of the WCPA Framework

Elements of 
evaluation Explanation Criteria that are assessed Focus of evaluation

Context
Where are we now?

Assessment of importance, 
threats and policy environment

Significance
Threats
Vulnerability
National context

Status

National context

Planning
Where do we want to be? 
Assessment of protected area 
design and planning

Protected area legislation and 
policy
Protected area system design
Reserve design
Management planning

Appropriateness

Inputs
What do we need?

Assessment of resources
needed to carry out management

Resourcing of agency 
Resourcing of site Partners Resources

Process
How do we go about it? Assessment 
of the way in which management 
is conducted

Suitability of management 
processes

Efficiency 
appropriateness

Output

What were the results? 
Assessment of the 
implementation of 
management programmes and 
actions; delivery of products 
and services

Results of management 
actions
Services and products

Effectiveness

Outcome

What did we achieve? Assessment 
of the outcomes and the 
extent to which they achieved 
objectives

Impacts: effects of 
management in relation to 
objectives

Effectiveness 
appropriateness

 Source: Hockings et al. (2000)

Source: Hockings et al. (2000).

Figure A-1. Three levels of assessment
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Limitations and Disclaimer

The Score Card is aimed at helping managers report 
progress on management effectiveness from  a given 
baseline. It should not replace more thorough methods 
of assessment for the purposes of adaptive management 
(In Annex 1, you will find a list of useful references  to 
address the latter.) The Scorecard tool has been adapted/
developed to provide a quick over- view of the initial 
state of management efforts and subsequent progress, 
over a period of years, in improving the effectiveness of 
management in  a  given  marine  protected area.  The 
Scorecard is designed to be filled in by the manager or 
other relevant site staff.

The tool does not allow a detailed evaluation of  
outcomes, but rather serves to provide a quick  overview 
of the status of management steps  identified in the WCPA 
Protected Area Management Framework, up to and 
including outputs.

The whole concept of “scoring” progress is fraught 
with difficulties and possibilities for distortion. The current 
system assumes, for example, that all the questions cover 
issues of equal weight, whereas this is not necessarily 
the  case. Accuracy might be improved by weighting the 
various scores, although this would provide additional 
challenges in deciding  differing weightings. In the current 
version a simple scoring system is maintained, but the 
limitations of this approach should be recognized.

Guidance notes for using the Score 
Card

The MPA Score Card has many uses as an orientation 
tool to help managers of new protected areas scope out 
issues to be addressed in establishing an effective MPA, 
or as a tracking tool to provide managers with a sense of 
“where they are” along the management continuum. 
It also serves as a user-friendly reporting tool on MPA  
status based on information largely already collected 
without any additional field level research.

The Score Card should be completed by marine  
protected area staff and, ideally, local stakeholders 
to validate the scoring. It is de- signed to be completed 
within a relatively short period, such as during a staff 
meeting or other routine meeting, by referencing 
available reports or datasets.

Description of forms

Two forms need to be completed:

• Datasheet

The datasheet provides key information on the site, its 
characteristics and management objectives.

• Assessment Form

The assessment form includes distinct sections, all of 
which should be completed.

• Questions and scores

The main part of the assessment form is a series 
of questions grouped by management stage 
or element (i.e. context, planning, inputs, 
processes, outputs, outcomes). Each question 
should normally be ranked between 0 (low) and 
3 (high) based on level of performance. A series of 
answers is provided for each question to help 
assessors determine the appropriate ranking.

Questions that are not relevant to a particular 
marine  protected area should be omitted, 
with a reason given in the comments section.

This is, inevitably, an approximate process  and 
there will be situations in which none of the 
four alternative answers appears to fit conditions 
in the protected area very precisely. We suggest 
that users choose the answer that is nearest and 
use the comments section to elaborate.

• Comments

The comments box allows qualitative 
judgements to be justified by explaining  why 
they were made (this could range from personal 
opinion, a reference document, monitoring 
results or external studies and assessments – the 
point being to give anyone reading the report an 
idea of why the assessment was made).

In this section we also suggest that respondents 
add any useful information that should be 
shared with other MPA managers (for example 
good practices or successful activities).

Final Score

Users will have a score for each of the six elements 
of evaluation and a final score after completing the 
assessment form. If some questions are  not scored (e.g., 
not relevant), the maximum score should be changed 
to an adjusted score (maximum possible score minus 
points for question that are not applicable). Your final  
score will be a percentage of your score over the 
adjusted maximum score.
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Data Sheet
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A. Context: Where are we now? Assessment of important threats and the policy environment

1. Legal status – Does the marine protected area have legal status?
Note: see fourth option for private reserves

Your 
Score

Comments

The marine protected area is not gazetted

The government has agreed that the marine protected area 
should be gazetted but the process has not yet begun

The marine protected area is in the process of being gazetted 
but the process is still incomplete

The marine protected area has been legally gazetted (or in the 
case of private reserves is owned by a trust or similar)

Additional Point

a. The MPA has received national and/or international 
recognition for its importance (in the comments column, 
describe the recognition in detail)

0

1

2

3

+1

2. Marine protected area regulations – Are unsustainable 
human activities (e.g. poaching) controlled?

Your 
Score

Comments

There are no mechanisms for controlling unsustainable 
human activities in the marine protected area

Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities in 
the marine protected area exist but there are major problems in 
implementing them effectively

Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities in 
the marine protected area exist but there are some problems 
ineffectively implementing them

Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities 
in the marine protected area exist and are being effectively 
implemented

0

1

2

3

3. Law enforcement – Can staff sufficiently enforce 
marine protected area rules?

Your 
Score Comments

The staff have no effective capacity/resources to enforce 
marine protected area legislation and regulations

There are major deficiencies in staff capacity/resources to enforce 
marine protected area legislation and regulations (e.g. lack of 
skills no patrol budget)

