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MEE Team-wise Report 

S. 

No. 

MEE 

Team 

No. 

MEE Team 

(Chairman & 

Members) 

Region State Name of PA MEE Year Page 

Index 

1.  
13. Shri P. Anur Reddy 

Dr. S. Narendra 

Prasad 

Shri B.C. Choudhury 

Dr. R. Suresh Kumar 

Western 
Dadra & Nagar 

Haveli 
1. Dadra & Nagar Haveli WLS 2016-17 

3-19 

2.  Western Daman & Diu 2. Fudam WLS 2015-16 N.A. 

3.  Western Gujarat 3. Gir NP 2008-09 21-37 

4.  Western Gujarat 4. Marine (Gulf of Kachchh) NP 2008-09 38-53 

5.  Western Gujarat 5. Wild Ass WLS 2008-09 54-70 

6.  Western Gujarat 6. Blackbuck (Velavadar) NP 2009-10 71-84 

7.  Western Gujarat 
7. Shoolpaneshwar (Dhumkhal) 

WLS 
2009-10 

85-99 

8.  Western Gujarat 8. Purna WLS 2012-13 100-113 

9.  Western Gujarat 9. Khijadiya Bird WLS 2015-16 114-129 

10.  Western Gujarat 10. Nal Sarovar Bird WLS 2015-16 130-143 
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1.  DADRA AND NAGAR HAVELI SANCTUARY 

MEE Year (2016-17) 

Management Strengths 
1. A good team of sincere officers and staff members. 

2. Being located at the foothills of a biodiversity hotspot—the the Western Ghats—this area must support a rich and diverse 

array of plants and animals (smaller vertebrates) and harbour a number of endemic/rare species. 

3. A 100 m ecosensitive zone. 

4. The presence of a local NGO, Kartavya, a registered society with a wide range of objectives, from forest protection and 

livelihood improvement to creating conservation awareness among the local people and visitors. 

 

Management Weaknesses 
1. The lack of a management plan leads to ad hoc interventions. 

2. At present, the focus of the management is mainly on the deer park and the lion safari, which are within the sanctuary. 

3. Paucity of staff and dual responsibility 

4. Sporadic and insufficient training programmes to impart skills 

5. Small and highly fragmented habitat 

6. Fragile connectivity 

7. Lukewarm relationship with local villagers 

8. Impact of FRA 

9. Free-ranging populations of large mammals (herbivores) are absent—there are only sporadic reports of the presence of 

the Leopard. Because there are no instances of cattle-lifting or attacks on humans, doubts are raised about the presence of 

Leopards in the sanctuary. 

10. The biodiversity of the sanctuary has not been documented in a comprehensive manner. 

11. The Wildlife Advisory Board has not been reconstituted after 2001. 

12. No scientific assessment of the habitats, flora and fauna of the sanctuary has been carried out so far. 

13. Threats—grazing, encroachment, illicit felling of trees, Teram and Chorti cultivation, poaching, MFP collection and honey 

collection 

 

Actionable Points 
1. The management plan is to be completed at the earliest. 

2. Vacant posts are to be filled and full-time field personnel provided to the sanctuary. 

3. A comprehensive survey of the flora and fauna must be taken up immediately (some benchmark information may be 

available with the Botanical Survey of India and Zoological Survey of India). 

4. A concerted effort to build a rapport with the local villagers must begin—regular meetings, exposure tours and livelihood 

interventions carried out with the help of NGOs and resorts may be thought of. Hospitality and catering training and 

security guard service training programmes for the Adivasi youth may be useful. The local hotel industry and industrial 

houses may be able to offer them employment. 

5. Once trust is built up, efforts should be made to promote cooking gas and reduce the dependence on firewood. Efforts 

should be made to persuade the villagers not to practice chorti farming within the forests as this destroys degrades the 

forests and prevents regeneration. 

6. Periodical training of the field staff in wildlife management, crime investigation and conservation education would help 

build the skills necessary for managing the sanctuary. 

7. The local NGO Kartavya, may prove a beneficial partner in building a good rapport with the locals and in protecting 

wildlife. Their potential needs to be harnessed fully. 
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1. Context 
 
1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s)# 

Remarks 

Values not systematically 
documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  
1 The sanctuary doesn’t have an approved 

management plan. A draft management plan 
was prepared which still remains incomplete.  
The values of the site  have been generally 
identified in the draft management plan, but 
not systematically assessed and monitored. 
The values defined include biological, 
geographical, historical, cultural, hydro-
geological and socio-economic. 

Values generally identified 
but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically 
identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically 
identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Very good  

*Values would also include geo-morphological, historico-cultural and faunal and floral species. 
 
# - Reference documents are listed at the end of MEE score card. 

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats not systematically 
documented or assessed. 

Poor  
1 Threats have been identified and assessed 

qualitatively and include - grazing, poaching, 
encroachment, pollution, illicit seasonal 
cultivation, teram plots, habitat degradation 
and fragmentation. The impact of these 
decimating factors have depleted the native 
mammalian fauna seriously and animals like 
chital, sambar, nilgai and langur that were 
once abundant  are no longer seen in free 
ranging condition in the sanctuary . 

Threats generally identified but 
not systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically 
identified and assessed. 

Good  

All threats systematically 
identified and assessed. 

Very good  

* This assessment should be based on number, nature and extent of threats. Threats within and outside PA should both be 
considered. Impacts, if any on the population abundance of key species may be indicated in the remarks. 
 

1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The site has extensive human and biotic 
interference. 

Poor 
 

1, 2 The WLS is under severe 
threat from anthropogenic 
disturbance and resource use 
pressures.   The sanctuary is 
highly fragmented owing to 
interspersion of a large number 

The site has some human and biotic 
interference. 

Fair 
 

The site has little human and biotic interference. Good  
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The site has no human and biotic interference. Very good 

 

of villages and industrial 
infrastructure. The  36 villages 
within 100 m of the sanctuary 
boundary exert tremendous 
pressure  on the wildlife 
habitats. The sanctuary is 
adversely impacted by grazing, 
firewood collection, timber 
theft, encroachments and 
farmland enclaves within 
wildlife habitats, and industrial 
development  (around 3500 big 
and small industrial units) at 
the periphery of the WLS and 
enclaved within it.  

*This assessment should be based on existence of human settlements/ villages; livestock grazing, cultivation, 
encroachments etc, resource extraction/ livelihooddependence of local communities and should reflect the overall 
interference due to all the abovefactors. Number and size of human settlements/ enclaved villages and their impacts on the 

site may be indicated in the Remarks.  

 
2. Planning 
 
2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or 
categorized. 

Poor  
1, The draft management plan mentions 

wilderness, ecotourism and restoration zones, 
but the details of the areas to be included in 
these zones and the rationale for their 
inclusion in different zones is missing. 

Site identified correctly but not 
categorized. 

Fair  

Site identified correctly but not 
systematically categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and 
systematically categorized with 
proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

Management prescriptions for various zones (Core, Buffer, Tourism etc) may be carefully assessed. 
 

2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  1 The draft management plan has been 
prepared in a systematic manner but 
lack details, maps and other specifics 
such as areas included under various 
zones and their qualifying attributes. 
Besides, certain information contained 
in the draft plan seems to be incorrect 
and unauthenticated. We recommend 
that the draft plan should be 

Management Plan exist but not 
comprehensive. 

Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management 
Plan. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science 
based Management Plan prepared 

Very good  
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through a participatory process. scrutinized meticulously before 
approval. 

Is the Management Plan consistent with WII Guidelines or not? The extent to which the concerns of the stakeholders, if any  
have been incorporated in the Management Plan may be commented upon. 
 

2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  
1 Though the 

sanctuary was 
established in the 
year 2000, the 
first draft 
management plan 
was written in 
2012.  The draft 
plan is yet to be 
finalized and 
approved.  

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. Very good  

*Score:  Poor: 2.5;  Fair: 5;  Good: 7.5;  Very Good: 10 
 

2.4 Does the site safeguard the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
1, 3 The WLS is 

fragmented because of 
the presence of 
numerous peripheral 
and enclaved villages 
and teram farmlands  
that exert severe biotic 
pressures on the 
sanctuary’s resources. 
Besides development 
of a large  number of 
industries close to and 
enclaved within the 
sanctuary has put 
biodiversity values 
under threat.    

Sites safeguards a few threatened biodiversity values. Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened biodiversity values. 

Very good  

* Remarks need to elaborate on the kind of safeguards and how they work or are intended to work 
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2.5 Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  
1, 3,4 Stakeholders 

were involved 
only in the 
planning process 
of the 
Ecosenistive 
zone . The draft 
ESZ was placed 
in public domain. 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. Very good  

* The result of participation must show in the field and not merely reported as a routine exercise. Further, is there a 
system/scope of putting the draft Management Plan in Public Domain in place? 
 

2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Habitat restoration 
programmes are entirely 
adhoc. 

Poor  
1, 3, 7 The draft management plan provides 

prescriptions for habitat management but 
presently,  only adhoc habitat interventions are 
been taken up.  Till date plantation of fruit bearing 
trees in degraded and blank patches, creation of 
some check-dams  along with soil and moisture 
conservation work have  been carried out . Only 
ocular monitoring is done. Due to heavy grazing 
most of the areas are weed infested. Cassia tora, 
Sida are abundant and in some areas Lantana is 
present. Weed eradication work has never been 
attempted. The diversity of mammals is poor and 
their density is very low  – in the last population 
estimation exercise ( 2007) only leopard, four-
horned antelope, jackal, hyena, porcupine, jungle 
cat were reported.,  some species chital, sambar, 
barking deer, and langur are no longer visible. 
Tiger was present till 60 years ago.  The water 
distribution and availability map has not been 
prepared. Some works have been carried out to 
protect the natural riparian areas like Nalas and 
rivulets. 

Limited planning and 
monitoring programmes are 
in place for habitat 
restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration 
programmes are generally 
well planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration 
programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  

* This assessment should be primarily based on habitat management programmes in relation tohabitats for species that are 
threatened (IUCN categories), are habitat specialists, subjected toseasonal movements, wide ranging with emphasis on the 
breeding and rearing habitat and mayinclude factors such as food, water, shelter (all connotations).Habitat structure, 
composition,unique patches of vegetation and sensitive sites, sources of water and their distribution are integral. Corridors 
within buffer zone are critically important. For example, all riparian habitats.Have these been addressed? Is their a planning 
process in place? What is the extent of ‘invasive species in the Site? Are there any measures to reduce/ remove them? 
Have these been successful? 
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2.7 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site has no protection 
strategy. 

Poor  
1,2,3 The draft Management plan has detailed protection 

strategy but it is not being implemented effectively due 
to non approval of the plan as well as well as owing to 
inadequate staff strength. 
The present protection strategy includes – on foot 
patrol and mobile squad. On foot patrol is carried out 
by the beat guard and a watcher attached to the beat, 
the outcome of beat patrol is not documented and 
reported, The system of regular beat inspection by 
various levels of staff is not in place. The average size 
of a beat is around 3 square kms which is a very small 
and easily manageable area for on-foot patrol/ Not a 
single case of poaching was reported in the last 3 
years – this looks untenable in an area with a history of 
rampant poaching in the past. Cases of illicit felling 
have been reported in last three years. 
The dearth of field staff and aged field staff make it 
difficult to implement a fool-proof protection strategy. 
Some field staff were given crime investigation training 
in the year 2015 

Site has an adhoc 
protection strategy. 

Fair  

Site has a 
comprehensive 
protection strategy but 
is not very effective. 

Good  

Site has a 
comprehensive and 
very effective 
protection strategy. 

Very good  

* This assessment takes inter-alia into account the nature of threats, the number and location ofpatrolling camps and foot 
and mobile patrolling, needs that relate to available manpower,terrain difficulties, practicability of area coverage, readiness 
to contain specific threats withnecessary support and facilities. Is there any coordination with other wings of the Forest 
Department/ Police/ Customs etc? Are these effective? 
 

2.8 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts 
are rampant. 

Poor  
2, 3,5 Year 
and number of 
animals 

The MEE team has the impression that the human 
wildlife conflict is not a serious issue in the present 
as conflict causing wild animals are no longer in the 
free-ranging state. And the species that are still 
holding on are small in number. The WLS faced 
Human:  leopard conflict in the past. This conflict 
was managed by exterminating the problem 
animals. At present only sporadic crop damage by 
wild pigs is reported. Though there is a GO for 
dispensation of compensation for injury  to  and loss 
of human life not a single claim was received in the 
last three years. The WLS has limited capacity of 
trained staff and equipments to mitigate HWC. 

Site has been able to 
mitigate few human-
wildlife conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to 
mitigate many human-
wildlife conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been able 
effective in mitigating all 
human-wildlife conflicts. 

Very good  

* Judgment needs to consider staff training, capabilities, equipment, logistics, local attitude andpolitics (negatively aided 
and/or abetted), assistance of relevant agencies (e.g. police. Localadministration, Local people themselves) PR, follow-up 
actions and monitoring. Details of compensation paid for  human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 year may 
be collected. 
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2.9 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network landscape following the principles of the 
ecosystem approach? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Poor  
1,3,4 Although the  WLS is itself highly 

fragmented,the local officers believe 
that there  it still has some linkages 
with Valsad Forest Division of Gujarat 
and Jawahar and Dahanu Forest 
Divisions of Maharashtra, in north 
and south respectively.  

Some limited attempts to integrate the 
site into a network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well integrated 
into a network/ landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Very good  

* Assessment needs to consider the scope of opportunities on the landscape scale that exist.Consider whether any attempts 
have been made and what are these? Have all the importantcorridors been identified? What actions are 
planned/implemented for their security? Have theForest Working Plans and Forest Development Corporation Plans within 
the identifiedlandscapes taken cognizance of such new requirement? What kind of relationship exists with the District  
Administration and  other Line Departments? Does the Site get any funds from these agencies? 
 

3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel adequate, well organised and deployed with access to adequate resources in the 

site? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
 Staff strength is poor 

as 33% posts are 
vacant at various 
levels. 14 out of 48 
staff have retired but 
the posts have not 
been filled. The 
CWLW has submitted 
a proposal for fresh 
recruitment. Secondly 
most field personnel 
are also  responsible 
for managing territorial 
areas and thus report 
to both wildlife and 
territorial DFOs.  

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* This assessment should inter-alia be based on number of personnel allocated for attainment of PA objectives at the Range 
, Round, Beat and Patrolling camps levels or as relevant to the needs (sanctioned posts vis- a- vis existing personnel and 
needs beyond the sanctioned strengths. It is possible that posts have last been sanctioned several years back that do not 
now account for the current needs) 
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3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) adequate, well organized and managed with 
access to adequate resources? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, resources 
explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
2, 4 The WLS has 3 4- wheel vehicles and 4 

motorcycles for protection work. In addition, one 4 -
wheeler for DCF, and 2 gypsies & 3 buses for 
tourists are also available. Some of these need 
replacement. 
Staff quarters and office building are adequate but 
many of these need renovation.  The field staff are 
provided with gumboots, rain coat, and winter 
livery on regular interval. Camps lack in water 
filters, first aid kits, torches, protective gear. Arms 
and ammunition is available with the mobile 
protection squad under the territorial wing that also 
patrols the sanctuary. Wireless sets are non -
functional but not yet replaced. The 
communications among staff takes place through 
personal mobile phones. Binoculars, cameras, 
GPS are available. 

Some resources explicitly 
allocated for PA 
management but not 
systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly 
allocated towards 
achievement of specific 
management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources 
explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific 
management objectives. 

Very good  

* These form a variety of resources. These may be segregated into immovable(structures) and movable categories and 
each further may be considered under the essential and desirable categories. It is best to start with what are the minimum 
needs to attain each objective, what is available and manner of use/deployment. The proportions of the ‘essentials’ and 
‘desirables’ along the importance gradient of objectives would serve as pointers for score categories. Specific remarks would 
be vitally important. 
 

3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc, 
funds are inadequate and 
seldom released in time and 
not utilized. 

Poor  

 At the time of constitution of the Sanctuary in the 
year 2000, 48 field staff were transferred from 
the territorial division to the sanctuary. Later on, 
when vacancy arose in the territorial division as 
a result of retirement of field personnel the staff 
working in the sanctuary were given additional 
responsibility to take care of the works in the 
adjoining areas of the territorial division.  At 
present there are only  34 field personnel  in the 
sanctuary and almost 90 % of them have dual 
responsibility. Even among these 45% are aged 
more than 55 years. Furthermore, 14 posts are 
still vacant. 
As the sanctuary doesn’t have an approved 
management plan, the annual budget proposal 
is made based on the on the personal 
perceptions of the DFO in-charge. The APO is 
submitted to the government in the month of 
September and the first installment of the 
approved budget is released in April next year, 

Some specific allocation for 
management of priority 
action. Funds are inadequate 
and there is some delay in 
release, partially utilized. 

Fair  

Comprehensive planning and 
allocation that meets the 
most important objectives. 
Generally funds released with 
not much delay and mostly 
utilized. 

Good  

Comprehensive planning and 
allocation of resources for 
attainment of most objectives. 

Very good  
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Funds generally released on-
time and are fully utilized. 

the remaining funds are released within three 
months. The budget allocation corresponds to 
the demand made in the APO, usually every 
item of work is approved.  

*Obtain details of funds released by MoEFand their utilization by site in the last 3 years andindicate them under ‘Remarks’. 
Also comment on the problems associated with funds and theirmitigation. 

 
3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition* Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  
 One local NGO -

Kartvaya helps in 
awareness 
activities, nature 
camps, trekking, 
and rescue 
operations. 

NGOs make some contribution to management of the 
site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

Details of contributions(cash/kind) made by the NGOs in the last 3 years may be collected. 

 
3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor  4 The budget 
allocation 
corresponds to 
the demand 
made in the APO, 
usually every 
item of work is 
approved. At 
present there are 
only 34 staff, and 
14 posts are 
vacant. The 
funds received 
are sufficient. 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good 

 

*Score:  Poor: 2.5;  Fair: 5;  Good: 7.5;  Very Good: 10 
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4. Process 
 

4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  2 50% (2)  RFOs 
have  been 
trained at WII, 
Wildlife certificate 
course, 1 Dy 
RFO is trained in 
zoo management 
and 1 guard is 
trained in zoo 
keeping. 55% 
(19) field 
personnel have 
been trained in 3 
Days Wildlife 
crime control. 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted 
in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff 
are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the 
site. 

Very good  

* Indicate % of trained staff in various categories. i.e. Higher Management: ACF/ DCF/ CF/ CCF; Frontline Staff: Range 
Officer; Beat Officer; Forest Guard; Casual Daily Labour (CDL); Others. 
 

4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives. 

Poor  
4 In 2015-16 two 

forest guards 
received 
certificate from 
DNH 
Administrator in 
appreciation of 
their excellent 
work. 
Performance 
assessment is 
based on 
achievement of 
management 
objectives. 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, but not 
consistently or systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly 
linked to achievement of relevant management 
objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

*Has the PA staff received award/ appreciation from any agency in the last 3 years? 
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4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor   Occasional public 
support is 
available for fire-
fighting. 
Apparently, local 
people have not 
been the 
participants of 
any conservation 
awareness effort 
so far.  

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of PA 
management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation in 
all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  

* Participation would include Conservation & awareness programmes, Census operations, Intelligence gathering, Forest fire 
control etc. 
 

4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  4 Complaints and 
suggestions 
boxes are kept at 
various places 
but there is no 
systematic 
mechanism to 
keep record of 
the complaints 
received and the 
number of 
complaints 
disposed off. A 
register is 
maintained for 
RTI applications 
at the Divisional 
office and 
information 
sought is 
provided. 

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

* Number of queries made and response thereof under the Right to Information (RTI), Act in the last 3 years may be 
compiled. 
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4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially of women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
4 80% of the labour 

force deployed in  
nursery and 
plantations  
consists of 
women. Except 
this there is no 
specific program 
to address the 
livelihood issues 
of locals.  

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  

 

5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  
4 The WLS does 

not have a 
website. The   
website of the 
forest department 
has  information 
on the lion safari 
and the deer 
park. 

Publicly available information is general and has 
limited relevance to management accountability and 
the condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight 
into major management issues for most PAs or groups 
of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  

* Does the Site has a website? If yes, is it comprehensive, well-managed and periodically updated?  
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5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at 
odds with relevant PA category 
and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
2, 6 The WLS has tourism zone that includes deer 

enclosure and lion safari. The deer enclosure 
and lion safari have dedicated vehicles and 
staff that cater to the visitors. A nature 
education center is being developed. 
Pamphlets/ brochure  are available. Two watch 
towers are present. Drinking water, rest rooms 
and visitor feedback register are available.  

Visitor services and facilities 
generally accord with relevant PA 
category and don't threaten PA 
values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities 
accord with relevant PA category 
and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities 
accord with relevant PA category 
and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

* Include the existence and quality of visitor and interpretation centers, including skills andcapabilities of personnel manning 
these, site related publications, films, videos; arrangements ofstay (including places serving refreshments and food owned 
and managed by site), watch towersand hides including safety factors, vehicles assigned for visitors including riding 
elephants, ifany and their deployment, drinking water, rest rooms, garbage disposal, attended and selfguided services in the 
field, visitor feed back on the quality of wilderness experience. Details of numbers of visitors/ tourists( both domestic and  
overseas)  coming in the last 3 years and the revenue earned may be compiled. 
 

5.3 Are research/ monitoring related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported and 
used to improve management? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine 
reporting of trends. 

Poor  
2, 4 Systematic record keeping and 

reporting is restricted to the deer 
enclosure and lion safari. There is no 
systematic research and monitoring in 
rest of the WLS. Wildlife population 
estimation  was conducted only once in 
2007. Offences are recorded. Animal 
husbandry department regularly carries 
out cattle immunization in the villages in 
and around the sanctuary.  

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken 
but neither systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting 
of management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive 
reporting of trends undertaken and attempts 
made at course corrections as relevant. 

Very good  

* Not all site attract projects and researchers and with exceptions, little research takes place on the site own steam because 
of systemic limitations. However, monitoring of some critical issues is expected e.g. population of tiger, co-predators and 
prey with insights into their demography and distribution (some opportunistic sampling by sightings, signs and spatial 
distribution during assessment would be extremely useful in terms of expert impression and as a pulse), monitoring 
incidence of livestock grazing, fires, weeds, sources of water, a variety of illegal activities typically associated with the 
reserve, wildlife health (e.g. epidemics, immunization of livestock) regeneration and change in vegetation, visitors and their 
activities, offence cases, ex-gratia payments etc.  Details of number of research projects in the last 3 years, institutions 
involved, salient  outcomes may be collected and used in awarding scores. 
 

5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 
infrastructure/assets? 
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Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  2, 4 There is no 
schedule for 
maintenance of 
infrastructure and 
assets.  Repair 
and maintenance 
budget is 
included in the 
APO. There is no 
maintenance 
register, but 
inventory resister 
exists. 

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. Very good  

 

6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are populations of threatened species especially key faunal species declining, stable or 

increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered 
species populations declining. 

Poor  
 Most free ranging large wildlife such as 

chital, sambar, nilgai are no longer visible 
in the sanctuary. Chital, Sambar and 
nilgai populations in the deer enclosure 
are increasing. Lion population in safari 
park in last three years is stable at 3. 
Other wildlife population was estimated 
only in 2007. No information on status of 
lower life forms is available. The natural 
ecosystem is severely constrained  
owing to sanctuary’s highly fragmented 
nature and heavy biotic pressure.  

Some threatened/ endangered 
species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered 
species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered 
species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

* This needs to practically relate to the natural ecosystem potential rather than being driven merely by numbers and visibility. 
The assessment score may be elaborated under remarks. Comments on the population trends may be made under 
Remarks. 
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6.2 Have the threats to the site being reduced/ minimized or is there an increase? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats to the Site have not abated but have enhanced. Poor  4, 5,6 The threats  from 
livestock grazing, 
NTFP  and fuel wood 
collection and 
encroachment s are 
increasing due to 
ever increasing  
human and livestock 
population..  

Some threats to the Site have abated, otherscontinue their 
presence 

Fair  

Most threats to the Sitehave abated. The fewremaining 
are vigorously being addressed 

Good  

All threats to the Site have been effectivelycontained and 
an efficient system is in placeto deal with any emerging 
situation 

Very good  

 

6.3 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  6, Visitor book Visitor feedback are recorded in 
the registers kept at entrance of 
deer enclosure and lion safari. 
The feedbacks from most visitors 
are positive 

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good  

* Is there any system of receiving/ analyzing visitor feedback? 
 

6.4 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor  5, 6 Interaction with Bonta village community 
indicated support to PA management. 
But they also appear quite sensitive to 
the resource use restriction. The 
relationship at present may be described 
as fragile.Chorti cultivation and 
encroachment by villagers are still 
common as was observed during field 
visit. 

Some are supportive. Fair  

Most locals are supportive of 
PA management. 

Good  

All local communities 
supportive of PA management. Very good  

* There could be many reasons for disenchantment. It could be real because of managerialneglect or the managerial efforts 
could be appropriate but there could be localelements/organizations who would like to keep the dis-affectation simmering for 
their ownulterior motives. Likewise success could be entirely because of the efforts of managers or theymight be fortunate in 
striking partnerships with credible NGOs. Assessment may take theprevailing causes into account. 
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MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 17.5 

57.5% 

2. Planning 09 10 90 55 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 32.5 

4. Process 05 10 50 25 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 25 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 17.5 

Total 30  300 172.5 
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3.  GIR NATIONAL PARK AND SANCTUARY, GUJARAT 

 MEE YEAR (2012-13) 

 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The biological diversity of the area is great. It has been documented well, including 606 

species of plant, 39 species of mammal, 37 species of reptile, over 300 species of bird 

and more than 2000 species of insect. 

2. The multiple threats that the protected (PA) faced, viz. poaching, grazing, fires, removal of 

NWFP, pilgrimage, human–wildlife conflicts, habitat management, etc., have been 

systematically assessed and controlled. 

3. This is the only natural habitat of the Asiatic Lion, and the tourist footfall is very large. 

4. There is strong support for the management of the park from the people around, and the 

various stakeholders have been identified. They participate actively in the planning 

process. 

5. There is a constant increase in the area occupied by the Lion population. There is almost no 

antagonism toward the Lions. The man–animal conflict on account of cattle predation, 

human injuries, crop damage and loss of property has increased, but the matching 

mitigation measures and prompt action taken by the staff save the situation. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. There are 326 families and 566 households in 45 nesses within the PA. The human 

population is 4494, and the cattle population is 4241. Further, there are 97 villages within 

5 km of the PA, which have a human population of 1,36,000 and a cattle population of 

94,600. These populations exert a considerable pressure on the forest for their daily 

needs. 

2. The areas adjoining the PA that form the Greater Gir Landscape are not within the 

territorial control of the park management. 

 

C. Actionable Points  

1. Not all sites in the PA attract projects and researchers because of systemic limitations. 

Monitoring some critical aspects such as the populations of the major predators and prey 

species and insights into their demography and distribution would be extremely useful. 

2. The growth and activities of private lodges and hotels around the park should be 

monitored and regulated. 
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1. Context 

 
1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference document(s) Remarks 

Values not systematically 
documented, assessed or monitored. 

Poor  
Management plan for Gir 
Protected areas. 

The Values of the sites are well 
documented, assesed and 
monitored. The vegetation 
classification of the area has 
been done. The faunal values 
have been described. The area 
supports 606 species of plants, 
39 species of mammals, 37 
species of reptiles and over 
300 species of birds and more 
than 2000 species of insects. 
the site also describes the 
historico-cultural values of the 
area, the hydrology of the 
track, catchment values, 
ecosystem services and 
landscape approach to 
conservation. 

  Values generally identified but not 
systematically assessed and 
monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified 
and assessed and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified 
and assessed and monitored. 

Very good  

*Values would also include geo-morphological, historico-cultural and faunal and floral species. 

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference document(s) Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented 
or assessed. 

Poor  
Management Plan Gir 
protected areas 2012. 

Multiple Threats have been 
identified and 
systematically assessed 
relating to poaching, 
grazing, fire, removal of 
NWFP, pilgrimage, human-
wildlife conflict, habitat 
management, conservation 
of wildlife, anthropogenic 
issues and problems 
related to biotic pressures. 
This is supported by time 
line data, trends and with 
adequate graphics. 

Threats generally identified but not 
systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified 
and assessed. 

Good  

All threats systematically identified and 
assessed. 

Very good  

* This assessment should be based on number, nature and extent of threats. Threats within and outside PA should both be 
considered. Impacts, if any on the population abundance of key species may be indicated in the remarks. 
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1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The site has extensive 
human and biotic 
interference. 

Poor 
 

Management 
Plan 2012 

During 1971 there were 129 maldhari nesses with 
845 families scattered all over Gir forest. with the 
implementation of Maldhari resettlement scheme 
529 families have been shifted and resettled. At 
present there are 326 families inhabiting 45 nesses. 
there are 566 household with a total human 
population of 4494 and of about 4241 livestock. An 
area of 1867.39 ha have been given as settlement 
land to the cultivators. There are 97 villages within a 
periphery of 5 km from Gir Sanctuary. The total 
human population in the 5 km zone is 1,36,000 and 
domestic livestock population is 94,600. the basic 
needs of communities residing within and on 
periphery of the sanctuary for grass, fodder, grazing 
lands, fuel wood, small timber and water for 
irrigation, soil and boulders, free passage is in the 
protected area. The Gir national park area is 
however almost free from human interference 
except for the sparse and regulated use of state 
highway from Dhari to kodinar. The uhuman and 
cattle population dispersed over an area of 1412  sq. 
km. causes very low impact to area. 

The site has some human 
and biotic interference. 

Fair 
 

The site has little human 
and biotic interference. 

Good 
 

The site has no human and 
biotic interference. 

Very good 

 

*This assessment should be based on existence of human settlements/ villages; livestock grazing, cultivation, 
encroachments etc, resource extraction/ livelihood dependence of local communities and should reflect the overall 
interference due to all the above factors. Number and size of human settlements/ enclaved villages and their impacts  on the 
site may be indicated in the Remarks. 
 

2. Planning 
 
2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Re marks 

Site not identified correctly or 
categorized. 

Poor  
Management 
Plan for Gir 
PA (2012-
2022), 
Chapter IV 

The area of the NP and WLS constitute the 
core area of the Gir PA and the peripheral 
forest duly notified (RF, PF, CF, UF and 
vidis) forms the buffer area and multiple use 
area. The tourism zone falls within the 
sanctuary and is delineated and notified. 
The management plan also describes the 
objectives for the management of the 
zones. 

Site identified correctly but not 
categorized. 

Fair  

Site identified correctly but not 
systematically categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and 
systematically categorized with 
proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

Management prescriptions for various zones (Core, Buffer, Tourism etc) may be carefully assessed. 
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2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  Management 
plan of Gir 
protected areas 
2012. 

The site has a comprehensive 
management plan in place, in 
consonance with WII guideline. 
The plan is based on scientific 
inputs and through process 
including participation of other 
stakeholders. 

Management Plan exist but not 
comprehensive. 

Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management 
Plan. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a 
participatory process. 

Very good  

Is the Management Plan consistent with WII Guidelines or not? The extent to which the concerns of the stakeholders, if any  
have been incorporated in the Management Plan may be commented upon. 
 
 

 
2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No process in place for 
systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  
 During 1878 to 1914 the forest were managed by 

revenue department and during 1915 - 1934 a 
working plan was developed by Ratnagar in 1920. 
From 1935 onwards simple coppicing system was 
introduced and followed till 1952. Gir forest from 
1954-55 were worked as per Acacharya plan from 
1957-58 but management emphasis shifted to 
conservation of wildlife from 1965. Revision of 
Acachayara was taken up in 1969 to change the 
traditional approach of working of forest to wildlife 
management and revision work was completed by 
Joshi in 1976.A comprehensive plan for Gir NP & 
sanctuary was prepared by Dr. H.S Singh and 
Shree R.D. Kamboj. The plan was prepared ed 
for 10 year and approved in January 1996. The 
current plan is in practice since 2012. The plan 
has been systematically and scientifically 
updated. 

Management Plan sometimes 
updated in adhoc manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely 
and systematically updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, 
systematically and 
scientifically updated through 
a participatory process. 

Very good  
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2.1 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the 
threatened biodiversity values. 

Poor  
Management Plan The Gir NP and WLS comprises of 

1469.99 Sq. Km of area that 
includes Pania sanctuary and 
Mitiyala sanctuary as core An area 
of 413.04 Sq.km has been 
declared as peripheral Forests 
zone which comprises of notified 
Reserve forests, protected Forests, 
coastal forests, un classed forests 
and Vidis (Grassland) . In 
additional to this an eco sensitive 
zone of 3367.53 sq.km comprising 
of potential corridors from core 
zone to nearby zone to nearby 
protected areas for safe movement 
and dispersal of wildlife. In total an 
area of 5,250.56 sq.km has been 
demarcated in forms of different 
zones to protect and safeguard all 
the threatened biodiversity values 
of the area.  

Sites safeguards a few threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number 
of threatened biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Very good  

* Remarks need to elaborate on the kind of safeguards and how they work or are intended to work 

 
2.6  Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  
  The stakeholders 

of the PA have 
been identified and 
their views in the 
planning process 
have been sought 
but not described 
and reflected in the 
plan document.  

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. Very good  

* The result of participation must show in the field and not merely reported as a routine exercise. Further, is there a 
system/scope of putting the draft Management Plan in Public Domain in place? 
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2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Habitat restoration 
programmes are entirely 
adhoc. 

Poor  
Management 
plan for Gir 
protected area 
2012 (Chapter 7) 

Habitat management and restoration are 
routinely carried out for management 
programme of Lantana  camara and Cassia 
tora on annual basis mainly uprooting to make 
Gir habitat weed free. The habitat management 
practices have been detailed out separately  for 
core and peripheral zones which includes the 
monitoring of satellite Asiatic lion population, 
management of corridors, strategies for 
management of  ecosensitve zone ( Riverine 
corridors, Gir coastal area, Pania Shetrunjay 
Hill area, Forest patches outside Gir PA's, Non 
forest land adjoining the Gir PA, Undulating 
forests and grassland corridor and Tulshishyam 
revenue forest). SMC and water management  
plans also exist for both core and peripheral 
Zones. 

Limited planning and 
monitoring programmes are 
in place for habitat 
restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration 
programmes are generally 
well planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration 
programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. Very good  

* This assessment should be primarily based on habitat management programmes in relation to habitats for species that are 
threatened (IUCN categories), are habitat specialists, subjected to seasonal movements, wide ranging with emphasis on the 
breeding and rearing habitat and may include factors such as food, water, shelter (all connotations).Habitat structure, 
composition, unique patches of vegetation and sensitive sites, sources of water and their distribution are integral. Corridors 
within buffer zone are critically important. For example, all riparian habitats. Have these been addressed? Is their a planning 
process in place? What is the extent of ‘invasive species in the Site? Are there any measures to reduce/ remove them? 
Have these been successful? 
 

2.7 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Mgt. Plan 
Chapter-7, 
(7.5.4.8 & 
7.5.4.9) 

Yes the site has an effective protection 
strategy. As a part of the anti poaching 
activity the wildlife crime cell works under 
the guidance of CCF Wildlife circle. District 
level crime cell is headed by SP as  
chairman and concerned DFO as member 
secretary while GRP railway, parcel 
department, concerned ASI and RFO will 
be members. Regional level committee 
exists which is chaired by IGP and 
CCF(WL) is member Secretary.  

Site has an adhoc protection strategy. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive protection 
strategy but is not very effective. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive and very 
effective protection strategy. 

Very good  

* This assessment takes inter-alia into account the nature of threats, the number and location of patrolling camps and foot 
and mobile patrolling, needs that relate to available manpower, terrain )difficulties, practicability of area coverage, readiness 
to contain specific threats with necessary support and facilities. Is there any coordination with other wings of the Forest 
Department/ Police/ Customs etc? Are these effective? 
 
 
 



 - 28 - 

2.8 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are 
rampant. 

Poor  
Mgt. Plan 
Chapter-7 
(7.8) 

Gir has considerable man-animal conflict on account 
of cattle predation, human injuries and death, crop 
damage and loss of property. The conflict is 
increasing and there is matching mitigation 
measures and prompt action by rescue team to 
prevent depredation of crop and loss of damage to 
property and human life. There is mechanism in 
place for prompt disbursement of compensation for 
domestic cattle kills, injury and loss of life of human 
being.   The PA has developed the capability 
through trainings and development of rescue and 
rehabilitation centers to address man-animal conflict.  

Site has been able to mitigate few 
human-wildlife conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to mitigate 
many human-wildlife conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been able effective in 
mitigating all human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Very 
good 

 

 * Judgment needs to consider staff training, capabilities, equipment, logistics, local attitude and politics (negatively aided 
and/or abetted), assistance of relevant agencies (e.g. police. Local administration, Local people themselves) PR, follow-up 
actions and monitoring. Details of compensation paid for  human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 year may 
be collected. 
 

2.9 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network landscape following the principles of the 
ecosystem approach? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Poor  
 The PA and its adjoining landscape has been 

integrated effectively into Greater Gir landscape 
about 10,000 sp.Km. The management units 
comprise of PAs, peripheral forests, eco-sensitive 
zones and human dominated matrix. The territorial 
jurisdiction of the adjoining landscape does not lie 
with the Gir NP&S management but there is 
mechanism in place by way of regional and district 
level monitoring committee including district 
administration and other forest and line 
departments.  

Some limited attempts to integrate 
the site into a network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well 
integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Very 
good 

 

* Assessment needs to consider the scope of opportunities on the landscape scale that exist. Consider whether any 
attempts have been made and what are these? Have all the important corridors been identified? What actions are 
planned/implemented for their security? Have the Forest Working Plans and Forest Development Corporation Plans within 
the identified landscapes taken cognizance of such new requirement? What kind of relationship exists with the District  
Administration and  other Line Departments? Does the Site get any funds from these agencies? 
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3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel adequate, well organised and deployed with access to adequate resources in the 

site? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
 The PA has a sanction 

strength of 688 permanent 
staff, 56 skilled wildlife 
trackers, 300 contractual 
Vanya Prani Mitra. The 
average age of field staff is 
about 39 yrs. The frontline 
staff are adequate, well 
trained and equipped to 
perform the specific 
management objectives of the 
PA.  

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. Very good  

* This assessment should inter-alia be based on number of personnel allocated for attainment of PA objectives at the Range 
, Round, Beat and Patrolling camps levels or as relevant to the needs (sanctioned posts vis- a- vis existing personnel and 
needs beyond the sanctioned strengths. It is possible that posts have last been sanctioned several years back that do not 
now account for the current needs) 
 

3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) adequate, well organised and managed with 
access to adequate resources? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Chapter-5 (5.7) The resources of the PA 

includes 296 vehicles, 43 
base stations, 33 mobile 
sets and 290 walkie-
talkies, 154 weapons and 
2 tranquilizing gun, 532 
buildings. The resources 
are more than adequate 
for effective protection 
and management of the 
PA.    

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* These form a variety of resources. These may be segregated into immovable (structures) and movable categories and 
each further may be considered under the essential and desirable categories. It is best to start with what are the minimum 
needs to attain each objective, what is available and manner of use/deployment. The proportions of the ‘essentials’ and 
‘desirables’ along the importance gradient of objectives would serve as pointers for score categories. Specific remarks would 
be vitally important. 
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3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc, funds are 
inadequate and seldom released in 
time and not utilized. 

Poor  
 The budget support to PA is from central 

and state funds. The detail of the funds 
are: Yr. 2010-11 (CSS: Rs.67 lacs, State: 
Rs.13.32 Cr (other than salary), GSLCS: 
Rs.4.12 Cr)          
Yr. 2011-12 (CSS: Rs.12.87 Cr, State: 
Rs.11.24 Cr (other than salary), GSLCS: 
Rs.5.07 Cr) 
Yr. 2012-13 (CSS: Rs.10.08 Cr, State: 
Rs.13.65 Cr (other than salary), GSLCS: 
Rs.5.71 Cr). Corpus fund under GSLCS 
is Rs.9.5 Cr. 
The funds are released based on APOs 
and there is no delay as the state 
government releases advance funds and 
gets reimbursed from CSS. There is no 
short fall as the state 
government/GSLCS compensates the 
gap.  

Some specific allocation for 
management of priority action. Funds 
are inadequate and there is some delay 
in release, partially utilized. 

Fair  

Comprehensive planning and allocation 
that meets the most important 
objectives. Generally funds released 
with not much delay and mostly utilized. 

Good  

Comprehensive planning and allocation 
of resources for attainment of most 
objectives. Funds generally released 
on-time and are fully utilized. 

Very good  

*Obtain details of funds released by MoEF and their utilization by site in the last 3 years and indicate them under ‘Remarks’. 
Also comment on the problems associated with funds and their mitigation. GSLCS: Gujarat State Lion Conservation Society. 
 

3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition* Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management 
of the site. 

Poor  
 The site received time to time 

funds from NGOs and 
corporate. From 2007-2012, 
PA has received donations 
Rs. 1.77 Crores and 76 motor 
cycles, 7 Mahindra bolero, 2 
Mahindra Thar jeep, 1 tractor 
with tanker and trolley. 
Arranged medical health 
camps for the local 
communities and service 
awards to field staffs for 
appreciation.  

NGOs make some contribution to management 
of the site but opportunities for collaboration 
are not systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought 
and negotiated for the management of some 
site level activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought 
and negotiated for the management of many 
site level activities. 

Very good  

Details of  contributions(cash/kind) made by the NGOs in the last 3 years may be collected. 
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3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor   The PA manager considers 
resources are adequate and 
sufficient to meet the 
management objectives.  

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  

 

4. Process 
 

4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff 
in the site. 

Poor  
Chapter-10 
(Section. 10.4) 

The staff of PA have been 
systematically and regularly trained 
on various aspects of forestry and 
wildlife management. Several 
specialized in-house trainings are 
regularly conducted for the staff. 
On the job training and specialized 
skilled trainings are provided.  

Few trained officers and frontline staff, 
who are posted in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and 
frontline staff are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff 
posted in the site. 

Very good  

* Indicate % of trained staff in various categories. i.e. Higher Management: ACF/ DCF/ CF/ CCF; Frontline Staff: Range 
Officer; Beat Officer; Forest Guard; Casual Daily Labour (CDL); Others. 
 

4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives. 

Poor  
 Staff performance is directly linked 

to the management objectives of 
PA. The Gir management has 
developed its own system to award 
and appreciate the performance 
and contribution of staff and other 
stakeholders. One of the frontline 
staff has recently received a state 
level award from the hon’ble CM 
for commendable performance. 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, 
but not consistently or systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is 
directly linked to achievement of relevant 
management objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is 
directly linked to achievement of relevant 
management objectives. 

Very good  

*Has the PA staff received award/ appreciation from any agency in the last 3 years? 
 

4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management 
Plan; 
Chapter – 7 
(7.5.4.6) 

300 Vanya Prani Mitra from local communities 
representing 300 peripheral villages routinely help 
the park management  in addressing various 
issues related to PA management, like intelligence 
gathering, rescue and rehabilitation of wild 
animals. About 150 resource persons volunteers 
annually to provide inputs for conduct of nature 
and environment education camps. 
 

Opportunistic public participation in 
some aspects of PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in 
most aspects of PA management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic 
public participation in all important 
aspects of PA management. 

Very 
good 

 

* Participation would include Conservation & awareness programmes, Census operations, Intelligence gathering, Forest fire 
control etc. 

 
4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling 
complaints. 

Poor  
 The park management has developed a 

proactive system of receiving 
complaints/grievances  from different 
stakeholders (Maldharis, forest settlers and 
local people). There are fix days every 
month for receiving such complaints and 
their redressal from each specific 
stakeholders. Usually, a complaint is 
addressed in maximum 45 days. The 
District coordination committees monitors 
the progress with regards to complaints 
received and their redressal. Under RTI 
during 2010-11, 23 RTIs, 2011-12, 27, 
2012-13, 25 RTI applications  were 
received and disposed during the 
prescribed time.  

Complaints handling system 
operational but not responsive to 
individual issues and limited follow 
up provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and 
responds effectively to most 
complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged 
in coordinated system and timely 
response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very 
good 

 

 
* Number of queries made and response thereof under the Right to Information (RTI), Act in the last 3 years may be 
compiled. 
 
 
 
 



 - 33 - 

4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially of women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed 
by PA management. 

Poor  
Mgt. Plan; 
Chapter 8  

The site successfully implemented the India Eco-
development Project. Local communities including 
Maldharis and nesses, villagers in FSVs, and 
villagers in 97peripheral villages were provided 
resource inputs for improved livelihood by way of 
recognizing them as individual beneficiary families. 
Thus, women in each family were adequately 
covered. Specific activities relevant to women, 
health and livelihood were implemented. In recent 
years, the park management has recruited 44 
women guards and foresters. The Mahila Sakhi 
Mandal , Women specific SHG, has been 
constituted to run cafeteria in Devaliya 
interpretation Centre and  souvenir shops in Gir 
PA. Under the Eco-development program, 97 
villages have been covered, the communities were 
provided training for skill development, handicraft, 
tailoring, installation of fuel efficient Chulas/LPG 
cylinders. 

Few livelihood issues are addressed 
by PA management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are 
addressed by PA management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource 
dependent communities especially 
women are addressed effectively by 
PA managers. 

Very 
good 

 

 

5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management 
publicly available. 

Poor  
 Information on PA 

management is available in 
form  of booklets, quarterly 
news letter, popular articles, 
published in print and 
electronic media from time to 
time. The site has a web page 
from where information on the 
PA can be obtained.  

Publicly available information is general and 
has limited relevance to management 
accountability and the condition of public 
assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides 
detailed insight into major management 
issues for most PAs or groups of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely 
provided on management and condition of 
public assets in all PAs or groups of PAs. 

Very good  

* Does the Site has a website? If yes, is it comprehensive, well-managed and periodically updated?  
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5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
 The PA receives 4.16 

lakhs visitors annually 
(2010-11 ,   2.72 lakhs; 
2011-12, 3.94 lakhs; 
2012-13 , 4.6 lakhs. 
There are three 
interpretation centers, 
the site related 
publications, films, 
trained guides,  

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

* Include the existence and quality of visitor and interpretation centers, including skills and capabilities of personnel manning 
these, site related publications, films, videos; arrangements of stay (including places serving refreshments and food owned 
and managed by site), watch towers and hides including safety factors, vehicles assigned for visitors including riding 
elephants, if any and their deployment, drinking water, rest rooms, garbage disposal, attended and self guided services in 
the field, visitor feed back on the quality of wilderness experience. Details of numbers of visitors/ tourists( both domestic and  
overseas)  coming in the last 3 years and the revenue earned may be compiled. 
 

5.3 Are research/ monitoring related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported and 
used to improve management? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no systematic 
evaluation or routine reporting 
of trends. 

Poor  
 Researches have been encouraged during last 

four decades or so. Research findings in 1970s 
led to the development of Gir lion project. The gir 
lion project help in recovery of ecosystem, 
population of lions and other wild animals. From 
time to time researches by state/national level 
scientific organizations and local universities have 
been undertaken The large number of phd thesis 
and research reports relevant to biology ecology 
sociology and management aspects have been 
generated. The India ecodevlopment project 
supported the large num of theme based 
consultancies tasks and reports were generated. 
Most of the researches undertaken in gir have 
been management oriented and their findings 
have facilities improved PA management which is 
reflected in sequential management plans. The gir 
management also has  a well laid monitoring 
programme. 

Some evaluation and reporting 
undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and 
routine reporting of 
management related trends 
undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and 
comprehensive 
reporting of trends undertaken 
and attempts 
made at course corrections as 
relevant. 

Very good  

* Not all site attract projects and researchers and with exceptions, little research takes place on the site own steam because 
of systemic limitations. However, monitoring of some critical issues is expected e.g. population of tiger, co-predators and 
prey with insights into their demography and distribution (some opportunistic sampling by sightings, signs and spatial 
distribution during assessment would be extremely useful in terms of expert impression and as a pulse), monitoring 
incidence of livestock grazing, fires, weeds, sources of water, a variety of illegal activities typically associated with the 
reserve, wildlife health (e.g. epidemics, immunization of livestock) regeneration and change in vegetation, visitors and their 
activities, offence cases, ex-gratia payments etc.  Details of number of research projects in the last 3 years, institutions 
involved, salient  outcomes may be collected and used in awarding scores. 
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5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 
infrastructure/assets? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance 
schedule. 

Poor  
 There is sufficient fund available for 

the maintenance of infrastructures 
and assets required for PA 
management. The accommodation, 
vehicles, protection and 
management infrastructures, rescue 
centers are well maintained with 
modern and state of the art 
technology. Building/Maintenance 
registers for building and equipment 
are maintained.  

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is 
the maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are 
inadequately made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds 
are made available. 

Very good  

 

6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are populations of threatened species especially key faunal species declining, stable or 

increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species 
populations declining. 

Poor  
Chapter-2 All prominent and characteristics 

species relevant to Gir PA are being 
monitored regularly. Population 
estimation of lion, leopard and wild 
ungulates is being carried out for almost 
5 decades adopting various field 
methods. Methods for population 
estimation are also gradually refined. 
Most of the species are showing 
increasing sign of their populations and 
are rise in population and stable. 

Some threatened/ endangered species 
populations increasing, most others 
stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species 
populations increasing, most others 
stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species 
populations either increasing or stable. 

Very good  

* This needs to practically relate to the natural ecosystem potential rather than being driven merely by numbers and visibility. 
The assessment score may be elaborated under remarks. Comments on the population trends may be made under 
Remarks. 
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6.2 Have the threats to the site being reduced/ minimized or is there an increase? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats to the Site have not abated but 
have enhanced. 

Poor  
 Biotic pressure in Gir PA has been 

drastically reduced since 1970s. In fact the 
PA area has been enhanced restored, and 
consolidated in last 3 decades. The Gir 
management is now implementing the 
landscape approach to conservation with 
active participation of local communities 
and stakeholders. All threats have been 
identified and a mechanism/system has 
been developed to mitigate and contain 
the threats. The PA managers are ready 
to meet any challenges on account of new 
threats.  

Some threats to the Site have abated, 
others continue their presence 

Fair  

Most threats to the Site have abated. 
The few remaining are vigorously being 
addressed 

Good  

All threats to the Site have been 
effectively contained and an efficient 
system is in place to deal with any 
emerging situation 

Very good  

 

6.3 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  Visitor’s Book Majority visitors return with full 
satisfaction and enriched experience. 
Large numbers of VIPs and VVIPs visit 
Gir and they have recorded comments 
and appreciation. Gir is one of the 
important destination of National and 
International tourists. 

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are 
met. 

Very good 
 

* Is there any system of receiving/ analyzing visitor feedback? 
 

6.4 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor   Yes. The community participation was enhanced in a 
significant way owing to implementation of India  
ecodevelopment project. Management has provided 
inputs for improved livelihood for local people. Local 
people in surrounded of Gir that is greater Gir support 
park management in large scale of rescue and 
rehabilitation programme of wild predators like Lion 
and Leopard. No untoward incidence of local 
communities not supporting has come to notice. Not 
worthy evaluation between park community and local 
people is evident. 

Some are supportive. Fair  

Most locals are supportive of PA 
management. 

Good  

All local communities supportive 
of PA management. 

Very 
good 

 

* There could be many reasons for disenchantment. It could be real because of managerial neglect or the managerial efforts 
could be appropriate but there could be local elements/organizations who would like to keep the dis-affectation simmering 
for their own ulterior motives. Likewise success could be entirely because of the efforts of managers or they might be 
fortunate in striking partnerships with credible NGOs. Assessment may take the prevailing causes into account. 
 

MEE Score Card 
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Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 27.5 

93.33 % 

2. Planning 09 10 90 85 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 47.5 

4. Process 05 10 50 45 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 37.5 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 37.5 

Total 30  300 280 
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4. MARINE (GULF OF KACHCHH) NATIONAL PARK, GUJARAT  

    MEE YEAR (2006–09) 

 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The values and threats have been systematically identified, monitored and assessed. This 

site is one of the important bird areas (IBAs) and is also contiguous with another IBA 

(Khijidiya Wildlife Sanctuary). 

2. The site has a comprehensive management plan. 

3. The site safeguards a large number of threatened biodiversity values. 

4. Stakeholders participate in most of the planning processes. Legally, there is only one 

village within the protected area (PA), but peripheral villages are being considered and 

eco-development has been planned therein, including construction and repairs of check 

dams, ponds and energy conservation measures. 

5. The habitat restoration programmes are generally well planned and monitored. 

6. The site is fairly well integrated into the network/landscape. Two PAs, namely the Gaga 

and Khijadiya bird sanctuaries, located close to the Marine Sanctuary, are a noteworthy 

feature. 

7. Resource persons for environmental education and population estimation are provided by 

NGOs. GEER is providing support for mangrove conservation monitoring, etc. 

8. The resources are sufficient for most of the tasks. 

9. Performance is generally linked to the priorities and actions. 

10. There are coordinated system logs and the process responds effectively to most 

complaints. 

11. Routine comprehensive reports on the PA management and condition of public assets are 

provided. There is considerable extension activity (100 camps conducted each year, a 

total of 1269 camps with 70,709 participants; a large number of camps conducted by 

NGOs as well). Publicity has been given and extension literature produced extensively in 

traditional and non-traditional ways such as using the electronic media. 

12. All visitor services and facilities are in accordance with the relevant PA category, and most 

enhance PA values. The quality of services provided in nature camps is of high level. 

13. A long-term and very detailed bird census is being conducted. A good record is being 

maintained of the mangrove plantations developed under various models and schemes. 

14. The expectations of most visitors are met. 

15. Most neighbours and local communities are supportive of the PA management. 

  

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. Human and biotic interference due to industrial development (for example Reliance, G.S. 

Fertilizers, ESSAR, Tata Chemicals, Indian Oil Corporation, thermal power station, salt 

manufacture, fishing etc.) have an impact on the National Park. 

2. The site has an ad hoc protection strategy. 

3. The staff strength is inadequate, given the values of the PA. Against a sanctioned strength 

of 86, actually 68 persons are in place. The numbers of key persons such as Research 

Officer, Range Forest Officers, Foresters and Forest Guards are not adequate. The coastal 

area, with poor communication, warrants better norms and consequently more staff. 
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4. Releases of grants are generally less than what is needed and their utilization is sub-

optimal. The numbers of vehicles, boats and motor cycles are not adequate. Each range 

should have jeeps and motor cycles, considering the terrain and need for better control. 

5. The wireless communication system is wanting. Boats are required for monitoring and 

patrolling the open sea. There are no laboratories for monitoring threats such as oil spills, 

releases of bilge or ballast water and spillage. 

6. The basic training of the field staff is adequate, but they need special skills such as diving 

and snorkelling. A special cell for biological monitoring is essential. 

7. The cultural heritage needs to be protected. Dwarka has cultural values that could be 

harnessed for potential eco-tourism and environmental education activities. 

 

C. Actionable Points 

1. The human and biotic interference due to industrial development need immediate 

mitigation. 

2. Patches in the creeks need to be demarcated and foolproof protection and categorization 

are necessary. 

3. The mangroves are well protected. There is scope for improvement or enhancement of 

protection of corals, the Dugong, etc. and rehabilitation of corals. Creation of an effective 

core zone that will include the area of the Okha block opposite Poshitra [Paga, Bhaidar, 

Noru, Chank, Boria, etc.] is recommended. 

4. Adequate staff needs to be sanctioned, such as Research Officers, RFOs, Foresters and 

FGs. 

5. Grants for resources such as vehicles, boats, motor cycles and wireless communication 

systems need to be enhanced. 

6. The staffs need to be trained in diving, snorkelling, etc., and a special cell for biological 

monitoring is essential. 

7. The area has a special requirement of management infrastructure because of the coastal 

environment, high salinity, etc. Maintenance will require special norms, and there is 

justification for upward revision of maintenance schedules. 

8. Expectations of visitors are met, but considering the scope and opportunities, more needs 

to be done. 

9. The adverse impact on marine taxa needs to be mitigated; a more specific study is 

needed to identify the reasons and measures for mitigation. 

10. The support of the local population is excellent, but large industrial houses, both private 

and government-owned, need to exonerate their social commitment in a responsible 

manner. Coastal areas also have security problems and the PA is an effective buffer in 

which industries too have stakes. 
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1. Context 

 
1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  Area assessed thoroughly at bio-
geographical, regional and national 
levels; It is one of the few Important 
Bird Area (IBA) fulfilling Birdlife 
International A4 criteria( the site is 
known to exceed thresholds set for 
migratory species at bottle necks) and 
is contiguous with one more IBA 
(Khijidiya WLS) as well. 

Values generally identified but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and assessed and 
monitored. 

Very good  

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor  Most of the short and long term threats 
such as intensive industrialization that 
needs land, water and other natural 
resources/trawler fishery /fishing by 
nets across creeks, etc. have been 
identified. Siltation and algal growth 
are major threats to corals and to 
some extent to mangrove plantations 
as well. 

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

 
1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

The site has extensive human and biotic interference. Poor  Impacts due to industrial development 
e.g. Reliance / G.S. Fertilizers / 
ESSAR / Tata Chemicals / Indian Oil 
Corpo./ Thermal Power Station/ Salt 
manufacturing; fishing & local 
pressures have been recognized. 

The site has some human and biotic interference. Fair  

The site has little human and biotic interference. Good  

The site has no human and biotic interference. Very good  

 



 - 42 - 

2. Planning 
 
2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor  Rather than considering only Marine National 
Park in isolation, all the area under the 
administrative control of the PA manager is 
considered as a unit. Area details of the 
same are under intention to declare Marine 
Sanctuary in two parts (area in Km2) 
 
1.Aug1980 271.23 (66 locations) 
2. July 1982 (deletion 6+part changes 5) -20.71 
3. Addition in July 1982 (Additional areas in 34 
locations)  +237.21 
Grand total of Marine Sanctuary 457.92 

 
Out of the above designated Marine National 
Park is 162.89 km2 
[48 locations in two blocks namely Okha & 
Jamnagar over 124.42 & 38.47 km2 
respectively] 
Settlement under Wildlife Protection Act 

 Enquiry initiated during 1980 to 1982. 

 Acceptance of enquiry report for sanctuary 
in 2002, [final notification yet to be 
issued?]. 

 The PA is not a contiguous single entity but 
is made of patches and interspaces 
between them are open to shipping 
passage / fishing, etc. In the absence of 
proper demarcation of patches in the 
creek, fool proof protection is wanting. 

 
PA also includes Mangrove Forest that are 
being declared as Reserves and some that 
are declared as Protected Forests under 
Indian Forest Act, 1927, as below: 
 
Declared under IFA Section 4 918.26 km2 

Under Section 20 29.93 km2 
RF as finally notified 5.42 km2 
Protected forest 6.60 km2 

 
From the above it is seen that total ecological 
security on long term basis by final 
settlement under WL ( P) Act, 1972 / IFA, 
!927 is yet to be fully achieved and thus be 
expedited. 

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically 
categorized with proper zonation plans. 

Very good  
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2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  Management Plan / Zonation within 
First plan by Patel G.A. & others for 
1991-2001; 
Draft mid term plan by H.S. Singh 
1994-1999; 
Revision delayed & ad hoc Annual 
plans continued till current year 2008. 
Draft Plan by Mr. Jani and others 
(2007-17) is being processed. 
Zonation of core (National park), 
Sanctuary and non sanctuary area as 
buffer, is in place; As Marine Park is 
not contiguous and right of way/ 
fishing, etc is uncontrolled, zonation is 
considered not very effective, hence 
scope to carve out, effective core 
zone; 
It is suggested that Paga, Boria, 
Bhainder, Noru. Chank, Ajad, 
Khara/Meetha Chusna lands and area 
in between (up to 20 fathom) need be 
declared as core, in consultation with 
Naval Hydrographer, Govt. of India. 
This is in tune with process of 
identification of Eco sensitive area. 
Total area of proposed core zone will 
be 939.30 km2 

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  

 
2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  There is history of written plans, after 
first plan an attempt was made to 
revise it, even before its expiry. 
Presently, there is a plan that has 
been duly approved and is under print. 
However, it has come after a delay of 
five years. 

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. 

Very good  
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2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  All the factors that are threatening 
values of the PA, are not adequately 
addressed; more research is required 
to identify mitigation measures for 
coral conservation. Mangroves are 
mainly in Kalyanpur /Khambaliya 
/Lalpur /Jamnagar and Jodiya and 
have spread of 917.16 km2.In addition 
to Avicennia [ Cher] that is 
predominant, Rhizophora integration 
into ecological network (Karod) & 
Ceriops (Kunnari) introduced from 
Maharashtra are being planted now 
(Total area planted 33,827 ha). 
Mangroves which were being 
degraded (from 238 km2 in1 975, to 50 
km2 in 1980) have now improved, 
latest report of good mangrove cover 
is >141 km2; Plantation in MNP 355-
870 ha/annum during 2001 -'06; 
Coastal area reclamation + Mud flat 
recovery of sparse mangrove + 
Compensatory afforestation etc, @ 
2585 ha/annun during 1999 to 2003. 
Goal of Mangrove conservation, is 
thus, fulfilled adequately, in 
economical and effective manner. 

Sites safeguards a few threatened biodiversity values. Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened biodiversity values. Very good  

 
2.5 Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  Legally, there is only one village within 
PA, but peripheral villages are being 
considered and Eco Development has 
been planned therein, it includes 
construction and repairs of 
Check dam / ponds; energy 
conservation measures, etc, that will 
require allocation of Rs 306.5 lakhs 
during the proposed Management 
Plan. 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. 

Very good  
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2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Biophysical monitoring was provided 
for earlier too, but systems not in 
place; current plan provides for on 
outlay of 1000 lakhs, but this covers 
only corals (Mangrove monitoring by 
research wing and outside plan 
activity) 

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for habitat restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally well 
planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  

 
2.7 Are reintroduction programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Reintroduction programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  There is inadequate information on 
status of key components but there is 
case for special conservation efforts 
for Dugong / Turtles/ Corals / certain 
mangrove species, to augment their 
status. 

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for reintroduction programmes. 

Fair  

Reintroduction programmes are generally well planned 
and monitored. 

Good  

Reintroduction programmes are thoroughly planned 
and monitored. 

Very good  

 
2.8 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor   Mangrove well covered; Scope for 
improvement /enhancement of 
protection & rehabilitation of corals, 
Dugong, etc and as apart of strategy 
therefore, creation of effective core 
zone that will include area of Okha 
block opposite Poshitra [Paga/ Bhaidar 
/ Noru/ chank / Boria, etc. is 
recommended 

Site has an adhoc protection strategy. Fair   

Site has a comprehensive protection strategy but is 
not very effective. 

Good   

Site has a comprehensive and very effective 
protection strategy. 

Very good  

 
2.9 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are rampant. Poor   

No major threats 

Site has been able to mitigate few human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Fair   

Site has been able to mitigate many human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Good   

Site has been able effective in mitigating all human-
wildlife conflicts. 

Very good  

 
2.10 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network following the principles of the ecosystem 

approach? 
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Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Poor   Two PAs namely Gaga & Khijadiya 
Bird sanctuaries located close to 
Marine Sanctuary are a noteworthy 
feature 

Some limited attempts to integrate the site into a 
network/ landscape. 

Fair   

Site is generally quite well integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good   

Site is fully integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Very good
  

 

 

3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel well organised and managed with access to adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  As compared to values of the PA, 
staff is inadequate; even against 
sanctioned strength of 86, actually 68 
persons are in place; Key persons 
like Research Officer, RFOs 
/Foresters / FGs are not adequate. 
Coastal area / bad communication, 
warrants better norms and 
consequently more staff. 

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

 
3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) well organised and managed with access to 

adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  Release of grants are generally less 
than the need and its actual 
utilization is sub optimal. Vehicles/ 
boats/motor cycles are not adequate; 
Each Range should have Jeep/ 
Motor cycles considering the terrain 
and need for better control. 
 

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
 

Assessment criteria 
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Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc and funds are never 
released in time. 

Poor  Wireless communication wanting; 
require boats for open sea 
monitoring/ patrolling; no laboratory 
for monitoring threats like oil spill/ 
release of bilge/ballast water/spillage, 
etc 

Some specific allocation for management of priority 
action and some funds released in time. 

Fair  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide most resource allocation and generally funds 
released in time. 

Good  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide complete allocation of resources for 
management and on-time release of funds. 

Very good  

 
3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  Resource persons for environmental 
education and population estimation, 
are provided by NGOs. GEER is 
providing support in mangrove 
conservation monitoring, etc. Lot of 
scope for linkages with academic 
institutions and outsourcing of  
research and monitoring 

NGOs make some contribution to management of the 
site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

 
3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor  Inputs in terms of personnel and 
resources are wanting; 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  
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4. Process 
 
4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  Basic training to field staff is 
adequate but they need special skills 
like diving, snorkeling etc. Special 
cell for biological monitoring is 
essential. 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted 
in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff 
are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the 
site. 

Very good  

 
4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives. 

Poor  Performance generally linked to 
priorities. 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, but not 
consistently or systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly 
linked to achievement of relevant management 
objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor  With limited stakeholders within the 
PA, scope is limited; but lot of public 
voluntary participation in providing 
intelligence /apprehending culprits is 
received. 
Mandatory advisory committee is not 
in place and thus quick action at 
policy level called for. 

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of PA 
management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation in 
all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  
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4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  There are a number of checks and 
balances that include Departmental 
Audit/AG audit/ Public Accounts 
Committees/ Lokayukta / LAQs, etc. 
but there is no provision for an 
independent audit. 

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

 
4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 

especially women? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  People living in the PA are few and 
pressures on the fringe are limited. 
But presently, people who reside 
within have not been considered as 
resource for ecotourism. There are 
Islands that are inhabited by local 
people, such persons can run 
ecotourism as a part ecodevelopment 
activity. 

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  

 

5. Output 
 
5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  Lot of extension activity (by 
department 100 camps / annum; till 
date, 1269 camps that covered 
70709 participants and large number 
of camps by NGOs as well); publicity 
and extension literature in traditional 
and non traditional ways like 
electronic media, is of high order 

Publicly available information is general and has 
limited relevance to management accountability and 
the condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight 
into major management issues for most PAs or groups 
of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  
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5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  Quality of services provided in nature 
camps are of high order; but there is 
wide scope beyond these camps; 
scope to integrate with religious 
touring in Poshitra region i.e. 
1. Dwarka- Bet Dwarka the ancient 
2. Khara/Meetha Chusna & Ajad 
Darga etc and Peer's 'urse' therein. 

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

 
5.3 Are management related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine reporting of 
management related trends. 

Poor  Long term and very detailed bird 
census is being conducted 
consistently. Good record of 
mangrove plantations under various 
models/ schemes is maintained. 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Very good  

 
5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 

infrastructure/assets? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  Area has special need because of 
coastal environment/ high salinity etc 
maintenance will require special 
norms and there is case for upward 
revision. 

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. 

Very good  
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6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are threatened/ endangered species populations stable or increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  Adverse impact on marine taxa, not 
fully curbed for whatever reason, but 
needs more specific study to identify 
reasons and measures to curb the 
same. 

Some threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

 
6.2 Are biological communities at a mix of ages and spacings that will support native biodiversity? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Biological communities unlikely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Poor  Adverse impact on the marine 
ecosystem (other than Mangroves) 
continues, despite efforts and thus 
policy level serious thinking is called 
for to adopt innovative approaches. 

Some biological communities likely to be able to 
sustain native biodiversity. 

Fair  

Most biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Good  

All biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Very good  

 
6.3 Have the threats to the site being abated/ minimized? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats to the site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  Minimization of threats accomplished 
to a limited scale. 

Some threats to the site have been abated. Fair  

Most threats to the site have been abated. Good  

All threats to the site have been abated. Very good  
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6.4 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  Visitor expectations are met with but 
considering scope and opportunities, 
more needs to be done. Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good  

 
6.5 Are neighbours and adjacent communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Neighbours/adjacent communities are hostile. Poor  Support of local population is 
excellent but large industrial houses 
both private and Govt. owned, need 
to discharge their social commitment 
in a responsible manner. Coastal 
area also have security problems and 
the PA is an effective buffer in which 
industries too have stakes. 

Key neighbours/communities are supportive. Fair  

Most neighbours/communities are supportive of PA 
management. 

Good  

All neighbours and communities supportive of PA 
management. 

Very good  

 
6.6 Are cultural heritage assets protected? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no management undertaken, or despite 
management efforts, deterioration of cultural heritage 
assets continues, or values are unknown. 

Poor  Bet Dwarka has cultural/ 
archeological values that could be 
harnessed for potential ecotourism 
and environmental education 
activities. Some management activity, but deterioration 

continues. 
Fair  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being redressed. 

Good  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being significantly redressed. 

Very good  
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MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 20 

65.2% 

2. Planning 10 10 100 67.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 30 

4. Process 05 10 50 27.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 32.5 

6. Outcomes 06 10 60 37.5 

Total 33  330* 215 

 

*  The six Framework Elements were subsequently assigned equal weightage of 100 each. The total MEE score 
is 600 out of which this site has score 392.9 or 65.5% 
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5.   WILD ASS WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, GUJARAT  

      MEE Year (2006–09) 

 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The values have been systematically identified and monitored. The site is recognized as a 

habitat of the Wild Ass and as an Important Bird Area (IBA). 

2. Threats have been systematically identified, monitored and assessed. Most of the threats, 

such as invasion of Prosopis, heavy vehicular movement, salt production, grazing, 

development consequent to the construction of the Narmada canal and unethical tourism, 

have been identified. 

3. The site has ecological contiguity, apart from the main block of the Little Rann, it includes 

six geographically separated patches going northwards, which provide connectivity with 

the Rajasthan Desert and the Greater Rann. 

4. There is a management plan for the site. 

5. The site safeguards a large number of threatened biodiversity values. The Wild Ass, the 

key species, whose population had crashed to almost 10% in 1963, has now recovered 

even beyond its estimated pre-crash population. The population has also extended 

beyond the earlier known habitat. The numbers of other important mammals, the Chinkara, 

Wolf and Desert Fox, etc. are safe. This is an IBA for wetland birds and is a staging 

ground for migratory birds. All these values are safeguarded. 

6. There have been consultations with stakeholders such as the agariyas from time to time. 

Forest Development Agency activity is in place under the stewardship of the territorial 

wing. 

7. Habitat restoration programmes are generally well planned and monitored. Habitat 

changes are being monitored using remote sensing tools since 1995 by GEER and WII. 

8. The main problem is crop damage by Wild Asses and Blue Bulls. Compensation is not 

offered for crop damage, but a 50% subsidy is given for fencing. Driving straying animals 

back to the protected area (PA) in a participatory mode is found to be useful. 

9. The site is fairly well integrated into a network/landscape. It is linked with the Great Rann 

and both the Ranns are now part of the Kutch Biosphere Reserve. The Bani Protected 

Forest area connects it to the Greater Rann of Kutch. Apart from the main block of the 

Little Rann, the site includes six geographically separated patches going northwards, which 

provide connectivity with the Rajasthan Desert and the Greater Rann. 

10. Resource persons for environmental education conducting censuses are provided by NGOs. 

GEER is providing support in mangrove conservation monitoring, etc.  

11. There are coordinated system logs and the process responds effectively to most of the 

complaints. 

12. There is considerable extension activity (more than 300 camps have been conducted since 

1991, in which more than 10,000 students and their teachers have participated). Publicity 

has been given and extension literature has been published in traditional and non-

traditional ways such as the use of electronic media to share information with the public. 

13. There is an excellent nature interpretation centre at Bajana. The quality of the services 

offered therein is high and the scope is very wide. There are private resorts [Desert 

Coursers, Rann Riders, Eco tours, etc.] catering to tourists’ needs. 
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14. An estimation of the populations of the Wild Ass and other major mammals is being 

carried out on a 5-year cycle. The last population estimate was carried out in 2004. Long-

term and very detailed bird counts are being conducted consistently biennially. 

15. The populations of most threatened or endangered species are increasing, and most others 

are stable. The population of the key species, the Wild Ass, has increased and seems to 

have stabilized. In fact, there is a spillover to adjoining areas. 

16. The expectations of many visitors are met. 

17. Most neighbours and local communities are supportive to the PA management. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. Inclusion of most of the forest/wasteland from the fringe villages by a notification dated 

January 1973, under the Gujarat Wild Animals and Wild Birds Protection Act, 1963 and 

a January 1978 notification under the Wildlife (P) Act, 1972 has left the villagers with no 

alternative for meeting their requirements of fodder and fuel requirements. The existing 

land uses such as salt manufacture and grazing were not considered, and hence they are 

the present threats to the habitat. 

2. The site has been identified correctly but not been systematically categorized. Well 

defined zones (core, tourism and buffer) are not in place as of today, but core, tourism, 

multiple use zones, etc. is contemplated. 

3. There is a management plan, but it is not comprehensive. A duly approved management 

plan is not in place, but there is a serious attempt to develop a plan. Annual plans are 

made based on GEER Foundation's science-based document “Ecological Study of Wild Ass 

Sanctuary” and works are carried out accordingly. 

4. Given the extent of the area, the sanctioned strength of the field staff, i.e. three Range 

Forest Officers (RFOs), nine Foresters and 15 Forest Guards (total 27), is grossly 

inadequate, even these positions are not manned fully. Separate staffs for manning the 

entry points, monitoring, extension, etc. are required. 

5. The available resources are insufficient for most of the tasks. The lack of staff leads to 

constant crisis management and thus priority areas get neglected. 

6. The field staffs consists mostly of 'promotees' or untrained personnel, only two guards are 

well versed in bird identification though wetland birds are the major attraction of this PA. 

7. Nanda is the only village within the PA; it has a population of more than 100 households. 

However, there are large number of fringe villages that, by tradition, depend on land 

resources such as grazing lands and salt manufacturing areas. Presently, there is no 

emphasis on the livelihood issues of the persons in these villages. 

8. Minimization of threats has been accomplished to a limited extent. The problems of salt 

manufacture, grazing by local and migrant cattle and fishing have remained. Recently, 

civil society is trying to find solutions to pestering problems such as those of the salt 

industry through PILs. 

 

C. Actionable Points 

1. The threat that has arisen due to the notification of the fringe villages as part the 

sanctuary needs to be properly investigated and mitigated. The site needs some livelihood 

programmes for the resource-dependent communities. 

2. The site needs proper categorization into core, buffer and tourism zones. 

3. There is an urgent need to have a science-based comprehensive management plan. 
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4. In terms of stakeholder participation, legally, there is only one village, viz. Nanda, within 

the PA. But there are a large number of peripheral villages that also need to be 

considered as stakeholder. The statutory provision under the Wildlife (P) Act, 1972 

(Section 33B), for constituting an advisory committee that could be an appropriate forum 

for participation in management, has not been met. 

5. The staff strength need to be increased as suggested in the foregoing. Adequate number 

of trained staff members need to be sanctioned, such as Research Officers, RFOs, 

Foresters and Forest Guards. 

6. There is a paucity of funds. This needs to be addressed immediately so that the PA may 

be managed effectively. 

7. The management requires boats and motorcycles for monitoring and patrolling. 

8. The area has special needs because it is located in a coastal environment, the salinity is 

high, it is prone to earthquake damage, etc. Hence building maintenance requires special 

norms and there is a case for upward revision, particularly for maintenance of the field 

staff's residential buildings. 

9. The local population generally supports conservation, but there are areas of conflict. 

When the question of livelihood arises, it needs to be resolved at the earliest. 

10. The expectations of visitors are met, but considering the scope and opportunities, more 

needs to be done. 

11. There are locations of archaeological importance within and around the PA. Similarly, 

there are potential sites in which there are geological features that have immense value in 

demonstrating geo-morphological changes and the corresponding floral and faunal 

attributes. 
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1. Context 

1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  Area assessed thoroughly, even prior 
to declaration of sanctuary at bio-
geographical, regional and national 
levels; its importance as habitat of 
Wild Ass was recognized. It is an IBA 
site, Bani PF area connects it to 
Greater Rann of Kutch. 

Values generally identified but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and assessed and 
monitored. 

Very good  

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor  Most of the threats such as invasion of 
Prosopis, heavy vehicular movement, 
salt works, grazing, development 
consequent to Narmada canal, 
unethical tourism, and possible 
denotification etc. have been identified. 

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

 
1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

The site has extensive human and biotic interference. Poor  Inclusion of most of the forest/ waste 
land from the fringe villages by 
notification dated Jan, 1973, under 
Gujarat Wild Animals and Wild Birds 
Protection Act. 1963 & then Jan 1978 
notification under WL [P] Act,'72 has 
left no alternative for meeting fodder, 
fuel requirements; existing land uses 
such as salt manufacture/ for grazing, 
were not considered and hence are the 
present threat to habitat. Local 
population is for wildlife conservation 
and thus man-animal conflict despite 
being severe in the fringe area is not a 
major issue at present but is likely to 
have a backlash, if some proactive 
steps in reducing the man-animal 
conflict are not initated. 

The site has some human and biotic interference. Fair  

The site has little human and biotic interference. Good  

The site has no human and biotic interference. Very good  

 

2. Planning 
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2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor  Site has been duly identified, apart 
from main block of little Rann, it 
includes geographically separated six 
patches going northwards, which 
provides connectivity with Rajasthan 
Desert and Greater Rann; well defined 
zones (core / tourism / buffer) are not 
in place as of today but core/ 
tourism/salt making [overlapping] etc. 
is contemplated. 

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically categorized 
with proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

 
2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  Duly approved Management Plan is 
not in place but serious attempt to 
develop a plan is seen; an urgent 
emphais is needed to have a 
Management Plan. However, annual 
plans based on GEER foundation's 
science based document" Ecological 
study of Wild Ass Sanctuary" are made 
and works carried out accordingly. 
Public participation is must. 

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  

 
2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  Duly approved plan not in place 
though intention to declare Sanctuary 
was made in 1973. However, through 
Annual Plans changes in approaches 
are being brought about. 

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. 

Very good  
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2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  Wild Ass, the key species, whose 
population had crashed to almost 10% 
in 1963, has now recovered even 
beyond its estimated pre-crash 
population. Population has also 
extended beyond the earlier known 
habitat. 
Other important mammals are 
chinkara /wolf /desert fox, etc. have 
safe numbers. This is an IBA for 
wetland birds and is a staging ground 
for migratory birds. All these values 
are safeguarded. 

Sites safeguards a few threatened biodiversity values. Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened biodiversity values. Very good  

 
2.5 Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  Legally, there is only one village, viz. 
Nanda, within PA, but there are a large 
number of peripheral villages that also 
need be considered. Statutory 
provision under WL (P) Act, 1972, 
section 33 (B), for constitution of 
Advisory Committee that could be an 
appropriate forum for participation in 
deciding management, is not in place. 
There have been consultations with 
stakeholders like "agariyas" from time 
to time. FDA activity under the 
stewardship of territorial wing is in 
place, but these efforts need be 
dovetailed with conservation; possibly 
it will be achieved by bringing it under 
wildlife manager's supervision so that 
PA resource dependent local 
population needs are addressed 
properly. 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. 

Very good  
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2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Using remote sensing tools, habitat 
changes are being monitored since 
1995 by GEER/ WII. Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 

place for habitat restoration. 
Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally well 
planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  

 
2.7 Are reintroduction programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Reintroduction programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  No re-introductions called for, but rare/ 
endangered species are being 
assisted. Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 

place for reintroduction programmes. 
Fair  

Reintroduction programmes are generally well planned 
and monitored. 

Good  

Reintroduction programmes are thoroughly planned 
and monitored. 

Very good  

 
2.8 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor   Area has long history of voluntary 
protection to wild animals and also 
some tree species like 'pilu', 'khejari' 
etc. Efforts for sensitization of locals 
through nature camps, are laudable. 
There are 15 [Wildlife] beats to cover 
almost 5000 km2 of the PA and its 
surrounds; if overlapping territorial 
units are brought under s ingle 
command, additional(50) Beat guard's 
posts and their supervisory staff up to 
Range Forest Officer level, will be 
available & will enhance management 
effectiveness for conservation. 

Site has an adhoc protection strategy. Fair   

Site has a comprehensive protection strategy but is 
not very effective. 

Good   

Site has a comprehensive and very effective 
protection strategy. 

Very good  
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2.9 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are rampant. Poor   Main problem is crop damage by 
Wild ass/ Blue bulls; compensation 
for crop damage not offered but 50% 
subsidy is given for fencing. Driving 
straying animals back to PA in a 
participatory mode is found to be 
useful. 

Site has been able to mitigate few human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Fair   

Site has been able to mitigate many human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Good   

Site has been able effective in mitigating all human-
wildlife conflicts. 

Very good  

 
2.10 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network following the principles of the ecosystem 

approach? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Poor   Linked with Great Rann; both Ranns 
are now part of Kutch Biosphere 
Reserve. Some limited attempts to integrate the site into a 

network/ landscape. 
Fair   

Site is generally quite well integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good   

Site is fully integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Very good
  

 

 

3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel well organised and managed with access to adequate resources? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  As compared to extent of area, 
sanctioned strength of field staff, i.e. 
RFOs [3],  Foresters [9] and Forest 
Guards [15], total 27, is grossly 
inadequate. Even these positions are 
not manned fully, vacancies include 
RFOs 2, Forester 1 and FGs 2; for 
office, there is only one post of 
accountant. There is need for 
separate staff for manning entry 
points/ monitoring/ extension etc. 
Territorial wing staff working within 
the PA, need be brought under PA 
management, to avoid possible 
conflicting situation and to build 
synergy. 

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  
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3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) well organised and managed with access to 
adequate resources? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  Grants under Centrally Sponsored 
Schemes, Management of 
Sanctuaries and its utilization is as 
under: 
 

Year Allocation Utilization Remarks 

2004-
5 

9,16,000 9,06,948  

2005-
6 

5,00,000 5,79,903  

2006-
7 

18,55,000 1080,412 Low utilization 

2007-
8 

27,79,000 1 
6,30,000 

-do- 

 
During last two financial years, actual 
utilization of Centrally Sponsored 
funds is sub optimal; PA also receives 
funds from the state level schemes 
that include funds released by sources 
like Tourism Department as well. 
Considering limitation of staff both in 
number and their capacity not much 
could be expected. Vehicles/ 
boats/motorcycles not adequate; Each 
Range unit needs support for mobility 
in view of difficult terrain & weather 
conditions e.g. Jeep/ Motor cycles/ flat 
bottom boats or rubber dinghies. 
 

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

 
3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc and funds are never 
released in time. 

Poor  Scope for improvement; 
management requires boats/ 
motorcycles for a monitoring/ 
patrolling; no laboratory for 
monitoring threats like salt making 
within, etc 
Settlement of rights and making at 
least part of area inviolate is 
essential; acquisition of rights or 
providing alternative even to those 
who are not legally entitled be 
accorded high priority. 

Some specific allocation for management of priority 
action and some funds released in time. 

Fair  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide most resource allocation and generally funds 
released in time. 

Good  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide complete allocation of resources for 
management and on-time release of funds. 

Very good  
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3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  Resources persons for environmental 
education & census are provided by 
NGOs. GEER is providing support in 
Mangrove conservation monitoring, 
etc. Lot of scope for linkages with 
academic institutions and outsourcing 
of research and monitoring 

NGOs make some contribution to management of the 
site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

 
3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor  Inputs in terms of personnel, 
resources are wanting. 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  

 

4. Process 
 
4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  Field staff mostly 'promotees' 
/untrained; only two guards are well 
versed in bird identification though 
wetland birds are major attraction of 
this PA. 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted 
in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff 
are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the 
site. 

Very good  
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4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives. 

Poor  Lack of staff leads to only crisis 
management and thus priority areas 
get neglected. 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, but not 
consistently or systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly 
linked to achievement of relevant management 
objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor  With limited stakeholders within the 
PA, scope is limited; but lot of 
voluntary participation in providing 
intelligence /apprehending culprits by 
the people in the fringe of the PA. 
Mandatory Advisory Committee 
under amendment to Wild Life ( P) 
Act, 2003, not in place and thus early 
decision at policy level called for. 

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of PA 
management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation in 
all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  

 
4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  Number of checks and balances that 
include Departmental audit/AG audit/ 
Public accounts Committees/ 
Lokayukta / LAQs ,etc. There is no 
provision for an Independent audit. 

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  
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4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  Nanda is the only village within the PA 
with population of > 100 house holds. 
However, there is large number of 
fringe villages who by tradition, depend 
on land resources like grazing lands / 
salt manufacture, etc. Presently, there 
is no emphasis on livelihood issues of 
such persons. Nanda villagers could be 
benefited through Ecotourism. There is 
serious thinking on addressing 
livelihood issues, under special GEF 
program "Biodiversity Conservation and 
Livelihood Improvement program". The 
area is notified as Biosphere Reserve. 

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  

 

5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  Lot of extension activity (> 300 
camps since 1991 that included 
>10,000 students and their teachers); 
publicity and extension literature in 
traditional and nontraditional ways 
like electronic media, is of high order. 

Publicly available information is general and has 
limited relevance to management accountability and 
the condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight 
into major management issues for most PAs or groups 
of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  

 

5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  Excellent Nature Interpretation 
Centre at Bajana; quality of services 
offered therein, are of high order but 
scope is very wide. There are private 
resorts [Desert Coursers, Rann 
Riders, Eco tours, etc] which are 
catering to tourists needs. 

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

 
5.3 Are management related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported? 
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Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine reporting of 
management related trends. 

Poor  Population estimation of Wild Ass 
and other major mammals is being 
carried out on five year cycle. Last 
population estimate was done in 
2004. Long term and very detailed 
bird count is being conducted 
consistently biennially. 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Very good  

 
5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 

infrastructure/assets? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  Area has special needs because of 
coastal environment/ high salinity/ 
earth quake damage, etc, and hence 
building maintenance requires 
special norms and there is a case for 
upward revision particularly for 
maintenance of field staff's residential 
buildings. 

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. 

Very good  

 

6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are threatened/ endangered species populations stable or increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  Population of key species, the Wild 
Ass, has increased and seems to 
have stabilized; rather there is 
spillover to adjoining areas. Some threatened/ endangered species populations 

increasing, most others stable. 
Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  
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6.2 Are biological communities at a mix of ages and spacings that will support native biodiversity? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Biological communities unlikely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Poor   

Some biological communities likely to be able to 
sustain native biodiversity. 

Fair  

Most biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Good  

All biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Very good  

 

6.3 Have the threats to the site being abated/ minimized? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats to the site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  Minimization of threats accomplished 
to a limited scale. 
Problems of salt manufacture / 
grazing by local and migrant cattle/ 
fishing, have remained unabated. 
During recent time, through PIL, civil 
society is trying to get solution to 
pestering problems like that of salt 
industry. 

Some threats to the site have been abated. Fair  

Most threats to the site have been abated. Good  

All threats to the site have been abated. Very good  

 

6.4 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  Visitors expectations are met with but 
considering scope and opportunities, 
more needs to be done Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good  

 

6.5 Are neighbours and adjacent communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Neighbours/adjacent communities are hostile. Poor  Local population generally supports 
conservation but there are areas of 
conflict when question of livelihood 
arise that need to be resolved at the 
earliest. 

Key neighbours/communities are supportive. Fair  

Most neighbours/communities are supportive of PA 
management. 

Good  

All neighbours and communities supportive of PA 
management. 

Very good  
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6.6 Are cultural heritage assets protected? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no management undertaken, or despite 
management efforts, deterioration of cultural heritage 
assets continues, or values are unknown. 

Poor  There are locations of archeological 
importance within and around PA. 
Similarly, there are potentials sites 
wherein geological features that have 
immense value in 
depicting/demonstrating geo-
morphological changes and floral 
faunal attributes thereof. 

Some management activity, but deterioration 
continues. 

Fair  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being redressed. 

Good  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being significantly redressed. 

Very good  

 

 
MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 22.5 

58.3% 

2. Planning 10 10 100 60 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 22.5 

4. Process 05 10 50 27.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 27.5 

6. Outcomes 06 10 60 32.5 

Total 33  330* 192.5 

 
*  The six Framework Elements were subsequently assigned equal weightage of 100 each. The total MEE score 

is 600 out of which this site has score 357.9 or 59.7% 
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6.  VELAVADAR NATIONAL PARK, GUJARAT,  

     MEE YEAR (2009–10) 

A. Management Strengths 

1. Most of the threats and values have been systematically identified and assessed. 

2. The site has a comprehensive management plan. 

3. The management plan is routinely and systematically updated. 

4. The site safeguards a large number of threatened biodiversity values. 

5. Habitat restoration programmes are generally well planned and monitored. 

6. The site has a comprehensive protection strategy and offence cases are minimal. 

7. Many human–wildlife conflicts have been mitigated at the site. Crop raiding has been 

tackled by providing a 50% subsidy for barbed wire fences. Nature education camps are 

also undertaken to increase awareness among locals. 

8. The existing personnel are well organized and deployed. 

9. Help from NGOs is readily available. 

10. There is systematic participation of the public in most aspects of PA management. 

11. A complaint register and suggestion box is maintained and visitor complaints are 

addressed. 

12. Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by the PA management. 

13. Brochures and signage are available for the public. 

14. Regular censuses of the Florican, harriers and wetland birds are undertaken, apart from 

censuses for the flagship Blackbuck. 

15. The Blackbuck population has increased, while the Wolf population has remained stable. 

Hyenas have lately been reported and the population of Floricans has also reportedly 

increased. 

16. Most of the biological communities are likely to be able to sustain the native biodiversity. 

17. Most threats to the site have been reduced. Grazing and poaching have been reduced. 

18. The expectations of most visitors are met. 

19. Most of the neighbours and local communities are supportive to the PA management. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. The site has some biotic interference from the road that bisects the national park and the 

road on the periphery, causing road kills. 

2. The site has been identified correctly but not been systematically categorized. 

3. Funds are always inadequate and are not released in a timely manner. The available 

resources are not enough for most of the tasks. 

C. Actionable Points 

1. Some biotic interference arises due to the road bisecting the PA, causing road kills. This 

needs immediate mitigation measures. 

2. The site needs proper categorization into zones. 

3. Adequate funds and resources should be released in a timely manner. The available 

human and financial resources are insufficient for most of the tasks. In view of the 

ecological importance of the PA, the fund allocation by the Government of India needs to 

be enhanced immediately. 
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1. Context 

1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  
 

Values generally identified but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and assessed and 
monitored. 

Very good  

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor   

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

 
1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

The site has extensive human and biotic interference. Poor  The interference is from the road that 
bisects the NP and road on the 
periphery that causes road kills The site has some human and biotic interference. Fair  

The site has little human and biotic interference. Good  

The site has no human and biotic interference. Very good  
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2. Planning 
 
2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor   

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically categorized 
with proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

 
2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor   

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  

 
2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  
No changes were required however 
regular review is made 

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. 

Very good  
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2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
Black buck population has increased 
while the wolf population has 
remained stable, hyenas have lately 
been reported and the population of 
floricans has also reportedly increased 

Sites safeguards a few threatened biodiversity values. Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened biodiversity values. Very good  

 
2.7  Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  
 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. 

Very good  

 
2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor   

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for habitat restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally well 
planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  
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2.7 Are reintroduction programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Reintroduction programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Reintroduction not needed 

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for reintroduction programmes. 

Fair  

Reintroduction programmes are generally well planned 
and monitored. 

Good  

Reintroduction programmes are thoroughly planned 
and monitored. 

Very good  

 
2.8 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Mobile RFO, offence cases minimal 

Site has an adhoc protection strategy. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive protection strategy but is 
not very effective. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive and very effective 
protection strategy. 

Very good  

 
2.9 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are rampant. Poor  Crop raiding has been tackled by 
providing 50% subsidy for barbed 
wire fence, Nature education camps 
are also undertaken to increase 
awareness among locals 

Site has been able to mitigate few human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to mitigate many human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been able effective in mitigating all human-
wildlife conflicts. 

Very good  
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2.10 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network following the principles of the ecosystem 
approach? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Poor  Some attempts have been made 

Some limited attempts to integrate the site into a 
network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Very good  

 

3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel well organised and managed with access to adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Resources not enough. However 
existing personnel are well organized 
and placed 

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

 
3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) well organised and managed with access to 

adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
 

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

 
 
3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
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Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc and funds are never 
released in time. 

Poor  
Funds are always inadequate and not 
released timely 

Some specific allocation for management of priority 
action and some funds released in time. 

Fair  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide most resource allocation and generally funds 
released in time. 

Good  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide complete allocation of resources for 
management and on-time release of funds. 

Very good  

 
3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  
Help from NGO is readily available 

NGOs make some contribution to management of the 
site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

 
3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor   

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  
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4. Process 
 
4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  PA Manager Diploma trainee from 
WII, RO does not have training, but 
has extensive hands on expertise 
and is PG in zoology 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted 
in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff 
are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the 
site. 

Very good  

 
4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives. 

Poor  
 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, but not 
consistently or systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly 
linked to achievement of relevant management 
objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor  Maharaja Bhavnagar and local 
students participated in black buck 
census, 100 villagers deployed for 
grass cutting and grass is shared 
with them as part of habitat 
management 

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of PA 
management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation in 
all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  
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4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  Complaint Register and suggestion 
box maintained  and visitors 
complaints also addressed Complaints handling system operational but not 

responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

 

4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA management. Poor   

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  

 

5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  
Brochures and signages available 

Publicly available information is general and has 
limited relevance to management accountability and 
the condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight 
into major management issues for most PAs or groups 
of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  
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5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
 

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

 
5.3 Are management related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine reporting of 
management related trends. 

Poor  
Regular florican, harrier and wetland 
bird censuses undertaken apart from 
the flagship black buck census 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Very good  

 
5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 

infrastructure/assets? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor   

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. 

Very good  
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6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are threatened/ endangered species populations stable or increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  
Wolf, florican, hyena and harriers 
among the notable species that are 
either increasing or stable 

Some threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

 
6.2 Are biological communities at a mix of ages and spacings that will support native biodiversity? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Biological communities unlikely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Poor  
 

Some biological communities likely to be able to 
sustain native biodiversity. 

Fair  

Most biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Good  

All biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Very good  

 
6.3 Have the threats to the site being abated/ minimized? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats to the site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  
Grazing and poaching has been 
reduced 

Some threats to the site have been abated. Fair  

Most threats to the site have been abated. Good  

All threats to the site have been abated. Very good  
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6.4 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor   

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good  

 
6.5 Are neighbours and adjacent communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Neighbours/adjacent communities are hostile. Poor   

Key neighbours/communities are supportive. Fair  

Most neighbours/communities are supportive of PA 
management. 

Good  

All neighbours and communities supportive of PA 
management. 

Very good  

 
6.6 Are cultural heritage assets protected? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no management undertaken, or despite 
management efforts, deterioration of cultural heritage 
assets continues, or values are unknown. 

Poor  
NA since no such site exists in the 
PA 

Some management activity, but deterioration 
continues. 

Fair  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being redressed. 

Good  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being significantly redressed. 

Very good  
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MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 22.5 

66.9% 

2. Planning 09 10 90 62.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 25 

4. Process 05 10 50 35 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 25 

6. Outcomes 05 10 50 37.5 

Total 33  310* 207.5 

 
*  The six Framework Elements were subsequently assigned equal weightage of 100 each. The total MEE score 
is 600 out of which this site has score ---------------% 
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7. SHOOLPANESHWAR WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, GUJARAT  

    MEE Year (2009–10) 
 

A. Management Strengths 

1. Most of the values and threats have been systematically monitored and assessed. 

2. The site has a comprehensive management plan. 

3. The stakeholders are consulted for management plan 

4. Habitat restoration programmes are generally well planned and monitored. 

5. In-house training programmes are conducted. 

6. Performance management for most of the staff members is directly linked to achievement 

of relevant management objectives. 

7. EDCs help at the entry check posts. Wherever EDCs have been involved, they have proven 

to be effective.  

8. There are coordinated system logs and the process responds effectively to most 

complaints. 

9. Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by the PA management. 

10. The expectations of many visitors are met. The present PA manager has put in efforts for 

developing eco-tourism through the EDCs. 

11. A planned approach to management is being developed and deterioration of assets is 

being redressed. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. The site has some biotic interference due to the presence of 75 villages, with 6000 

families. There are 18,000 Forest Rights claims and a total extent of 6000 ha is under 

encroachment. 

2. There is no categorization into zones because zonation is not implementable on account of 

the large human pressure. 

3. There is no process in place for systematically reviewing and updating the management 

plan. 

4. Protection is particularly difficult on account of the interstate borders, difficult terrain and 

lack of staff for a large area. 

5. The site has not integrated into a wider network or landscape. The Sardar Sarovar and 

Karjan dams have led to fragmentation and the presence of large tracts of agricultural 

lands. 

6. Few resources are explicitly allocated for PA management. Resource allocation is ad hoc 

and funds are never released in time. The available resources are insufficient for most of 

the tasks. 

7. NGOs have not contributed for the management of the site. 

8. Some evaluation and reporting of management-related trends have been undertaken, but 

they are neither systematic nor routine. 

9. Populations of threatened and endangered species are declining, only the Chowsingha 

population is stable. 

10. The biological communities are unlikely to be able to sustain the native biodiversity. 

11. The neighbours and adjacent communities are hostile. 
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C. Actionable Points 

1. The biotic pressure on the site needs to be minimized immediately. 

2. The site needs proper categorization into zones by reducing the large human dependency 

on the site. 

3. The management plan should be updated routinely and in a timely manner. 

4. The site requires an effective protection strategy wherein conflicts involving interstate 

borders are resolved and the availability of an adequate number of staff members is 

ensured. 

5. The Sardar Sarovar and Karjan dams have led to fragmentation. There is a need for 

immediate mitigation measures for a wider network or landscape. 

6. There is a need to pay attention to resource allocation and a timely release of adequate 

funds. Resources, both human and financial, allocated for management of the site need to 

be enhanced. 

7. The site requires contributions of NGOs for long-term management. 

8. A proper and systematic study of management-related trends needs to be carried out on 

a priority basis. 

9. Strong research action needs to be taken to determine the cause of decline of populations 

of threatened and endangered species. 

10. Neighbour communities dependent to the site need to be involved for effective PA 

management. 

 

  



 - 87 - 



 - 88 - 

1. Context 

 
1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  
Current Management Plan is 
approved and operational 

Values generally identified but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and assessed and 
monitored. 

Very good  

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor   

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

 
1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

The site has extensive human and biotic interference. Poor  75 villages, 6000 families, 18000 
Forest Rights claims, 6000 ha already 
under encroachment The site has some human and biotic interference. Fair  

The site has little human and biotic interference. Good  

The site has no human and biotic interference. Very good  
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2. Planning 
 
2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor  Zonation not implementable on 
account of large human pressure 

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically categorized 
with proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

 
2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor   

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  

 
2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  
No revision or mid term review 
undertaken 

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. 

Very good  
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2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
 

Sites safeguards a few threatened biodiversity values. Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened biodiversity values. Very good  

 
2.5 Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  
Recently people have been included 
through consultations and Eco-
Development Committees 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. 

Very good  

 
2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor   

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for habitat restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally well 
planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  
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2.7 Are reintroduction programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Reintroduction programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Reintroduction planned but not done 

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for reintroduction programmes. 

Fair  

Reintroduction programmes are generally well planned 
and monitored. 

Good  

Reintroduction programmes are thoroughly planned 
and monitored. 

Very good  

 
2.8 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Protection is particularly difficult on 
account of interstate borders, difficult 
terrain and lack of staff for a large area Site has an adhoc protection strategy. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive protection strategy but is 
not very effective. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive and very effective 
protection strategy. 

Very good  

 
2.9 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are rampant. Poor   

Site has been able to mitigate few human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to mitigate many human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been able effective in mitigating all human-
wildlife conflicts. 

Very good  
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2.10 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network following the principles of the ecosystem 
approach? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Poor  Sardar Sarovar and Karjan Dams 
have led to fragmentation and 
presence of large tracts of agricultural 
lands 

Some limited attempts to integrate the site into a 
network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Very good  

 

3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel well organised and managed with access to adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Shortage of resource allocation for 
PA is made good from the territorial 
resources 
Lack of thrust for PA management as 
non- PA related work diverts 
personnel time 

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

 
3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) well organised and managed with access to 

adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
 

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

 
 
3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
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Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc and funds are never 
released in time. 

Poor  
 

Some specific allocation for management of priority 
action and some funds released in time. 

Fair  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide most resource allocation and generally funds 
released in time. 

Good  

Comprehensive formulae systematically applied to 
decide complete allocation of resources for 
management and on-time release of funds. 

Very good  

 
3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  
On the contrary NGOs have been 
negative 

NGOs make some contribution to management of the 
site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

 
3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor  Manager finds himself hard-pressed 
for resources 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  
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4. Process 
 
4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  1 officer Diploma Trained, Rangers 
trained locally 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted 
in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff 
are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the 
site. 

Very good  

 
4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives. 

Poor  
 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, but not 
consistently or systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly 
linked to achievement of relevant management 
objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor  EDCs helping at entry check posts, 
wherever EDCs have been involved it 
has proven to be effective. People 
have the feeling that they have first 
right over resources 

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of PA 
management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation in 
all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  
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4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor   

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

 

4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
 

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  

 

5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  
 

Publicly available information is general and has limited 
relevance to management accountability and the condition 
of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight into 
major management issues for most PAs or groups of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs or 
groups of PAs. 

Very good  
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5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
Present PA manager has put in 
efforts for Ecotourism through the 
EDCs 

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

 
5.3 Are management related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine reporting of 
management related trends. 

Poor  
 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Very good  

 
5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 

infrastructure/assets? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  Shortage of funds hampers 
adherence to the schedules 

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. 

Very good  
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6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are threatened/ endangered species populations stable or increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  
Only chowsingha population stable 

Some threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

 
6.2 Are biological communities at a mix of ages and spacings that will support native biodiversity? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Biological communities unlikely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Poor  
 

Some biological communities likely to be able to 
sustain native biodiversity. 

Fair  

Most biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Good  

All biological communities likely to be able to sustain 
native biodiversity. 

Very good  

 
6.3 Have the threats to the site being abated/ minimized? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threats to the site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  
 

Some threats to the site have been abated. Fair  

Most threats to the site have been abated. Good  

All threats to the site have been abated. Very good  
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6.4 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor   

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good  

 
6.5 Are neighbours and adjacent communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Neighbours/adjacent communities are hostile. Poor   

Key neighbours/communities are supportive. Fair  

Most neighbours/communities are supportive of PA 
management. 

Good  

All neighbours and communities supportive of PA 
management. 

Very good  

 
6.6 Are cultural heritage assets protected? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Little or no management undertaken, or despite 
management efforts, deterioration of cultural heritage 
assets continues, or values are unknown. 

Poor  
 

Some management activity, but deterioration 
continues. 

Fair  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being redressed. 

Good  

Planned approach to management underway and 
deterioration of assets is being significantly redressed. 

Very good  
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MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 17.5 

49.2% 

2. Planning 10 10 100 52.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 15 

4. Process 05 10 50 32.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 20 

6. Outcomes 06 10 60 25 

Total 33  330* 162.5 

 
*  The six Framework Elements were subsequently assigned equal weightage of 100 each. The total MEE score 
is 600 out of which this site has score ---------------% 
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8.   PURNA WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, GUJARAT  

       MEE Year 2012-2013 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The sanctuary has good biodiversity values, with 110 species of plant, 142 species of 

bird, 24 species of mammal, 18 species of reptile and more than 3000 species of insect. 

2. The area is contiguous with forests of the Dang, Vyara and Valsad forest divisions, with an 

extent of around 3000 km2. The habitat of the sanctuary is intact and protected from 

external disturbances. 

3. Stakeholders participate in the planning processes, and EDC meetings are held to discuss 

relevant issues. 

4. Women participate in livelihood generation programmes conducted for the resource-

dependent community. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses  

1. According to the records, there are 27 villages in the fringe areas of the sanctuary, with 

more than 11,000 cattle and an equally large human population, which consumes 30 

tonnes of fuel wood each day. Grazing also exerts a considerable pressure. 

2. The staffs are not trained in managing and containing human–wildlife conflicts. 

3. There is a lack of wildlife-trained personnel, particularly among the frontline staff. 

4. The key faunal species, such as the Leopard, Cheetal and Sambhar, are declining. 

 

C. Actionable Points  

1. Forester-level posts should be filled on priority. 

2. The shortage of vehicles and buildings should be addressed in a phased manner for 

effective management. 

3. The involvement of NGOs in the management of the sanctuary should be encouraged. 
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1. Context 

1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, 
assessed or monitored. 

Poor  
 The Values of the sites are well 

documented. The vegetation 
classification of the area has been 
done. The faunal values have been 
described. A total of 110 species of 
plants have been identified. A total 
of 142 spp of birds, 24 spp. of 
mammals and 18 spp of reptiles and 
3000 species if insects have been 
identified from the area.  

Values generally identified but not 
systematically assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and 
assessed and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and 
assessed and monitored. 

Very good  

*Values would also include geo-morphological, historico-cultural and faunal and floral species. 

 
1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor  Management 
Plan 2001-
2011 

Threats to floral species 
have been identified as 
per the management 
plan 2001-2011.  A total 
of 7 natural threats and 
12 man made threats 
have been identified 

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

* This assessment should be based on number, nature and extent of threats. Threats within and outside PA should both be 
considered. Impacts, if any on the population abundance of key species may be indicated in the remarks. 

 
1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The site has extensive 
human and biotic 
interference. 

Poor 
 

District statistical 
information , 
district Panchayat 
Dangs 1990-
1991.  
Management 
Plan 2002-2011 
Draft New 
management 
plan 2013-2023 
is under 
finalization at the 
DCF level 

The site has 27 villages in the sanctuary area. All 
the villages are located on the fringe areas in the 
sanctuary. A total population of 6542 cattle, 1732 
buffaloes, 3173 goats and sheep exist in the 
villages in the sanctuary area. There are a total of 
13845 individuals residing in the 27 villages as per 
1993 census. the mean population of village is 532 
with 70-80 families per village. as per the 
management plan the average consumption of fire 
wood is 30 tonnes per day being consumed by 
2000 families of 26 villages. Grazing is also 
reported as one of the threats to the sanctuary. 

The site has some 
human and biotic 
interference. 

Fair 
 

The site has little human 
and biotic interference. 

Good 
 

The site has no human 
and biotic interference. 

Very good 
 

*This assessment should be based on existence of human settlements/ villages; livestock grazing, cultivation, 
encroachments etc, resource extraction/ livelihood dependence of local communities and should reflect the overall 
interference due to all the above factors. Number and size of human settlements/ enclaved villages and their impacts  on the 
site may be indicated in the Remarks. 
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2. Planning 
 
2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor  Gazette 
Notification 21st 
July 1990. 

The core, buffer and tourism 
zones are properly identified 
and also notified. The 
management plan also 
described the zone 
management plans 

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically 
categorized with proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

Management prescriptions for various zones (Core, Buffer, Tourism etc) may be carefully assessed. 
 

2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  Minutes of 
the second 
meeting of 
management 
plan. 

The first management plan of 
the sanctuary was prepared in 
year 2002 and was valid till 
2011. The management plan is 
under revision and the new 
management plan 2013-2023 
is under finalization at the DCF 
level. 

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a 
participatory process. 

Very good  

Is the Management Plan consistent with WII Guidelines or not? The extent to which the concerns of the stakeholders, if any  
have been incorporated in the Management Plan may be commented upon. 

 
2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and 
update of Management Plan. 

Poor  
Management Plan 
2002-2011 
 
Draft New 
management plan 
2013-2023 is under 
finalization at the 
DCF level 

The first management 
plan was for 2002-2011 
and the second 
management plan is 
under preparation. 
Local people were also 
consulted in the 
preparation of the 
management plan. 

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  
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2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the 
threatened biodiversity values. 

Poor  
Management Plan 
2002-2011 
 
Draft New 
management plan 
2013-2023 is 
under finalization 
at the DCF level 

The Sanctuary has a total area of 
160.8451 sq.km. The area is 
contiguous with the RF & PF of 
Dang forest divisions, Vyara forest 
division. the habitat in the 
sanctuary area is intact and 
protected from external 
disturbance. 

Sites safeguards a few threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of 
threatened biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Very good  

* Remarks need to elaborate on the kind of safeguards and how they work or are intended to work 

 
2.5 Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder 
participation in planning. 

Poor  
 Stakeholder participation is 

been undertaken for some of 
the aspects related to the 
planning process. EDC 
meetings are held to discuss the 
issues related to the PA 
management. The draft 
management plan shall also be 
discussed with the EDC's. 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning 
processes. 

Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically 
participate in all planning processes. 

Very good  

* The result of participation must show in the field and not merely reported as a routine exercise. Further, is there a 
system/scope of putting the draft Management Plan in Public Domain in place? 
 

2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely 
adhoc. 

Poor  
Management 
Plan 2002-
2011 
 
Draft New 
management 
plan 2013-
2023 is under 
finalization at 
the DCF level 

Habitat management and 
restoration programme are 
routinely planned and are 
described in the 
management plan. Chital 
breeding centre has been 
established to increase the 
chital population in the 
sanctuary area.  

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are 
in place for habitat restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally 
well planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  

* This assessment should be primarily based on habitat management programmes in relation to habitats for species that are 
threatened (IUCN categories), are habitat specialists, subjected to seasonal movements, wide ranging with emphasis on the 
breeding and rearing habitat and may include factors such as food, water, shelter (all connotations).Habitat structure, 
composition, unique patches of vegetation and sensitive sites, sources of water and their distribution are integral. Corridors 
within buffer zone are critically important. For example, all riparian habitats. Have these been addressed? Is their a planning 
process in place? What is the extent of ‘invasive species in the Site? Are there any measures to reduce/ remove them? 
Have these been successful? 
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2.7 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Management Plan 
2002-2011 
 
Draft New 
management plan 
2013-2023 is under 
finalization at the 
DCF level 

The Wildlife crime cell headed by SP 
conducts regular meetings. There are a 
total of 10 chowkies inside the sanctuary 
manned with guards and watchers who 
regularly and routinely patrol the area. 
There is an anti poaching squad and a 
striking force unit headed by RFO which 
can swing into action in case of any 
emergency. The sanctuary has a fully 
function wireless system with a proper 
reporting system. 

Site has an adhoc protection 
strategy. 

Fair  

Site has a comprehensive 
protection strategy but is not 
very effective. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive and 
very effective protection 
strategy. 

Very good  

* This assessment takes inter-alia into account the nature of threats, the number and location of patrolling camps and foot 
and mobile patrolling, needs that relate to available manpower, terrain difficulties, practicability of area coverage, readiness 
to contain specific threats with necessary support and facilities. Is there any coordination with other wings of the Forest 
Department/ Police/ Customs etc? Are these effective? 

 
2.8 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are 
rampant. 

Poor  
Compensation 
records 

There are a total of 19 incidence 
reported of leopard human conflict 
between 2005-06 to 2012-13. 
However there have been no reports 
of leopard human conflict from 2011 
to 2013, thus showing all attached 
were before 2011.  There are also 
instance of cattle and livestock lifting 
by leopard reported from the 
sanctuary. There are traps available  
with the sanctuary that are used to 
trap the problem animal in such 
cases. However the staff are not 
adequately trained on managing and  
containing human wildlife conflicts. 

Site has been able to mitigate few 
human-wildlife conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to mitigate 
many human-wildlife conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been able effective in 
mitigating all human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Very good  

 * Judgment needs to consider staff training, capabilities, equipment, logistics, local attitude and politics (negatively aided 
and/or abetted), assistance of relevant agencies (e.g. police. Local administration, Local people themselves) PR, follow-up 
actions and monitoring. Details of compensation paid for  human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 year may 
be collected. 
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2.9 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network landscape following the principles of the 
ecosystem approach? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Poor  
 The sanctuary is well connected 

with the forests of north and south 
dang forest division and also with 
vyara forest division. the area is 
also connected to valsad forest 
division. The sanctuary has a 
contiguous area of around 3000 
Sq. km. 

Some limited attempts to integrate 
the site into a network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well 
integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Very good  

* Assessment needs to consider the scope of opportunities on the landscape scale that exist. Consider whether any 
attempts have been made and what are these? Have all the important corridors been identified? What actions are 
planned/implemented for their security? Have the Forest Working Plans and Forest Development Corporation Plans within 
the identified landscapes taken cognizance of such new requirement? What kind of relationship exists with the District  
Administration and  other Line Departments? Does the Site get any funds from these agencies? 
 

3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel adequate, well organised and deployed with access to adequate resources in the 

site? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management 
Plan 2002-2011 
 
Draft New 
management 
plan 2013-2023 
is under 
finalization at the 
DCF level 

Of a total 
sanctioned 40 
posts at field 
level 34 are filled. 
there is a gap 
observed at the 
Forester level 
where the 
sanctioned posts 
do not match the 
filled post. Most 
of the field staff 
as above the 
average age of 
40 years. 

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* This assessment should inter-alia be based on number of personnel allocated for attainment of PA objectives at the Range 
, Round, Beat and Patrolling camps levels or as relevant to the needs (sanctioned posts vis- a- vis existing personnel and 
needs beyond the sanctioned strengths. It is possible that posts have last been sanctioned several years back that do not 
now account for the current needs) 
 
 

3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) adequate, well organised and managed with 
access to adequate resources? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, resources 
explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management Plan 
2002-2011 
 
Draft New management 
plan 2013-2023 is 
under finalization at the 
DCF level. 
 
Table provided on 
details of equipments 
and weapons of Purna 
Sanctuary area. 

There are a total of one truck, 
one tractor, one Eicher tempo, 
one Mahindra jeep, two pickup 
and one Tata sumo. there is 
shortage of vehicles at the range 
level. There is no shortage of 
buildings. The department has 9 
GPS, 44 walkie-talkies, 3 camera, 
8 binoculars,  4  32-bore revolver, 
4 38-bore revolver and 31 12-
bore guns that are used in 
achieving specific management 
objectives.  

Some resources explicitly 
allocated for PA management 
but not systematically linked 
to management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly 
allocated towards 
achievement of specific 
management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly 
allocated towards 
achievement of specific 
management objectives. 

Very good  

* These form a variety of resources. These may be segregated into immovable (structures) and movable categories and 
each further may be considered under the essential and desirable categories. It is best to start with what are the minimum 
needs to attain each objective, what is available and manner of use/deployment. The proportions of the ‘essentials’ and 
‘desirables’ along the importance gradient of objectives would serve as pointers for score categories. Specific remarks would 
be vitally important. 

 
3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc, funds are 
inadequate and seldom released in 
time and not utilized. 

Poor  
APO 2010-11  

10th may 2010 for Rs. 52.23 lacs 
Got 21st March 2011,  12.41 lacs 
released, 12.41 utilized. 
 
2011-12 
24th October 2011, 6.93 crores 
2nd Feb 2012 got 37.48 lacs  fully 
utilized. 
 
2012-13 
20th July 2012  
1.22,  crores 
Relased on 7th November 2012 
24.40 lacs, fully utilized. 
 

Some specific allocation for 
management of priority action. Funds 
are inadequate and there is some delay 
in release, partially utilized. 

Fair  

Comprehensive planning and allocation 
that meets the most important 
objectives. Generally funds released 
with not much delay and mostly utilized. 

Good  

Comprehensive planning and allocation 
of resources for attainment of most 
objectives. Funds generally released 
on-time and are fully utilized. 

Very good  

*Obtain details of funds released by MoEF and their utilization by site in the last 3 years and indicate them under ‘Remarks’. 
Also comment on the problems associated with funds and their mitigation. 
 

3.4 What level of resources is provided by NGOs? 

Assessment criteria* 
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Condition* Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the site. Poor   The involvement 
of NGOs in 
assisting in the 
management of 
the NP is very 
limited.  

NGOs make some contribution to management of the site but 
opportunities for collaboration are not systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and negotiated 
for the management of some site level activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and negotiated 
for the management of many site level activities. 

Very good  

Details of contributions(cash/kind) made by the NGOs in the last 3 years may be collected. 
 

3.5 Does PA manager considers resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor   The human resource is not 
considered sufficient. Right now the 
sanctuary staff also looks after the 
territorial forests. There is a need to 
have separate staff completely 
dedicated for Sanctuary 
management. 
The resources provided under CSS 
and state grants are generally not 
sufficient to meet out the 
requirements of the sanctuary. 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good 

 

 

4. Process 
 

4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor   There is only one 
ACF trained from 
WII in certificate 
course. Apart 
from this there 
are no officers 
trained in PA 
management. 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted 
in the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff 
are posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the 
site. 

Very good  

* Indicate % of trained staff in various categories. i.e. Higher Management: ACF/ DCF/ CF/ CCF; Frontline Staff: Range 
Officer; Beat Officer; Forest Guard; Casual Daily Labour (CDL); Others. 

4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 
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No linkage between staff performance management and 
management objectives. 

Poor  
 The staff 

performance 
management is 
considered based 
on the 
achievements in 
meeting out the 
objectives and the 
strategies of the 
sanctuary.  

Some linkage between staff performance management and 
management objectives, but not consistently or 
systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly linked to 
achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked to 
achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

*Has the PA staff received award/ appreciation from any agency in the last 3 years? 

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor   There are a total of 24 EDC's 
active in the sanctuary. Public 
participation is used in large 
number of PA management 
issues by way of regular 
meetings of EDC which is 
held at least once in three 
months. The forest and 
wildlife related works are 
carried out by local people.  

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of 
PA management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation 
in all important aspects of PA management. Very good  

* Participation would include Conservation & awareness programmes, Census operations, Intelligence gathering, Forest fire 
control etc. 

 
4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  Complaint 
Register (File) 

The complaints are 
received by ACF level 
person who maintains a 
file of complaints. In last 
three years a total of six 
RTI complaints were filed 
and the information was 
provided to all the six 
applicants within 
stipulated time of 30 days. 

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow 
up provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively 
to most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

* Number of queries made and response thereof under the Right to Information (RTI), Act in the last 3 years may be 
compiled. 
 

4.5 Does PA management addresses the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially of women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 
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No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
 30 SHG have been created. 

There are 20 women  in each 
SHG. Two groups of women 
have been trained on imitation 
jewelry and vegetable 
production, and there are 
plans to undertake more 
livelihood generation program 
for resource dependent 
community especially women.  

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed 
by PA management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent 
communities especially women are 
addressed effectively by PA managers. 

Very good  

 

5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no information on PA 
management publicly available. 

Poor  
 There is information 

available on the tourism 
facility on the  Gujarat 
tourism website. Other than 
this a very generic 
information is available 
regarding sanctuary on 
Gujarat Forest Department 
website. 

Publicly available information is 
general and has limited relevance to 
management accountability and the 
condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information 
provides detailed insight into major 
management issues for most PAs or 
groups of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely 
provided on management and 
condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  

* Does the Site has a website? If yes, is it comprehensive, well-managed and periodically updated?  
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5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at 
odds with relevant PA category 
and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
Tourist Register & 
Management Plan 
2002-2011 
 
Draft New 
management plan 
2013-2023 is 
under finalization 
at the DCF level 

2010-11 4035 tourists 
 
2011-12 7037 tourists 
 
In the year 2012-13  a total 7530 
tourists  
 
Ten tents, 4 huts and two cottages 
with 4 rooms at Mahal. The 
infrastructure  is generally sufficient. 
There is no well defined system of 
garbage disposal. visitor feedback 
registers are maintained at the 
camp site.  

Visitor services and facilities 
generally accord with relevant PA 
category and don't threaten PA 
values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities 
accord with relevant PA category 
and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities 
accord with relevant PA category 
and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

* Include the existence and quality of visitor and interpretation centers, including skills and capabilities of personnel manning 
these, site related publications, films, videos; arrangements of stay (including places serving refreshments and food owned 
and managed by site), watch towers and hides including safety factors, vehicles assigned for visitors including riding 
elephants, if any and their deployment, drinking water, rest rooms, garbage disposal, attended and self guided services in 
the field, visitor feed back on the quality of wilderness experience. Details of numbers of visitors/ tourists( both domestic and  
overseas)  coming in the last 3 years and the revenue earned may be compiled. 
 

5.3 Are research/ monitoring related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported and 
used to improve management? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine 
reporting of trends. 

Poor  
 So far very little research has 

been carried out in the 
Sanctuary, like some 
Biodiversity studies that were 
conducted by GEER 
Foundation. In addition few new 
research projects have been 
recently initiated. 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but 
neither systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive 
reporting of trends undertaken and attempts 
made at course corrections as relevant. 

Very good  

* Not all site attract projects and researchers and with exceptions, little research takes place on the site own steam because 
of systemic limitations. However, monitoring of some critical issues is expected e.g. population of tiger, co-predators and 
prey with insights into their demography and distribution (some opportunistic sampling by sightings, signs and spatial 
distribution during assessment would be extremely useful in terms of expert impression and as a pulse), monitoring 
incidence of livestock grazing, fires, weeds, sources of water, a variety of illegal activities typically associated with the 
reserve, wildlife health (e.g. epidemics, immunization of livestock) regeneration and change in vegetation, visitors and their 
activities, offence cases, ex-gratia payments etc.  Details of number of research projects in the last 3 years, institutions 
involved, salient  outcomes may be collected and used in awarding scores. 
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5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 
infrastructure/assets? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor   Systematic 
inventory 
exist but 
funds 
available are 
inadequate. 

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the maintenance schedule. Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for maintenance schedule but 
funds are inadequately made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for maintenance schedule and 
adequate funds are made available. 

Very good  

 

6. Outcomes 
6.1 Are populations of threatened species especially key faunal species declining, stable or 

increasing? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations declining. Poor  Census 
records 

The populations 
of key faunal 
species like 
leopard, chital 
sambar are on 
decline. 

Some threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations increasing, 
most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

* This needs to practically relate to the natural ecosystem potential rather than being driven merely by numbers and visibility. 
The assessment score may be elaborated under remarks. Comments on the population trends may be made under 
Remarks. 

 
6.2 Have the threats to the site being reduced/ minimized or is there an increase? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats to the Site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  
Management 
Plan 2002 to 
2011 

There are 26 villages in the 
periphery of the Sanctuary which 
exerts tremendous pressure on 
account of issue of gun licenses 
for crop protection and there is not 
many instances of illicit removal of 
timber. There is tremendous 
grazing pressure and man-animal 
conflict due to cattle lifting by 
carnivores. The management has 
taken sufficient actions and 
measures for fire protection and 
instances of fire are moderate.   

Some threats to the Site have abated, others 
continue their presence 

Fair  

Most threats to the Site have abated. The few 
remaining are vigorously being addressed 

Good  

All threats to the Site have been effectively 
contained and an efficient system is in place to 
deal with any emerging situation 

Very good  

 

6.3 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  Visitor Record Book 
and Management 
Plan 2002-2011 

There is 
tremendous tourism 
potential because 
of rich forest and 
wildlife. The 
visitation is not very 
high and the 
visitors are 
generally satisfied.  

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good 
 

* Is there any system of receiving/ analyzing visitor feedback? 
 

6.4 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor   The villages work in 
close consultation with 
the Forest Department 
and are supportive in 
the PA management 
as they help in all 
forest related activities 

Some are supportive. Fair  

Most locals are supportive of PA management. Good  

All local communities supportive of PA management. 
Very good  

* There could be many reasons for disenchantment. It could be real because of managerial neglect or the managerial efforts 
could be appropriate but there could be local elements/organizations who would like to keep the dis-affectation simmering 
for their own ulterior motives. Likewise success could be entirely because of the efforts of managers or they might be 
fortunate in striking partnerships with credible NGOs. Assessment may take the prevailing causes into account. 
 
 
 

MEE Score Card 
Framework 

Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 20 

64.17 % 

2. Planning 09 10 90 70 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 30 

4. Process 05 10 50 27.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 22.5 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 22.5 

Total 30  300 192.5 
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9.  KHIJADIYA WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, GUJARAT 

     MEE Year (2015-16) 

Management Strengths 
1. The sanctuary is an extension of a large aquatic ecosystem including a marine NP and WLS and extensive salt pans, 

extending from dry land to deep into the sea and coastal islands. Thus, along with the adjoining PAs, it offers the local and 

wintering birds of the region a huge diversity of habitats, fresh water to marine. 

2. The sanctuary is on the north–south route of the migratory birds as a large number of birds use the surroundings of the 

sanctuary even in years when the rainfall is low. 

3. The sanctuary is close to a big city, which can act as a source of visitors. 

4. The sanctuary has no conflict with the local population as there is virtually no dependence of the people on the resources 

of the sanctuary. 

 

Management Weaknesses 
1. The sanctuary is completely rain-fed and suffers from a serious water deficit in most years. Whereas this diverts the bird 

populations elsewhere, the lack of birds in the sanctuary disappoints visitors, who can see more birds outside than inside 

the sanctuary. 

2. The sanctuary has no staff members trained in wildlife or wetland management except the CCF. 

3. The sanctuary has no website, and not much information is available in the public domain. 

4. There is a 40% shortage of staff, which creates serious administrative problems. 

 

Actionable Points 
1. As the sanctuary is a very small part of a large aquatic ecosystem consisting of the neighbouring salt fields, marine 

sanctuary and marine NP, the entire landscape should be managed under a single integrated management plan so that the 

needs of the species inhabiting areas outside the PA are also looked into. 

2. The heavy infestation of the sanctuary by Prosopis juliflora needs to be actively managed as it has now become a serious 

disincentive for the birds to land in the sanctuary. The woody vegetation of the sanctuary needs to be heavily thinned to 

expose the ground to birds, and only roosting trees should be retained in the sanctuary. 

3. Although large populations of birds can be seen even outside the sanctuary, bird-watching facilities are available only in 

the sanctuary. As there are virtually no birds in the sanctuary during dry years and seasons, there is intense visitor 

dissatisfaction. Therefore, the possibilities of maintaining small water bodies artificially round the year in the visitor area 

must be explored. 

4. Birding trails should be created deep inside the sanctuary so that all parts can be visited. At present, there is no supervision 

in the interior of the sanctuary due to the limited number of walking trails. 
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1. Context 
 
1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  
Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The site is a small 
coastal wetland 
and is in 
migratory route of 
the birds. 

Values generally identified but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and assessed and 
monitored. 

Very good  

*Values would also include geo-morphological, historico-cultural and faunal and floral species. 
 

1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24). Field Visit 

Threats such as 
fuelwood collection, 
grazing have been 
clearly identified. 
During field visit these 
threats were not seen 
to be so serious. 

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

* This assessment should be based on number, nature and extent of threats. Threats within and outside PA should both be 
considered. Impacts, if any on the population abundance of key species may be indicated in the remarks. 

 
1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The site has extensive human and 
biotic interference. 

Poor 
 

Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-24)  

The site has 4 villages on the 
periphery with human 
population of 17607 and 
livestock population of about 
5000 livestock. But the 
community dependence is 
low. There is no 
encroachment. 

The site has some human and biotic 
interference. 

Fair 
 

The site has little human and biotic 
interference. 

Good 
 

The site has no human and biotic 
interference. 

Very good 
 

*This assessment should be based on existence of human settlements/ villages; livestock grazing, cultivation, 
encroachments etc, resource extraction/ livelihood dependence of local communities and should reflect the overall 
interference due to all the above factors. Number and size of human settlements/ enclaved villages and their impacts  on the 
site may be indicated in the Remarks. 

2. Planning 
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2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) and MEE 
information 
provided. 

The PA is notified 
as WLS and has 
zonation. The 
surrounding area 
is proposed as 
ESZ. 

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically categorized 
with proper zonation plans. 

Very good  

Management prescriptions for various zones (Core, Buffer, Tourism etc) may be carefully assessed. 
 

2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The management 
plan is based on 
WII guidelines. 
The plan is 
comprehensive 
with useful 
information. 

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  

Is the Management Plan consistent with WII Guidelines or not? The extent to which the concerns of the stakeholders, if any  
have been incorporated in the Management Plan may be commented upon. 
 

2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update 
of Management Plan. 

Poor  
Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The first 
management plan 
was for 2002-
2011. The current 
management plan 
is second in the 
series.  

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc 
manner. 

Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically 
updated. 

Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. 

Very good  

 

2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria* 
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Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24). Field visit. 

The Site is a 
small wetland and 
a notified WLS.  
The habitat 
conditions are 
good. No decline 
in the populations 
of birds has been 
recorded. The 
trend of offences 
has been on 
decline recently. 
The sanctuary is 
situated adjoining 
the marine 
national park and 
sanctuary and is 
surrounded by 
vast salt 
manufacturing 
pans which 
support rich avi 
fauna even in low 
rainfall years. 

Sites safeguards a few threatened biodiversity values. Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened biodiversity values. 

Very good  

* Remarks need to elaborate on the kind of safeguards and how they work or are intended to work 

 
2.8  Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation in 
planning. 

Poor  
Interaction with 
Khijadia EDC 
Head 

The EDC and 
other 
stakeholders are 
regularly 
consulted on the 
protection and 
conservation 
measures. The 
draft 
management 
plan was not put 
in public domain. 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate in 
all planning processes. 

Very good  

* The result of participation must show in the field and not merely reported as a routine exercise. Further, is there a 
system/scope of putting the draft Management Plan in Public Domain in place? 
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2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24). Field Visit. 

The management 
plan has provision 
for habitat 
improvement and 
restoration. 
Prosopis removal 
has been 
undertaken to 
improve habitat. 
Deepening of 
silted water 
bodies is going 
one. 

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for habitat restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally well 
planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  

* This assessment should be primarily based on habitat management programmes in relation to habitats for species that are 
threatened (IUCN categories), are habitat specialists, subjected to seasonal movements, wide ranging with emphasis on the 
breeding and rearing habitat and may include factors such as food, water, shelter (all connotations).Habitat structure, 
composition, unique patches of vegetation and sensitive sites, sources of water and their distribution are integral. Corridors 
within buffer zone are critically important. For example, all riparian habitats. Have these been addressed? Is their a planning 
process in place? What is the extent of ‘invasive species in the Site? Are there any measures to reduce/ remove them? 
Have these been successful? 
 

2.7 Does the site have an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24). Pers. Com 
(FD, Mr. 
Shayamal 
Tikedar) 

The management 
plan outlays broad 
strategy for 
improving 
protection of the 
PA. This includes 
providing 
manpower, fire-
arms and check 
posts. The 
sanctuary does no 
face any serious 
threat requiring 
strong protection 
measures. 

Site has an adhoc protection strategy. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive protection strategy but is 
not very effective. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive and very effective 
protection strategy. 

Very good  

* This assessment takes inter-alia into account the nature of threats, the number and location of patrolling camps and foot 
and mobile patrolling, needs that relate to available manpower, terrain difficulties, practicability of area coverage, readiness 
to contain specific threats with necessary support and facilities. Is there any coordination with other wings of the Forest 
Department/ Police/ Customs etc? Are these effective? 
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2.8 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are rampant. Poor  Management 
plan (2014-15 to 
23-24). Meeting 
with Khijadia 
EDC head. 

The locals suffer 
due to crop 
damage by nilgai 
and wild boar. 
But there is no 
antagonism 
between the 
management and 
local 
communities. 

Site has been able to mitigate few human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to mitigate many human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been effective in mitigating all human-wildlife 
conflicts. Very good  

* Judgment needs to consider staff training, capabilities, equipment, logistics, local attitude and politics (negatively aided 
and/or abetted), assistance of relevant agencies (e.g. police. Local administration, Local people themselves) PR, follow-up 
actions and monitoring. Details of compensation paid for human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 year may be 
collected. 
 

2.9 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network landscape following the principles of the 
ecosystem approach? 

 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider network/ landscape. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24).  

The site an 
extension of the 
Marine National 
Park and WLS. It 
is connected with 
Gulf Kachchh. It 
is in the route of 
birds migrating 
from Iran  

Some limited attempts to integrate the site into a 
network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well integrated into a network/ 
landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider network/ landscape. 
Very good  

* Assessment needs to consider the scope of opportunities on the landscape scale that exist. Consider whether any 
attempts have been made and what are these? Have all the important corridors been identified? What actions are 
planned/implemented for their security? Have the Forest Working Plans and Forest Development Corporation Plans within 
the identified landscapes taken cognizance of such new requirement? What kind of relationship exists with the District  
Administration and  other Line Departments? Does the Site get any funds from these agencies? 
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3. Inputs 
 
3.1 Are personnel adequate, well organised and deployed with access to adequate resources in the 

site? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management 
plan (2014-15 to 
23-24). MEE 
information 
(Annex 1). Per 
Comm Mr. 
Shyamal Tikedar 

 As per 
management 
plan the staff 
strength is 
inadequate. Even 
in the sanctioned 
posts there is 
about 40% 
vacancy – with 
no check posts. 
The staff has 
vehicles and 
wireless.  

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* This assessment should inter-alia be based on number of personnel allocated for attainment of PA objectives at the Range 
, Round, Beat and Patrolling camps levels or as relevant to the needs (sanctioned posts vis- a- vis existing personnel and 
needs beyond the sanctioned strengths. It is possible that posts have last been sanctioned several years back that do not 
now account for the current needs) 

 
3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) adequate, well organised and managed with 

access to adequate resources? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar 

The site has 
three four 
wheelers, one 
motorcycle, 
wireless stations, 
and 6 watch 
towers. GPS, 
binoculars, 
telescope are 
available. 

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* These form a variety of resources. These may be segregated into immovable (structures) and movable categories and 
each further may be considered under the essential and desirable categories. It is best to start with what are the minimum 
needs to attain each objective, what is available and manner of use/deployment. The proportions of the ‘essentials’ and 
‘desirables’ along the importance gradient of objectives would serve as pointers for score categories. Specific remarks would 
be vitally important. 
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3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc, funds are inadequate 
and seldom released in time and not utilized. 

Poor  
Pers. 
 Comm.  

The funds 
availability is not 
adequate. 

Some specific allocation for management of priority 
action. Funds are inadequate and there is some delay 
in release, partially utilized. 

Fair  

Comprehensive planning and allocation that meets the 
most important objectives. Generally funds released 
with not much delay and mostly utilized. 

Good  

Comprehensive planning and allocation of resources 
for attainment of most objectives. Funds generally 
released on-time and are fully utilized. 

Very good  

*Obtain details of funds released by MoEF and their utilization by site in the last 3 years and indicate them under ‘Remarks’. 
Also comment on the problems associated with funds and their mitigation. 
 

3.4 What level of resources are provided by NGOs? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition* Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the site. Poor  Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar. 

No support has 
been provided by 
any NGO so far. NGOs make some contribution to management of the 

site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

Details of  contributions(cash/kind) made by the NGOs in the last 3 years may be collected. 
 

3.5 Does PA manager consider resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most tasks. Poor  Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar 

The resources 
available are not 
adequate. Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  
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4. Process 
 

4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar. 

The CCF is trained in 
wildlife management. 
Has a marine 
biologist. No other 
staff has had any 
training wetland or 
wildlife management. 

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted in 
the site. 

Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff are 
posted in the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the site. Very good  

* Indicate % of trained staff in various categories. i.e. Higher Management: ACF/ DCF/ CF/ CCF; Frontline Staff: Range 
Officer; Beat Officer; Forest Guard; Casual Daily Labour (CDL); Others. 
 

4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management and 
management objectives. 

Poor  
Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar 

No staff has ever 
been given 
awards or 
rewards for good 
performance. 

Some linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives, but not consistently or 
systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked to 
achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

*Has the PA staff received award/ appreciation from any agency in the last 3 years? 

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor  Pers. Comm. 
FD Mr. 
Shyamal. 

Local villagers, 
NGOs are involved in 
waterfowl census. 
The locals of Khijadia 
villagers provide 
information on illegal 
activities. Experts are 
involved in nature 
education camps.  

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects of 
PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of PA 
management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation in 
all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  

* Participation would include Conservation & awareness programmes, Census operations, Intelligence gathering, Forest fire 
control etc. 
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4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar 

The complaint 
registers are kept 
at Range office. 
Complaints are 
also directly 
received by the, 
Panchayat, 
Taluka, District 
and state 
complaint 
disposal centres 
from where these 
are sent to the 
WLS office. The 
follow up is 
limited 

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

* Number of queries made and response thereof under the Right to Information (RTI), Act in the last 3 years may be 
compiled. 
 

4.5 Does PA management address the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially of women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management plan 
2014-15 to 2023-
24. Pers. Comm. 
FD Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar. 

There is 1 EDC 
for Khijadia 
village. 
Ecotourism at 
Khijadia supports 
few guides. There 
is a SHG. Fruit 
trees plantation, 
guide training, 
sewing training, 
have been under 
taken up. There 
are 12 part time 
bird guides. 

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  
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5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  
Pers. Comm. FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar, field 
visit, website 
visit. 

Khijadia is at 
GSFD web site. 
No separate site 
for the PA has 
been 
constructed. 
Pamphlets/ 
brochures are 
available.  

Publicly available information is general and has 
limited relevance to management accountability and 
the condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight 
into major management issues for most PAs or groups 
of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  

* Does the Site has a website? If yes, is it comprehensive, well-managed and periodically updated?  

 
5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 

protected area category? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
Field Visit. The Ecotourism 

facilities with an 
Interpretation 
center are 
available. 10 
trained guides 
are available. Six 
Watch towers 
trails, benches, 
exist. Bird Guides 
are available. 

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. Very good  

* Include the existence and quality of visitor and interpretation centers, including skills and capabilities of personnel manning 
these, site related publications, films, videos; arrangements of stay (including places serving refreshments and food owned 
and managed by site), watch towers and hides including safety factors, vehicles assigned for visitors including riding 
elephants, if any and their deployment, drinking water, rest rooms, garbage disposal, attended and self guided services in 
the field, visitor feed back on the quality of wilderness experience. Details of numbers of visitors/ tourists( both domestic and  
overseas)  coming in the last 3 years and the revenue earned may be compiled. 
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5.3 Are research/ monitoring related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported and 
used to improve management? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine reporting of 
trends. 

Poor  
Management 
plan 2014-15 to 
2023-24. Pers. 
Comm. FD Mr. 
Shyamal Tikedar 

Regular research 
has been done in 
past. There is a  
Waterfowl 
census is 
conducted every 
two years. A 
Marine Biologist 
exists to help in 
research and 
monitoring. 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive 
reporting of trends undertaken and attempts 
made at course corrections as relevant. 

Very good  

* Not all site attract projects and researchers and with exceptions, little research takes place on the site own steam because 
of systemic limitations. However, monitoring of some critical issues is expected e.g. population of tiger, co-predators and 
prey with insights into their demography and distribution (some opportunistic sampling by sightings, signs and spatial 
distribution during assessment would be extremely useful in terms of expert impression and as a pulse), monitoring 
incidence of livestock grazing, fires, weeds, sources of water, a variety of illegal activities typically associated with the 
reserve, wildlife health (e.g. epidemics, immunization of livestock) regeneration and change in vegetation, visitors and their 
activities, offence cases, ex-gratia payments etc.  Details of number of research projects in the last 3 years, institutions 
involved, salient  outcomes may be collected and used in awarding scores. 
 

5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 
infrastructure/assets? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  Management 
plan 2014-15 to 
2023-24. Pers. 
Comm. FD Mr. 
Shyamal Tikedar 

Regular 
maintenance of 
infrastructure is 
done and funds 
are available.  

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. 

Very good  
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6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are populations of threatened species especially key faunal species declining, stable or 

increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  
Pers Comm FD 
Mr. Shyamal 
Tikedar  

There is biannual 
assessment of 
populations, but 
there is no 
analysis of the 
trends. There is 
no regular 
monitoring of bird 
populations. 
There is no clear 
trend on 
population. The 
bird population 
varies based on 
rainfall, global 
patterns and 
climate change. 
This is because 
of very low 
rainfall, the WLS 
is dry and bird 
population is very 
low  

Some threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

* This needs to practically relate to the natural ecosystem potential rather than being driven merely by numbers and visibility. 
The assessment score may be elaborated under remarks. Comments on the population trends may be made under 
Remarks. 

 
6.2 Have the threats to the site being reduced/ minimized or is there an increase? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats to the Site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  
Pers. Comm FD 
Shyamal Tikedar 

The PA faces no 
major threat as 
there is no 
human/livestock 
population inside. 
There is no 
encroachment 
and no records of 
poaching. 

Some threats to the Site have abated, others continue 
their presence 

Fair  

Most threats to the Site have abated. The few 
remaining are vigorously being addressed 

Good  

All threats to the Site have been effectively contained 
and an efficient system is in place to deal with any 
emerging situation 

Very good  
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6.3 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  Interactions with 
visitors. 

People give 
mixed reactions 
based on sighting 
of birds. Since 
the WLS is dry 
this year, not 
many tourists 
visited the WLS. 
Although the 
sanctuary has no 
winter visitors, 
there is plenty  of 
avifauna in the 
salt pans and 
marine sanctuary 
areas adjoining 
the Khijadia bird 
sanctuary. 

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are met. Very good 

 

* Is there any system of receiving/ analyzing visitor feedback? 
 

6.4 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor  Interactions with 
Khijadia EDC 
representatives. 

Local 
communalities 
are supportve of 
the PA 
management. 
This was the 
general 
sentiment 
expressed during 
interaction with 
Kijadia EDC.  

Some are supportive. Fair  

Most locals are supportive of PA management. Good  

All local communities supportive of PA management. 

Very good  

* There could be many reasons for disenchantment. It could be real because of managerial neglect or the managerial efforts 
could be appropriate but there could be local elements/organizations who would like to keep the dis-affectation simmering 
for their own ulterior motives. Likewise success could be entirely because of the efforts of managers or they might be 
fortunate in striking partnerships with credible NGOs. Assessment may take the prevailing causes into account. 
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MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 27.5 

65% 

2. Planning 09 10 90 72.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 22.5 

4. Process 05 10 50 22 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 25 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 25 

Total 30  300 195 
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10.  NAL SAROVAR BIRD SANCTUARY, GUJARAT 

       MEE Year (2015-16) 

Management Strengths 
1. This is the largest natural shallow lake in India. It is listed as a Ramsar wetland and is home to a very impressive diversity of 

birds. 

2. It is a priority conservation area of the state due to the international recognition. Therefore it gets adequate financial 

resources for protection and management. 

3. The sanctuary is well known in tourism circles and can easily become an international birding destination. 

 

Management Weaknesses 

1. Nearly 35% of the staff positions are vacant, and most of the staff are past their prime. None of the personnel has had any 

training in wildlife management. 

2. Although the sanctuary has great tourism potential, visitors are not allowed to go out of a 5 km2 tourism zone. This has 

overburdened the tourism zone with heavy numbers of visitors, and the visitors miss the environment of a bird sanctuary. 

A visit to this sanctuary has virtually become an urban boating experience rather than being a connection with nature. 

3. The incidence of bird trapping is high, which indicates an inherent weakness of the management of the sanctuary. As most 

of the cases are not registered as offences, the threat to the biodiversity of the sanctuary does not get the attention of the 

authorities to the extent it deserves. 

4. The interaction of the park management with visitors is minimal due to the shortage of staff members. Therefore, the 

management misses out on converting the visitors into nature lovers. 

 

Actionable Points 
1. The sanctuary is a unique ecological entity in India. Perhaps there is no other shallow lake like this one in the country 

except some deltaic formations. The following actions are suggested to improve the conservation of the sanctuary lake: 

2. In view of the ever-present threat of poaching, the strength and quality of the staff need to be improved. More young 

officials should be posted at the lower ranks, and they should be properly trained in wetland management. 

3. The sanctuary seems to suffer from a serious shortage of bird perches and roosting facilities as there are no trees except 

on the fringes. Therefore, the management should consider developing floating perches, suited to the needs of target 

species, to ameliorate this shortage. 

4. As the economy around the lake has been traditionally dependent upon the resources of the lake, in the form of bird 

poaching, fishing and grazing, the management should pitch strongly for providing the local people with alternative 

livelihoods. Unless their livelihood issues are resolved, the sanctuary will not be safe from conflict and pilfering. 

5. At present, tourism in the sanctuary is limited to only one location and only one activity (boating). As a result, the location 

is overcrowded and the visitor experience is not good. