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Protected Area Management 
Effectiveness (PAME) Framework

• Supports an adaptive 
approach to 
management

• Improves resource 
allocation

• Promotes 
accountability and 
transparency

• Involves the 
community and 
stakeholders



The use of PAME worldwide



METT – a popular tool for PAME

• Published by WWF and World 
Bank in 2002, and modified in 
2005 and 2007

• Not intended to track 
conservation outcomes

• Widespread use as a cost-
effective and easy to use tool

• Many adaptations to the tool 
were made to fit specific 
context and purpose



The structure of the METT

• Data Sheet 1: Reporting 
Progress at Protected Area Sites

• Data Sheet 2: Protected Areas 
Threats

• Assessment Form



Reporting 
Progress at 
Protected Area 
Sites

Data Sheet 1



Data Sheet 2: Protected Area Threats



Assessment Form



Structure of the Assessment Form

• Context (1)

• Planning (2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 21, 26)

• Inputs (3, 9, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 
29)

• Process (6, 10, 11, 12, 14, 17, 
19, 20, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28, 29)

• Outputs (8, 27)

• Outcomes (10, 25, 30)



Structure of the Assessment Form 

PAME 

element
Question #

Total # 

Questions

% of the 

Total

# Questions

Maximum 

Score

% Total

Score

Context 1 1 3.3% 3 2,9

Planning 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 21, 26 7 23.3% 27 26,5

Inputs
3, 9, 13, 14, 15, 16, 

18, 29
8 26.7% 24 23,5

Process
6, 10, 11, 12, 17, 19, 

20, 22, 23, 24, 28
11 36.7% 36 35,3

Outputs 27 1 3.3% 3 2,9

Outcomes 25, 30 2 6.7% 9 8,8

Total 30 30 100% 102 100

Note: four of the questions (7, 21, 24, and 30) are supplemented by a set of three additional 
statements for each of them, that give the opportunity to score up to 3 more points.



Using METT: strengths

• Provides useful information 
for site managers

• Quick and easy to complete 
using site‐based expert 
knowledge

• Easily understood by 
non‐specialists

• Tracks improvements in management of individual sites (not to 
compare sites)

• Harmonizes reporting for multiple sites



Using METT: constraints

• Does not cover all aspects of management

• Qualitative assessment (partly addressed by assigning scores 
using ordered values, from 0 to 3; but all have equal weights)

• Not an independent 
assessment

• Cannot be a sole basis 
for adaptive 
management

• Weak evaluation of 
outcomes



Using METT: common pitfalls

• Caution about the use of 
the overall “score” 

• Assessment be seen by 
protected area staff as a 
judgement rather than a 
management tool

• Comparing between protected areas difficult when assessment 
conducted by different people

• Caution about the accuracy of the tracking tool as anything 
more than a quick assessment of strengths and weaknesses



Using METT: good practice tips

• Completed by protected area managers and representative of 
local stakeholders, whenever possible

• All questions to be answered

• Fill in comments and further steps for project oversight and 
management

• Spend time to arrive at considerate judgement 

• At least some of the assessors have participated in the previous 
assessment (in case of multiple assessments)

• Present total score as percentage of the possible score



Using METT: relevance to PONT

• METT is a good starting point for the PONT grant applications / 
PONT might make use of other tools in the future

• It is not all about the score – think about what you do with the 
results; use it to encourage and structure productive discussion

• Link the assessment to 
operational planning

• Use the findings for your 
next PONT grant 
application!



Thank you!