The staff have acceptable capacity/resources to enforce marine 
protected area legislation and regulations but some deficiencies 
remain

The staff have excellent capacity/resources to enforce marine 
protected area legislation and regulations

Additional Points

a. There are additional sources of control (e.g., volunteers, 
national services, local communities)

b. Infractions are regularly prosecuted and fines levied

0

1

2

3

+1

+1
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4. Marine protected area boundary demarcation – 
Are the boundaries known and demarcated? Your 

Score
Comments

The boundaries of the marine protected area are not known 
by the management authority or other stakeholders

The boundary of the marine protected area is known by 
authority but is not known by other stakeholders

The boundary of the marine protected area is known by both 
the management authority and other but is not appropriately 
demarcated

The boundary of the marine protected area is known 
by the management authority and stakeholders and 
is appropriately demarcated

0

1

2

3

5. Integration of the MPA in a larger coastal management 
plan – Is the MPA part of a larger coastal management 
plan?

Your 
Score Comments

There is no discussion about the integration of the MPA in a 
larger coastal management plan

There is some discussions about the integration of the 
MPA into coastal management plan but the process has 
not yet begun

The marine protected area is in the process of being 
integrated intoa larger coastal management plan but the 
process is still incomplete

The marine protected area is part of a larger coastal 
management plan 

Additional Points
a. The MPA is part of a network of MPAs which collectively 

sustain larger marine ecosystem functions

b. The MPA is part of a network of MPAs which collectively 
represent the range of bio-geographic variation in a marine 
eco-region

0

1

2

3

+1

+1

6. Resource inventory – Is there enough 
information to manage the area?

Your 
Score Comments

There is little or no information  available on the biophysical,
socio-cultural and economic conditions associated with the 
marine protected area

Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and 
economic conditions associated with the marine 
protected area is not sufficient to support planning 
and decision making

Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic 
conditions associated with the marine protected area is 
sufficient for key areas of planning/decision making but the 
necessary survey work is not being maintained

Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and 
economic conditions associated with the MPA is sufficient 
for key areas of planning and decision-making

0

1

2

3
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7. Stakeholder awareness and concern – Are stakeholders 
aware and concerned about marine resource conditions 
and threats?

Your 
Score

Comments
 (list the stakeholders involved)

Less than 25% of stakeholders are aware or concerned 
about the marine resource conditions, and threats and 
management efforts

Approximately 25% - 50% of stakeholders are aware or 
concerned about the marine resource conditions and threats

Approximately 50%-75% of stakeholders are aware or 
concerned about the marine resource conditions and 
threats

Over 75% of stakeholders are aware or concerned about the 
marine resource conditions and threats

0

1

2

3

TOTAL for Context (A): 26 or adjusted score

B. Planning – Where do we want to be? Assessment of marine protected area design and planning

8. Marine protected area objectives – Have 
objectives been agreed?

Your 
Score Comments

No firm objectives have been agreed for the marine protected 
area
The marine protected area has agreed objectives

The marine protected area has agreed objectives but these 
are only partially implemented

The marine protected area has agreed objectives and is 
managed to meet these objectives

0

1

2

3

9. Management plan – Is there a management plan 
and is it being implemented?

Your 
Score Comments

There is no management plan for the marine protected area

A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared 
but is not being implemented

An approved management plan exists but it is only being 
partially implemented

There is a comprehensive, integrated program of survey and 
research work which is relevant to management needs

Additional Point

a. Carrying capacity studies have been conducted to 
determine sustainable use levels

0

1

2

3

+1

TOTAL for Context (B): 14 or adjusted score
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C. Inputs – What do we need? Assessment of resources needed to carry out management

10. Research – Is there a program of management-
oriented survey and research work?

Your 
Score Comments

There is no survey or research work taking place in the marineprotected 
area

There is some ad hoc survey and research work

There is considerable survey and research work but it is not directed 
towards the needs of marine protected area management 

There is a comprehensive, integrated program of survey and research 
work which is relevant to management needs

Additional Point

a. Carrying capacity studies have been conducted to determine 
sustainable use levels 

0

1

2

3

+1

11. Staff numbers – Are there enough people employed to 
manage the protected area?

Your 
Score

Comments
(provide details)

There are no staff

Staff numbers are inadequate for critical management activities

Staff numbers are below optimum level for critical management 
activities

Staff numbers are adequate for the management needs of the site

Additional Point

a. There is additional support from volunteer programs, 
local communities, etc

0

1

2

3

12. Current budget – Is the current budget sufficient? Your 
Score Comments

In the comments column: please detail of the sources of funding

There is no budget for the marine protected area

The available budget is inadequate for basic management needs 
and presents a serious constraint to the capacity to manage

The available budget is acceptable, but could be further improved 
to fully achieve effective management

The available budget is sufficient and meets the full management 
needs of the protected area

Additional Points

a. There is a secure budget for the marine protected area and 
its management needs on a multi–year basis.

b. The budget is not entirely dependent on government 
funding; instead, funding also comes from NGO 
contributions,  taxes, fees, etc.

0

1

2

3

+2

+1

TOTAL for Inputs (C): 14 or adjusted score
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D. Process – How do we go about management? Assessment of the way in which 
management is conducted

13. Education and awareness program – Is there a 
planned education program?

Your 
Score

Comments
(list your major communication actions)

There is no education and awareness program

There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness program, but 
no overall planning for this component

There is a planned education and awareness program but there 
are still serious gaps

There is a planned and effective education and awareness program 
fully linked to the objectives and needs of the protected area

0

1

2

3

14. Communication between stakeholders and managers 
– Is there communication between stakeholders and 
managers?

Your 
Score Comments

There is little or no communication between managers 
and stakeholders involved in the MPA

There is communication between managers and stakeholders but 
this is not a planned or scheduled program

There is a planned communication program that is being used 
to build support for the MPA amongst relevant stakeholders 
but implementation is limited yet.

There is a planned communication program that is being 
implemented to built support for the MPA amongst relevant 
stakeholders.

Additional Point

There is some communication with other MPA managers (and 
for example exchanges of good practices )

0

1

2

3

+1

15. Stakeholder involvement and participation – Do 
stakeholders have meaningful input to management 
decisions?

Your 
Score Comments

Stakeholders have no input into decisions relating to the management 
of the protected area

Stakeholders have some input into discussions relating to 
management but no direct involvement in the resulting 
decisions

Stakeholders directly contribute to some decisions management

Stakeholders directly participate in making decisions 
relating to management

Additional Point

a. There are clear financial contributions  / agreements between MPA
and tourism operators to recover MPA resources rents 
for local benefits

0

1

2

3

+1

16. Indigenous people – Do indigenous and traditional 
peoples resident or regularly using the MPA have 
input to management decisions?

Your 
Score Comments

Indigenous and traditional peoples have no input into 
decisions relating to the management of the protected area

Indigenous and traditional peoples have some input into 
discussions relating to management but no direct involvement in 
the resulting decisions

0

1
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Indigenous and traditional peoples directly contribute to some 
decisions relating to management

Indigenous and traditional peoples directly participate in making 
decisions relating to management

2

3

17. Staff training – Is there enough training for staff? Your 
Score Comments (list your major training needs)

Staff are untrained.

Staff training and skills are low relative to the needs of 
the marine protected area.

Staff training and skills are adequate, but could be further improved 
to fully achieve the objectives of management.

Staff training and skills are in tune with the management needs 
of the marine protected area, and with anticipated future needs.

0

1

2

3

18. Equipment – Is the site adequately equipped? Your 
Score Comments

There is little or no equipment and facilities.

There is some equipment and facilities but these are wholly 
inadequate. 

Most of equipment and facilities are adequate and maintained.

There is adequate equipment and facilities and it is well maintained.

0

1

2

3

19. Monitoring and evaluation – Are biophysical, 
socioeconomic and governance indicators monitored 
and evaluated?

Your 
Score Comments

There is no monitoring and evaluation the biophysical, socioeconomic 
and governance context of the MPA

There is some ad hoc monitoring and evaluation, but no overall 
strategy and/or no regular collection of results

There is an agreed and implemented monitoring  and 
evaluation system but results are not systematically used for 
management

A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well implemented 
and used in adaptive management

Additional Points

a. The MPA participates as a site in national or international 
environmental monitoring programs such CARICOMP, CPACC, 
GCRMN, AGGRA or similar. (Provide the name of the program(s))

b. There is an Emergency Response Capability in place to mitigate 
impacts from non threats

0

1

2

3

+1

+1

TOTAL for process (D): 25 or adjusted score
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E. Outputs – What were the results? Assessment of the implementation  of management programs and 
actions; delivery of products and services

N.B.: The outputs should be assessed based on progress since the last assessment. If this is the first time the Score Card is being 
used, respondents should assess outputs over the last 3 years. For newly establish MPAs, respondents may have to skip this section.

20. Context indicators – have context indicators been 
improved?

Your 
Score Comments

a. Legal status has improved (refers to question 1. Legal status)

b. Regulations have improved (refers to question 2. MPA Regulations)

c. Law enforcement has improved (refers to question 
3. Law enforcement)

d. Boundary demarcation has improved (refers to question 
4. MPA Boundary demarcation)

e. The MPA has been integrated into ICM (refers to question 5. 
Integration of the MPA)

f. The resource inventory has improved (refers to question 
6. Resource inventory)

g. Stakeholder awareness and concern has improved
(refers to question 7.)

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

21. Products and services Your 
Score Comments

a. Signs – signs are now available, or new one have been installed
b. Moorings – moorings are now available, or new one have 

been installed

c. Education materials  – education materials are available, or 
new one have been developed

+1

+2

+1

22. Mechanisms for stakeholder participation in decision-
making and/or management activities (e.g. advisory 
council) – are mechanisms available to ensure 
stakeholder participation?

Your 
Score Comments

There are no mechanisms for stakeholder participation 
in decision-making and/or management activities

There are some mechanisms for stakeholder participation 
in decision-making and/or management activities, but not 
sufficient

There are sufficient mechanisms for stakeholder participation 
in decision-making and/or management activities

0

1

2

23. Environmental education activities for stakeholders
(e.g. public outings at the MPA) – have education 
activities been developed for stakeholders?

Your 
Score Comments

There are no education activities available for stakeholders

There are some education activities available for stakeholders, but 
they are not sufficient

There are sufficient education activities available for stakeholders

0

1

2
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24. Management activities – have the two critical 
management activities (listed in the data sheet) been 
improved to address threats

Your 
Score Comments

Management activities has not been improved

Some measures have been taken to improve management activities

Management activities have been sufficiently improved

0

1

2

25. Visitor facilities – does the MPA have sufficient 
       visitor facilities ?

Your 
Score Comments

There are no visitor facilities and services

Visitor facilities and services are inappropriate for current levels 
of visitation or are under construction

There are some visitor facilities and services,  but they 
could be improved

Visitor facilities and services are sufficient for current 
levels of visitation

0

1

2

3

26. Fees – If fees (entry fees - tourism, fines) are applied, 
do they help marine protected area management?

Your 
Score Comments

Although a fee system exists, fees are not collected

The fees are collected, but they go straight to central government 
and are not returned to the marine protected area or its environs

The fees are collected, but they are disbursed to the local authority 
rather than the marine protected area

There are fees for visiting the marine protected area that help 
to support this and/or other marine protected areas

0

1

2

3

27. Staff Training Your 
Score Comments

Staff was trained but could be further improved to fully achieve the 
objectives of management

Staff was trained in tune with the management needs of the marine 
protected area, and with anticipated future needs

2

3

TOTAL for outputs (E): 33 or adjusted score

F. Outcomes – What did we achieve? Assessment of the outcomes and the extent to which 
they achieved objectives

28. Objectives – Have MPA objectives (listed in the data 
sheet page) been addressed?

Your 
Score Comments

Management objectives have not been addressed 
Management objectives have been addressed somewhat 
Management objectives have been sufficiently addressed 
Management objectives have been significantly 
addressed

0

1

2

3
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29. Threats – Have threats (listed in the data sheet page)
been reduced?

