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Guidance for the design of the OSPAR Network of Marine Protected Areas: 
a self-assessment checklist

(Reference number: 2007-6)

Background

1.
OSPAR Recommendation 2003/3 on an OSPAR Network of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) sets out that by 2010 the network should be ecologically coherent and well managed. Under the OSPAR Strategy on Biological Diversity and Ecosystems, OSPAR has committed to, assess in 2010 whether an ecologically coherent network of well-managed MPAs in the maritime area has been achieved, and periodically thereafter. As tools to help Contracting Parties in their work to identify sites that will contribute to an ecologically coherent network of MPAs, OSPAR has agreed to:

a.
adopt a guidance document on developing an ecologically coherent network of OSPAR MPAs (OSPAR agreement 2006/3), which set out key principles, as guidance to contracting parties to assist in interpreting the concept of an ecologically coherent network of MPAs in the context of the OSPAR maritime area. The 2006 OSPAR Biodiversity Committee (BDC) agreed to urge Contracting Parties to use the guidance in their work to identify sites as components of the OSPAR Network of MPAs;
b.
publish in 2007 a background document to support the assessment of whether the OSPAR network of MPAs is ecologically coherent, which provides scientific background from which methods for the assessment of the ecological coherence of the OSPAR network might be achieved;

c.
adopt the attached self assessment checklist as guidance on the design of the OSPAR network of MPAs. BDC 2007 agreed to urge Contracting Parties to make use of this self-assessment checklist in future assessments of ecological coherence and other factors influencing the effectiveness of the MPA network.
2.
BDC 2007 agreed that work should continue towards the agreement of a methodology for assessing the ecological coherence of the OSPAR network of MPAs.
The self-assessment checklist

3.
The attached rapid self-assessment checklist is based on the World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) and World Conservation Union (IUCN) self-assessment checklist for building networks of MPAs developed by Day & Laffoley (2006) and has been re-ordered and modified according to OSPAR requirements. It has been used with the kind permission of the authors.

How to use this checklist

4.
This checklist may be applied at different scales; e.g., employing local, regional, national, or international study areas. It is recommended, however, that the scale of the assessment be made clear at the outset, and that one scale be applied throughout any given assessment. (Many of the questions can also be used to rate individual sites, though clearly a single site cannot be considered a “network.”) 

5.
To use this checklist, simply review the statements against each of the principles, and choose whichever statement is the best approximation or corresponds most closely with your assessment of the current situation. The higher the score against the principle, the more effective is the current approach to achieving that principle. If you assess each statement realistically and honestly as either a 0, 1, 2, or 3 then you will be able to determine what might be expected to increase management effectiveness.  This will enable a comparison of the current approach against what are considered ‘best practices’, and to understand where gaps (or weaknesses) may exist, to be addressed as future priorities. Regular use of the checklist can then be used to quickly assess progress towards the overall goal of an effectively established and lasting MPA network. However, given the subjective nature of this assessment, it should be taken only as one initial indication of how well the network is doing, and it is not meant to replace science-based monitoring, and/or more detailed assessments.

6.
This checklist is called a “self-assessment” because it is expected that those directly involved in the design and management of a given network would best be able to judge the relative ratings for many of these questions. Nonetheless, it can be expected that different assessors will have different internalized standards by which they rate their networks, and thus two different assessors would likely produce somewhat different scores for the same network. In this light, making comparisons of scores between networks that have used different assessors should be applied with caution.

7.
The checklist has been ordered according to the OSPAR requirement to assess ecological coherence, with the most applicable criteria in Table I, secondary criteria in Table II, and tertiary criteria in Table III. Table IV puts forward criteria that while not applicable to the assessment of ecological coherence, are recognized to be of importance to the long-term success of an MPA network.
Scoring

8.
Three different scoring systems can be used, depending on if only ecological coherence is under consideration, or if an overall network assessment is desired, or if only certain sub-groups are of interest.

9.
First of all, mark the corresponding score for each principle/criteria in the column marked Score and then add the total of all scores, for each table. Once this is done, there are two ways to calculate the grand total score:

· Un-weighted Overall Score: This will give you an indication of how well the network is doing overall. Simply add up the sums for each table. There is a possible grand total score of 60. (To calculate the percentage, multiply your score by 100 and divide by 60.)