Your 
Score Comments

Threats have increased

Threats have stayed at approximately the same levels

Threats have been reduced somewhat

Threats have been largely reduced

0

1

2

3
30. Resource conditions– Have resource conditions 
improved?

Your 
Score Comments

Resource conditions have declined

Resource conditions have stayed at approximately the same levels

Resource conditions have improved somewhat

Resource conditions have improved significantly

0

1

2

3

31. Community welfare – Has community welfare improved? Your 
Score

Comments 
(provide some examples)

Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have declined

Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have 
stayed approximately the same

Livelihoods and standards of living in the community 
have improved somewhat

Livelihoods and standards of living in the community 
have improved significantly

Additional points

a. MPA management is compatible with the local culture, including 
traditional practices, relationships, social systems, cultural 
features, historic sites and monuments linked to marine resources 
and uses

b. Resource use conflicts have been reduced

c. Benefits from the MPA are equitably distributed

d. The non-monetary benefits of the marine resources to society 
have been maintained or enhanced

0

1

2

3

+1

+1

+1

+1

32. Environmental awareness – Has community 
environmental awareness improved?

Your 
Score Comments

Environmental awareness of resource conditions, threats and 
management activities has declined

Environmental awareness has stayed approximately the same

Environmental awareness has improved somewhat 
Environmental awareness has improved significantly

0

1

2

3

33. Compliance – Are users complying with MPA regulations? Your 
Score Comments

Less than 25% of users are complying with regulations
25% to 50% of users are complying with regulations

50% - 75% of users are complying with regulations

Over 75% of users are complying with regulations

0
1

2

3
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34. Stakeholder satisfaction – Are the stakeholders 
satisfied with the process and outputs of the MPA?

Your 
Score Comments

Less than 25% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process 
and outputs of the MPA

25 to 50% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process 
and outputs of the MPA

50% to 75% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process 
and outputs of the MPA

Over 75% of stakeholders are satisfied with the process 
and outputs of the MPA

Additional points

a. Stakeholders feel that they are able to effectively participate 
in management decisions

b. Stakeholders feel that they are adequately represented in the MPA
decision-making processes

0

1

2

3

+1

+1

TOTAL for outcomes (F): 27 or adjusted score

Users will have a score for each of the six elements of evaluation after completing the assessment form. If some questions are not 
scored (e.g., not relevant), the maximum score should be changed to an adjusted score (maximum possible score minus points for 
question that are not applicable). Your final score will be a percentage of your score over the adjusted maximum score.

Score  Summary

Your score Maximum possible score
Adjusted 
maximum 

score

Final score is the percentage of 
your score over the adjusted 

maximum score

   Final score for Context (A)
   Final score for Planning (B)
   Final score for Inputs (C)
   Final score for Process (D)
   Final score for Outputs (E)
   Final score for Outcomes (F)

Total (= A+B+C+D+E+F)

26

14

14

25

33

27
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Annex B: Users Guide for the ICRMP 
METT for Locally Managed MPAs

1. Presentation of the Tool 

Two forms need to be completed

•	 Datasheet: The datasheet provides key 
information on the site, its characteristics and 
management objectives.
•	 Assessment Form: The assessment form 
includes distinct sections based on what is 
considered as an appropriate Marine Protected 
Area (MPA) management cycle; context, planning, 
inputs, management, outputs and outcomes. 
Pending of the number of years the MPA has 
been established, some sections like outputs 
and	 outcomes	may	 not	 be	 relevant	 for	 the	 first	
assessment. 

Questions and Scores 

The main part of the assessment form is a series of 
questions grouped by management 
stages or elements (i.e. context, planning, inputs, 
management, outputs, outcomes). Each question 
should normally be ranked between 0 (low) and 3 (high) 
based on level of performance. 

A series of answers is provided for each question 
to help respondents determine the appropriate  
ranking. 

Questions that are not relevant to a particular marine 
protected area should be omitted, with a reason given in 
the comments section. The total score will be adjusted 

accordingly. Although this tool has been designed to fit 
the locally managed MPAs, there might be situations in 
which none of the four alternative answers appears to 
fit conditions in the protected area very precisely. We 
suggest that users choose the answer that is nearest 
and use the comments section to elaborate. 

Comments 

The comments box allows qualitative judgments to be 
justified by explaining why they were made (this could 
range from personal observation, personal opinion, a 
reference document, monitoring results or external 
studies and assessments - the point being to give anyone 
reading the report an idea of why the assessment was 
made). 

In this section we also suggest that respondents 
add any useful information that should be shared  
with other LGUs, POs, or MPA managers. The METT 
is conducted not only to provide scores to rank  
MPAs, it is also an opportunity to get in-depth 
information revolving around the question or topics  
raised, including lessons learned and best practices. 
Hence, in the comments column there are guide  
questions aimed at reminding the respondents 
to provide clarifications and/or details to their  
responses. This is not however, exhaustive. Both 
the assessor and the respondent may provide  
more information based on what they deem as 
important and unique in their situation. 
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2. Documents to be Required Before Conducting the METT-MPAs Assessment 

In order to get the best results of the METT-MPAs assessment, the following sources of information should be available 
when conducting the test: 

1. Management plans (with location and coordinates of the MPA) 
2. Legislation 
3. Reports (activities, yearly, monitoring, PCRA, etc) 
4. IEC materials 
5. Finances/budget/investment plan 
6. The previous evaluation conducted (if any). 

Management	Effectiveness	Tracking	Tool	for	Locally	Managed	MPAs		(METT-MPAs)	

Data Sheet - Assessors And Respondents Information 
Date assessment was carried out: _______________________ 

Name and position/role of assessor/s: 
1. ___________________________, ________________________________ 
2. _______________________, _________________________ 
3. ____________________, ______________________ 

Name /Position of the respondents: 
1. ________________________, __________________________________ 
2. _____________________, _________________________ 
3. ____________________, ________________________ 
4.  __________________________, _________________ 
5. ______________________, ________________________ 

Date previous assessment was conducted: _____________________________ 

Data sheet - Main characteristics of MPA 

Name of the MPA:  _________________________________________________________  
Location	of	MPA	(province,	municipality	and	coordinates):  ________________________ 

Point 1: Point 4: Point 7:
Point 2: Point 5: Point 8:
Point 3: Point 6: point 9:

Dates the MPA was: 
1. Initiated: ________________ 
2. Legally established: _____________________

Date and number of the Barangay/municipal resolution/ordinance: 

Size	(ha)	of	the	MPA: _______________
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Number of  volunteers and the organisations they belong:
1. _____  _________________________________
2. _____  _________________________________
3. _____  _________________________________
4. _____  _________________________________

List at least three primary habitats (e.g. mangroves, coral reefs, seagrass, lagoon, estuary, 
etc.) represented in the MPA and give their coverage in percent (%):
Habitat 1: _____________________________________
Habitat 2: _____________________________________
Habitat 3: _____________________________________

Two most important threats to the MPA:
1. ____________________________________________
2. ____________________________________________

Top 4 stakeholders groups :
1: _________________________________
2: _________________________________
3: ____________________________ _____
4: _________________________________

 Assess resources conditions using the following rating:  

Habitats Poor	(<25%) Fair	(26-50	%) Good	(51-75% Excellent	(76%>)

Coral Reefs

Mangroves

Seagrass

Etc.
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A. Context: Where are we now? Assessment of the context and the 
policy environment

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

1.   Legal status - Does the MPA have a legal status?
 

•   There is no initiative towards legalization of the MPA. 
•   At least one stakeholder’s consultations towards legaliza-

tion of the MPA conducted.
•   There is an existing  MPA barangay resolution/ordinance  for 

the establishment of the MPA
•   There is an existing MPA municipal ordinance for the estab-

lishment of the MPA.

Additional points  for Legal Status

The MPA has received national and/or international recognition 
for its importance.

Environment protection goals are usually incorporated into most 
aspects of municipal policy development?

There is usually an effective enforcement of environment related 
laws and ordinance

0
1

2

3

+1

+1

+1

Give a short description of how it was 
conducted

If yes, describe the recognition (for ex-
ample RAMSAR site, Most Outstanding 
MPA Award, etc).
Short description of how it is usually
incorporated

Short description of how enforcement is 
effective

2.   Marine protected area boundary demarcation — Are the 
boundaries known and demarcated?
 

•   The boundaries of the MPA are not known to the manage-
ment authorities or to other stakeholders

 •   The boundaries of the MPA are known to management 
authorities but is not known to other stakeholders

•   The boundaries of the MPA are known to both the manage-
ment authorities and other stakeholders but are not ap-
propriately demarcated (i.e.  traditional markers like trees, 
rocks, structures and other landmarks, etc) 

•   The boundaries of the MPA are known to the management 
authorities and stakeholders and are appropriately demar-
cated (i. e. permanent and durable markers & buoys, rope, 
etc.) 

0

1

2

3

3.   Integration of the MPA in a larger coastal management plan - Is 
the MPA part of a larger coastal management plan?
 

•   There is no discussion about the integration of the MPA in a 
larger coastal management plan.

•   There is some discussions about the integration of the MPA 
into coastal management plan but the process has not yet 
begun.

•   The marine protected area is in the process of being in-
tegrated into a larger coastal management plan but the 
process is still incomplete.

•   The marine protected area is part of a larger coastal man-
agement plan

0

1

2

3 If yes, when was the coastal plan pre-
pared?

Additional Points
The MPA is part of a network of MPAs which collectively sustain 
larger marine ecosystem functions.

+1
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A. Context: Where are we now? Assessment of the context and the 
policy environment

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

4.   Resource inventory - Is there enough information to manage 
the area? 

•   There is little or no information available on the biophysical, 
socio-cultural and economic conditions associated with the 
MPA. 

•   Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic 
conditions associated with the MPAs is 6-10 yrs old and can 
still support planning and decision making. 

•   Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic 
condition associated with the MPA are 5 years old and can 
still support planning and decision making 

•   Information on the biophysical, socio-cultural and economic 
conditions associated with the marine protected area are 
recent and  sufficient to support planning and decision mak-
ing 

0

1

2

3

5.   Law enforcement - Can fish wardens and bantay dagat suffi-
ciently enforce MPA regulations?
 

•   The fish wardens/bantay dagat have no capacity (knowl-
edge, skills, etc) and resources to enforce MPA rules and 
regulations.

•   The fish wardens/bantay dagat have capacity (knowledge, 
skills, etc) and  resources to enforce MPA rules and 
regulations but 50% of cases are dismissed due to lack of 
evidence gathered and procedural shortcomings. 

•   The fish wardens/bantay dagat have capacity (knowledge, 
skills, etc) and resources to enforce MPA rules and regula-
tions but 25% of cases are dismissed due to lack of evidence 
and procedural shortcomings.

•   The fish wardens/bantay dagat have high level of capacity 
(knowledge, skills, etc) and resources to enforce MPA rules 
and regulations with violators prosecuted and/or given the 
appropriate fines

Additional Points for Law Enforcement
a.   There are additional sources of control (e.g. maritime po-

lice, local communities, etc.)
b.  Violators are regularly prosecuted and fines collected

0

1

2

3

+1

+1

Describe briefly the nature of the prob-
lem encountered

Describe briefly the nature of the prob-
lem encountered 

6.   Stakeholder awareness and concern - Are stakeholders aware 
and concerned about marine resource condition and threats 

•   Less than 25% of stakeholders are aware or concerned 
about the marine resource conditions, and threats and 
management efforts.

•   Approximately 25% - 50% of stakeholders are aware or con-
cerned about the marine resource conditions and threats.

•   Approximately 50%-75% of stakeholders are aware or con-
cerned about the marine resource conditions and threat.

•   Over 75% of stakeholders are aware or concerned about the 
marine resource conditions and threats.

0

1

2

3
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B.  Planning - Where do we want to be? Assessment of marine 
protected area design and planning

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

7.   Marine protected area objectives - Have objectives been 
agreed?
 

•   No objectives have been agreed for the MPA 
•   The MPA has agreed objectives
•   The MPA has agreed objectives but the activities are only 

partially (25 to 50 %) implemented
•   The MPA has agreed objectives and is managed to meet all 

these objectives

0
1
2

3

Please list at least two agreed MPA 
objectives
State reason why activities to achieve
objectives are just partially implemented

Management plan - Is there a management plan and is it being 
implemented?
 

•   There is no management plan for the MPA
•   A management plan is being prepared or has been prepared 

but is not being implemented
•   An approved management plan exists but it is only being 

partially (25 - 50 %) implemented
•   An approved management plan exists and is being imple-

mented

Additional Points for Planning
a.   Does the management plan include a precise zoning with 

the use and rules for the different zones
b.  Is there annual work plan or other annual planning tools 

facilitating the implementation of the management plan?
c.   The planning process allows adequate opportunity for key 

stakeholders to participate in the planning process and to 
influence the management plan.

d.   Stakeholder participation includes representation from the 
various ethnic,religious and user groups as well as represen-
tation from both genders

e.   The socioeconomic impacts of decisions are considered in 
the planning process

f. The local culture, including traditional practices, social 
systems, cultural features, historic sites and monuments, is 
considered in the planning process

g.   There is an established schedule for M&E including well 
identified bio-physical, socio-economic and governance 
indicators

h.  There is an established schedule and process for periodic 
review and updating of the management plan

i. The results of monitoring, research and evaluation are rou-
tinely incorporated into planning.

j. The community had been mobilized through IEC activi-
ties 

k.   A proper stakeholder analysis had been conducted
l. A planning core group had been formed after the mobiliza-

tion and orientation activities
m. At least 1 workshop had been dedicated to situation analy-

sis

0
1

2

3

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1
+1

+2

State reasons why there is no MPA man-
agement plan

Mention some of the zones in your MPA; 
Describe the uses of the zones and the 
important rules to know
Mention  when these annual work plans 
were conducted

Describe briefly how the stakeholders as 
mentioned in the data sheet participate 
in the planning process 

9.   Research - Is there a program of management-oriented survey 
and research work?
 

•   There is no survey or research work taking place in the MPA 
•   Survey and research work supporting MPA management 

needs were done 10 years ago and still serve as occasional 
reference material

0
1

Do the MPA manager and key MPA 
actors know about the nature of the 
research program? Who designed this re-
search  program? Who is responsible 
to implement it? Are there some reports 
available? Is the MPA manager regularly 
informed about the progress of the 
research?
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•   Survey and research work done 3-5 years ago and still being 
used in supporting MPA management needs

•   There is recent (1-2 years ago) survey and research work 
that  support MPA management needs

Additional Points for Research
a.   Carrying capacity studies have been conducted to deter-

mine sustainable use levels

2

3

+1

10. Volunteers - Are there enough people volunteering to manage 
the protected area?
 

•   There are no volunteers
•   Volunteers are inadequate and can only provide emergency 

services during emergency activities in the MPA
•   Volunteers are inadequate and are only able to provide as-

sistance and manpower during major MPA activities
•   Volunteers are adequate and can provide assistance and 

manpower to all regular management activities of the MPA

0
1

2

3

Give a description of volunteers (number,
function, time spent on the MPA) in-
volved in the MPA management?

11. Current budget - Is the current budget sufficient?
 

•   There is no budget for the MPA
•   The budget is only for the current year that covers at least 

50 % of the  basic management needs and presents a seri-
ous constraint to achieving effective management of the 
MPA

•   The budget is only for the current year and covers the basic 
and  major management needs but could be further im-
proved to fully achieve effective management of the MPA

•   The budget is only for the current year and sufficiently cov-
ers all the basic and major  management needs to effec-
tively  manage the MPA

Additional Points
a.   There is a secure budget for the MPA and its management 

needs on a multi-year basis.
b.  The budget is not entirely dependent on LGU funding in-

stead, funding also  comes from NGO contributions, donors, 
grants, and users fees, etc

0
1

2

3

+2

+1

Give information of the sources and 
types of revenues and who manages the 
funds 

D.  Process - How do we go about management? Assessment of 
the way in which management is conducted Max 

Your 
score

Comments

12. Education and awareness program - Is there a planned educa-
tion program?
 

•   There is no education and awareness program
•   There is a limited and ad hoc education and awareness pro-

gram, but no overall planning for this component
•   There is a planned  education and awareness program but is 

not fully linked to the objectives and needs of the MPA
•   There is a planned and effective education and awareness 

program fully linked to the objectives and needs of the MPA

0
1

2

3

Give a short description - key features of 
the education program. 

B.  Planning - Where do we want to be? Assessment of marine 
protected area design and planning

Max 
Your 
score

Comments
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D.  Process - How do we go about management? Assessment of 
the way in which management is conducted

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

13. Communication between stakeholders and managers - Is there 
communication between stakeholders and managers?

•   There is little or no communication between managers and 
stakeholders involved in the MPA

•   There is communication between managers and stakehold-
ers but this is not a planned or scheduled program

•   There is planned communication program  that is being 
used to build support for the MPA amongst relevant stake-
holders but implementation is limited yet 

•   There is a planned communication program that is being 
implemented to build support for the MPA amongst rel-
evant stakeholders.

Additional Point for Communication

There is some communication with other MPA managers (for 
example exchanges of good practices).

0

1

2

3

+1

Short description: content, who are the
targets groups, key stakeholders in-
volved, frequency? 

14. Stakeholder involvement and participation - Do stakeholders 
have meaningful input to management decisions?

•   Stakeholders have no inputs into decisions relating to the 
MPA 

•   Stakeholders inputs are based on specific questions like 
surveys and the like with less discussion and interaction  
relating to MPA management 

 •   Stakeholders have inputs through discussions and interac-
tions relating to management but no direct involvement in 
the resulting decisions

•   Stakeholders directly participate in making decisions relat-
ing to management

0

1

2

3

Short description:  key stakeholders 
involved,
describe participatory activities, stake-
holders engagement and participation in 
decision-making

15. Volunteers training - Is there enough training for volunteers?
 

•   Volunteers training specified in the management plan is not 
implemented 

•   Volunteers training specified in the management plan is 
only (25 to 50 %) implemented

•   Volunteers training specified in the management plan is  50-
75% implemented

•   Volunteers training specified in the management plan is 
fully implemented

0

1

2

3

Short description:  training needs con-
ducted, topics requested by volunteers 
and Pos, topics really covered, frequency 
and kind of training conducted

16. Equipment - Is the site adequately equipped?
 

•   There is little or no equipment and facilities
•   There is an on-going process to procure basic equipment 

and facilities based on an approved plan
•   There are existing basic equipment and facilities that are 

well maintained (buoys, mooring, guardhouse, visitors 
center, etc)

•    There are advanced (telescope, water system, toilets, rub-
ber boats, flash light) equipment  and facilities that are well 
maintained.

0
1

2

3

Give a list of existing equipment and 
facilities
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D.  Process - How do we go about management? Assessment of 
the way in which management is conducted

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

17. Monitoring and evaluation - Are biophysical, socioeconomic 
and governance indicators monitored and evaluated?

•   There is no monitoring and evaluation of the biophysical, 
socioeconomic and  governance indicators of the MPA

0

Describe the M&E: frequency, who has
conducted it, indicators selected and 
used for  M&E, importance given to the 
different aspects mentioned. Additional 
page if necessary.

•   There is an ad hoc monitoring and evaluation of the bio-
physical. socioeconomic and governance indicators but no 
overall strategy and or regular collection of results

•   There is an agreed and implemented monitoring and evalu-
ation of the biophysical, socioeconomic and governance 
indicators but results are not systematically used for man-
agement

•   A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, is well 
implemented and used in adaptive management

1

2

3

E.  Outputs - What were the results? Assessment of the implemen-
tation of  management programs and actions; delivery of products 
and services

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

Note:  The outputs should be assessed based on progress since the last assessment. If this is the first time the Score Card is being used, 
respondents should assess outputs over the last 3 years. For newly established MPAs, respondents may have to skip this section and the 
outcome section

18. Context indicators - have context indicators been improved?
 

a.   Legal status has improved (refers to question 1: Legal 
status)

b.  Law enforcement has improved (refers to question 3:  Law 
enforcement)

c.   Boundary demarcation has improved (refers to question 4: 
MPA boundary demarcation)

d.  The MPA has been integrated into ICM plan (refers to ques-
tion 5: Integration of the MPA)

e.  The resource inventory has improved (refers to question 6: 
Resource inventory)

f. Stakeholders awareness and concern has improved (refers 
to question 7)

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

+2

-Give specific and verifiable examples on
how the legal status has improved.

-Give specific and verifiable examples on
how law enforcement has improved.

-Give specific and verifiable examples on
how boundary demarcation has im-
proved.
-Give specific and verifiable examples 
how resource inventory had improved.

-Give specific and verifiable examples on
how stakeholders’ awareness and
concern of the environment and MPA 
had improved. Was there an awareness
survey conducted that supports the 
improvement 

19. Products and services 
a.  Signs -installed 
b.  Moorings -in place 
c.   Education materials -have been developed and are avail-

able

+1
+1
+1

20. Mechanisms for stakeholder participation in decision-making 
and/or management activities (e.g. public consultation) - are 
mechanisms available to ensure stakeholder participation?
 

•   There are no mechanisms for stakeholder participation in 
decision-making and/or management activities.

0 Describe the stakeholders’ participation
mechanisms. 
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E.  Outputs - What were the results? Assessment of the implemen-
tation of  management programs and actions; delivery of products 
and services

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

•   There are mechanisms for stakeholder participation in 
decision-making and/or management activities, but they 
are not always applied.

•   There are mechanisms for stakeholder participation in 
decision-making and/or management activities and they 
are always applied.

1

2

21. Marine Protected Area regulations - Are unsustainable human 
activities (e.g. poaching) controlled? 

•   There are no mechanisms for controlling unsustainable hu-
man activities in the marine protected area

0

•   Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activi-
ties in the marine protected area exist but there are major 
problems in implementing them effectively 

•   Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activi-
ties in the marine protected area exist but there are some 
problems in effectively implementing them

•   Mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities 
in the marine protected area exist and are being effectively 
implemented

1

2

3

22. Environmental education activities for stakeholders (e.g. public 
outings at the MPA) - have education activities been developed 
and used for stakeholders?

•   There are no environmental education activities for stake-
holders

•   There is an environmental education plan for stakeholders 
and about 50% is implemented 

•   Environmental education plan for stakeholders are fully 
implemented

0

1

2

How are the stakeholders being involved 
in environmental education activities?

23. Management activities - Have the 2 critical management ac-
tivities (listed in the data sheet) been improved to address threats?
 

•   Management activities have not been conducted  to ad-
dress threats 

•   Management  measures have been conducted to address 
50% of the threats to the MPA

•   Management measures have been conducted to addresses 
more than  75%  of the threats to the MPA

0

1

2

If adequate management measures have 
been implemented or conducted to ad-
dress the threats please describe briefly. 

24. Visitor facilities - does the MPA have sufficient visitor facilities?
 

•   There are no visitor facilities  and services in the MPA 
•   There are plans and funds for visitor facilities and services 

for the MPA 
•   The present visitor facilities and services but  not enough 

to meet the requirements in the plan and current level of 
visitation 

•   Visitor facilities and services are available and meet current  
levels of visitation

0
1

2

3

Briefly describe situations that are not
consistent with the choices 
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E.  Outputs - What were the results? Assessment of the implemen-
tation of  management programs and actions; delivery of products 
and services

Max 
Your 
score

Comments

25. Fees - If fees (entry fees - tourism) are applied, do they help 
marine protected area management? 

•   No fee system exists
•   Fees are collected, but they go straight to the local govern-

ment and are not returned to the MPA
•   Fees are collected with a sharing system mechanism de-

cided by the local government
•   Fees are collected with a transparent and agreed upon shar-

ing system mechanism between the MPA and local govern-
ment

0
1

2

3

If a sharing system exist, describe how 
the fees are used to improve the MPA

26. Volunteers Skills Training
 •   No training is given to volunteers

•   Volunteers were trained but skills do not contribute to 
achieve objectives of MPA management

•   Volunteers are trained but their skills could further be im-
proved to fully achieve  objectives MPA management

•   Volunteers were trained and their skills directly contribute 
to the achievement of management objectives

0
1

2

3
Briefly describe training activities con-
ducted and what are the results

F.  Outcomes - What did we achieve? Assessment of the outcomes 
and the extent to which they achieved objectives

Max Your 
Score

Comments

27. Objectives - Have MPA objectives (listed in the data sheet 
page) been addressed?

•   Management objectives have not been addressed
•   Management objectives have been addressed up to 25 %
•   Management objectives have been addressed  up to 50 %
•   Management objectives have been addressed  up to 75 % 

and more

0
1
2
3

Please provide comments to support 
your answer.

28. Threats - Have threats (listed in the data sheet page) been ad-
dressed

•   Threats have stayed at approximately the same levels
•   Threats have been reduced to about 25-50% since the es-

tablishment of the MPA 
•   Threats have been reduced to about 51-85% since the es-

tablishment of the MPA
•   Threats have been completely eliminated (100%)

0
1

2

3

Please provide comments to support 
your answer.

29. Resource conditions- Have resource conditions improved? 
•   Resource conditions have stayed at approximately the same 

levels
•   Resource conditions have improved 25%
•   Resource conditions have improved 51 % - 75 % 
•   Resources conditions have improved  >76%

0

1
2
3

Please justify your answer with appropri-
ate indicators like corals reefs and other 
habitats regeneration/rehabilitation, fish 
catch around the MPA improved, more 
tourists coming for diving, less pollution, 
less erosion, more fishermen fishing 
around the MPA, etc. 

30. Community welfare - Has community welfare improved?
 •   Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have 

stayed approximately the same
•   Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have 

improved by up to 25% since the establishment of the MPA
•   Livelihoods and standards of living in the community have 

improved by up to 50% since the establishment of the MPA
•   Livelihood and standards of living in the community have 

improved by more then 50% since the establishment of the 
MPA

0

1

2

3

Please provide comments on how 
livelihoods have been improved? How 
benefits from the  MPA are distributed 
among the members of the community 
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F.  Outcomes - What did we achieve? Assessment of the outcomes 
and the extent to which they achieved objectives

Max Your 
Score

Comments

Additional points for Community Welfare
a.   MPA management is compatible with the local culture, in-

cluding traditional practices, relationships, social systems, 
cultural features, historic sites and monuments linked to 
marine resources and uses.

b.  Resource use conflicts have been reduced at least by 50%
c.   Benefits from the MPA are felt by more than 75% of the 

community 
d.  The non-monetary benefits ((cultural, esthetic, social) of 

the marine resources to society have been maintained or 
enhanced

+1

+1
+1

+1

Phases of Management Maximum possible 
Score

Adjusted Maximum Your score

 Context

Planning
Inputs
Processes
Outputs
Outcomes
Total

MPA SCORE

31. Environmental awareness - Has community environmental 
awareness improved?

 •   Environmental awareness has stayed approximately the 
same 

•   Environmental awareness has improved by 25% 
•   Environmental awareness has improved by 50 % -75 % 2
•   The entire community is environmentally  conscious and 

aware

0

1 
2
3

Please provide comments to support 
your answer; examples showing that 
community environment awareness has 
improved

32. Compliance - Are users complying with MPA regulations? 
•   No improvement in users compliance
•   Users are complying with regulations (25 to 50%)
•   Users are complying with regulations (51 - 75 %)
•   Users are complying with regulations (over 75%)

0
1
2
3

Please give examples how  users comply 
with regulations

33. Stakeholder satisfaction - Are the stakeholders satisfied with 
the management and outputs of the MPA?
        •   No improvement in stakeholders satisfaction with 
             the management  of and outputs of the MPA

•  25 to 50 % of stakeholders are satisfied with the manage-
ment and outputs of the MPA

•  51% to 75% of stakeholders are satisfied with the manage-
ment and outputs of the MPA

•   Over 75 % of stakeholders are satisfied with the manage-
ment and outputs of the MPA

Additional Points for Stakeholder Satisfaction
a.   Stakeholders feel that they are able to effectively partici-

pate in management decisions

0

1

2

3

+1

Briefly describe how stakeholders 
consider themselves satisfied with the 
management and outputs of the MPA
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