· Weighted Ecological Coherence Score: This will give you an indication of how likely the network is ecologically coherent. Take the sum for Table I and multiply by 3; take the sum for Table II and multiply by 2; take the sum for Table III and multiply by 1; and do not use Table IV. Then, add the three new table sums together. The weighted grand total is out of a possible 93. (Thus, to calculate the percentage, multiply your score by 100 and divide by 93.)

· Separate Sub-Table Scores: The questions have been grouped according to a continuum ranging from strictly ecological considerations to ones that look at other external factors such as some management and socio-economic considerations. It can be helpful to look at the sub-table scores to get a better indication of likely areas of strengths or weaknesses in the effectiveness of the network.

10.
Recognizing the subjective nature of the scoring, calculation of all scores can assist in tracking changes to a given network over time, and can also highlight which key area(s) require greater emphasis to achieve ‘best practice’.  However, making comparisons of scores between networks that have used different assessors should be applied with caution.
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	OSPAR MPA Network Rapid Self-Assessment Checklist

	1 Ecological Coherence Criteria
	

	1.1 Assessment Criterion 1: Adequacy / Viability
	
	

	1.1.1 Size & Shape
	
	Score
	Comments

	Specific consideration was given to the size and shape of the sites within the MPA network when it was designed and implemented in order to maximize the effectiveness of the network to achieve its ecological objectives.
	3
	
	

	Some consideration was given to the size and/or shape of the sites within the MPA network when it was designed, and some consideration overall to achieving its ecological objectives.
	2
	
	

	Some consideration was given to the size and/or shape of the sites within the MPA network when it was designed, but no consideration overall to achieving its ecological objectives.
	1
	
	

	Little or no consideration was given to the size and/or shape of the sites within the MPA network; nor any consideration of the effectiveness of the network to achieve its ecological objectives.
	0
	
	

	Consideration was given to edge effects of the sites within the MPA network when it was designed.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	1.1.2 Viability
	
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network includes many self-sustaining viable no-take areas, which are all geographically dispersed within the study area ensuring viability at all levels (i.e. at the ecosystem, species and genetic levels) within natural cycles of variation
	3
	
	

	The MPA network includes some no-take areas geographically dispersed within the study area, some of which are designed to be self-sustaining.
	2
	
	

	The MPA network includes a few no-take areas geographically dispersed within the study area.
	1
	
	

	The MPA network includes no or only a single no-take area.
	0
	
	

	1.2 Assessment Criterion 2: Representativity
	
	

	The MPA network represents all or almost all (~80-100%) of the range of species and/or habitats and/or ecological processes within the study area. 
	3
	
	

	The MPA network represents most (~30-80%) of the range of species and/or habitats and/or ecological processes known in the study area.
	2
	
	

	The MPA network represents some (~10 -30%) of the known range of species and/or habitats and/or ecological processes in the study area.
	1
	
	

	The MPA network comprises only one or two types of marine species and/or habitats known in the study area (e.g. only coral reefs are protected in the network)
	0
	
	

	Assessment Criterion 3: Replication
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network includes highly protected spatially-separated replicates of 80% or more of the features occurring within the study area (i.e. almost all known features within your network are replicated to spread any risk). 
	3
	
	

	The MPA network includes spatially-separated replicates of highly protected areas within 25 - 80% of the features occurring within the study area 
	2
	
	

	The MPA network includes some spatially-separated replicates of highly protected areas, but they represent less than 25% of the features occurring within the study area
	1
	
	

	The MPA network does not have any spatially-separated replicates of highly protected areas within the study area.
	0
	
	

	Systematic replication is occurring throughout every ecological region in the study area, e.g. cross shelf and long-shore replication
	Bonus 1
	
	

	Assessment Criterion 4: Connectivity
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network has been purposefully designed to maximize all / most key ecological processes (spatial and/or temporal)  in the study area
	3
	
	

	The MPA network was purposefully designed and does consider some of the key ecological processes (spatial and/or temporal) in the study area
	2
	
	

	The MPA network was purposefully designed and does consider a few (one or more) of the key ecological processes (spatial and/or temporal) in the study area
	1
	
	

	The design of the MPA network took little or no account of any key ecological processes in the study area
	0
	
	

	The MPA network has been purposefully designed to maximize and enhance most of the physical linkages between individual MPAs in the network.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	Table I Total (out of a possible 18)
	
	

	Eco-Coherence Weighted Total (total given above x 3)
	
	


	2 Factors Influencing Eco-Coherence
	

	2.1 Resilience
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network has been specifically designed so 30% or more of the study area is free from extractive activities or habitat-altering activities, or other significant human-induced stresses.
	3
	
	

	Between 10-30% or the study area is free from extractive activities, habitat-altering activities, or other significant human-induced stresses.
	2
	
	

	Only a small part the study area (<10%) is free from extractive activities, habitat-altering activities, or other significant human-induced stresses.
	1
	
	

	Virtually none of the study area is free from extractive activities, habitat-altering activities, or other significant human-induced stresses.
	0
	
	

	The MPA network has been specifically designed to maximize the resilience of the network in the face of long-term geophysical and/or biochemical changes;
	Bonus 1
	
	

	2.2 Precautionary design
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network is configured to take into consideration all or most of the known threats occurring within the study area.
	3
	
	

	The MPA network considers several of the known threats occurring within the study area. 
	2
	
	

	The MPA network considers a couple of the known threats occurring within the study area. 
	1
	
	

	MPA network does not consider any of the known threats occurring within the study area.
	0
	
	

	The MPA network has been effectively designed to cope with a lack of comprehensive data.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	2.3 External spatial & temporal considerations
	Score
	Comments

	The design of the MPA network considered a wide range of external spatial and temporal considerations including ecological processes, connectivity and other external influences; and managers continue to consider these as part of ongoing implementation.
	3
	
	

	The design of the MPA network did consider some external spatial and temporal issues; and managers continue to consider each of these issues as part of ongoing implementation.
	2
	
	

	The design of the MPA network did consider one or more external spatial or temporal issues; and some of these are still considered by managers in the ongoing implementation of the network.
	1
	
	

	External spatial and temporal issues were not considered in the design or in the ongoing implementation of the MPA network.
	0
	
	

	There is good historical baseline information (or historic data) to determine whether there are ‘shifting baselines’ for a range of issues.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	Table II Total (out of a possible 12)
	
	

	Eco-Coherence Weighted Total (total given above x 2)
	
	


	3 Factors Influencing the Assessment of Eco-Coherence
	

	3.1 Clearly defined objectives
	Score
	Comments

	There is a range of clear, achievable and measurable objectives (including ecological, social and economic objectives) defined for the MPA network and derived from the legislation; 
	3
	
	

	There are various objectives for the MPA network which are clear, achievable and measurable; addressing at least two of the relevant aspects in the necessary range (i.e. ecological, social or economic objectives); 
	2
	
	

	There are some objectives for the MPA network; but only one or two can be considered as clear, achievable and measurable; AND the objectives do not address the necessary range (i.e. ecological, social and economic objectives).
	1
	
	

	There are no clear objectives for the MPA network.
	0
	
	

	These objectives were determined through an open, transparent and balanced process involving a wide range of stakeholders.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	3.2 Scientific information
	Score
	Comments

	All available scientific information is used to support planning and management, and it is regularly updated and used for effective decision-making.
	3
	
	

	There is some scientific information to support planning and management, and whatever is available is used for decision-making.
	2
	
	

	There is limited scientific information to support planning and management, and it is sometimes used for decision-making.
	1
	
	

	There is little or no scientific information base to support planning and management; or, the available information is not used for decision-making.
	0
	
	

	There is an ability to incorporate new scientific information into subsequent planning or for ongoing management tasks.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	3.3 Social & economic information
	Score
	Comments

	All available social and economic information is used to support planning and management, and it is regularly updated and used for effective decision-making.
	3
	
	

	There is some social and economic information to support planning and management, and whatever is available is used for decision-making.
	2
	
	

	There is limited social or economic information to support planning and management, and it is sometimes used for decision-making.
	1
	
	

	There is little or no social or economic information base to support planning and management; or, the available information is not used for decision-making.
	0
	
	

	There is an ability to incorporate new social or economic information into subsequent planning or for ongoing management tasks.
	Bonus 1
	
	


	3.4 Monitoring & assessment
	Score
	Comments

	A good monitoring and evaluation system exists, with progress against most if not all the objectives of the MPA network being monitored regularly and objectively, with the results being widely disseminated and used in adaptive management.
	3
	
	

	There is an agreed and implemented monitoring program, and progress against some of the objectives of the MPA network is objectively monitored periodically, with the results publicly available and/or used in adaptive management.
	2
	
	

	There is some ad hoc monitoring and progress against at least one of the objectives of the MPA network has been monitored and/or publicly reported.
	1
	
	

	Progress against the objectives of the MPA network is rarely monitored AND no assessment of MPA effectiveness has ever occurred or been reported.
	0
	
	

	Table III Total (out of a possible 15)
	
	

	Eco-Coherence Weighted Total (same as total above)
	
	


	4 Factors Influencing Long-Term Success
	

	4.1 Adaptive management
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network is readily able to incorporate changes such as new information becomes available (e.g. from ‘in-the-field’ experience, or as a result of changing external circumstances).
	3
	
	

	The MPA network has some ability to incorporate some changes when new information becomes available (e.g. ‘in-the-field’ experience, or as a result of changing external circumstances).
	2
	
	

	The MPA network is has a limited ability to incorporate occasional changes when new information becomes available (e.g. in the timeframe of several years).
	1
	
	

	The MPA network does not have management systems or any monitoring arrangements to determine system responses and provide a basis for adaptive management; NOR is it likely able to incorporate changes were new information to become available.
	0
	
	

	4.2 Economic & social considerations
	Score
	Comments

	The design and implementation of the MPA network continues to consider the economic and socio-cultural setting, as well as the real benefits and costs of the network (including both tangible and intangible benefits and costs); 
	3
	
	

	The design and implementation of the MPA network initially considered the economic and socio-cultural setting, as well as the real benefits and costs of the network (and may have included tangible and intangible benefits and/or costs).
	2
	
	

	Some consideration was given to the economic and socio-cultural setting, or to the benefits or costs, when the MPA network was initially designed.
	1
	
	

	No consideration was given to the economic or socio-cultural setting, or to the benefits or costs, when the MPA network was initially designed, and little/no consideration occurs during implementation.
	0
	
	

	The MPA network has addressed the need for structural adjustment or compensation for lost benefits from foregone economic opportunities.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	4.3 Institutional & governance considerations
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network has well established mechanisms for the horizontal integration among all levels of government, and vertical integration among agencies with different mandates, as well as involving local communities, indigenous people and regional groups.
	3
	
	

	The MPA network has some mechanisms for the horizontal integration among different levels of government, and vertical integration among agencies with different mandates, as well as involving local communities, indigenous peoples and regional groups.
	2
	
	

	The MPA network has some legislative and administrative arrangements, but these do not provide both effective horizontal integration among different levels of government, and vertical integration between agencies.
	1
	
	

	The MPA network has little or no mechanisms for the horizontal integration among different levels of government, nor for any vertical integration among agencies with different mandates.
	0
	
	

	The MPA network has an effective legislative and administrative framework, including a ‘nested governance’ structure operating simultaneously at multiple scales and levels (integrating local aspirations, national strategies and/or international obligations).
	Bonus 1
	
	

	4.4 Sustainable financing
	Score
	Comments

	The MPA network has a well-developed and periodically audited program of long-term funding (assessed, and if necessary, increased against a recognised financial index) in order to meet both core costs and emerging issues. 
	3
	
	

	The MPA network has an adequate program of long-term funding for core costs and able to seek funding for emerging issues.
	2
	
	

	The MPA network has poor and spasmodic program of long-term funding to meet core costs, and is sometimes able to seek funding for emerging issues.
	1
	
	

	The MPA network doest not have a well-developed or periodically audited program of long-term funding.
	0
	
	

	The budget in the MPA is well managed; and all staff understand the financial situation.
	Bonus 1
	
	

	Table IV Total (out of a possible 15)
	
	

	Eco-Coherence Weighted Total (zero: table not used)
	0
	


	Grand Total of all Tables (out of a possible 60)
	
	Percentage: Grand Total x 100 / 60 =

	Weighted Eco-Coh. Grand Total (out of a possible 93)
	
	Percent: Grand Weighted Total x 100 / 93 =


	Location / Extent of Study Area: the area under consideration in this survey. (For example, it may include the jurisdictional waters of a CP, region within a CP’s waters, or it could include a particular biogeographic region.)
	

	Assessor(s) & Date:
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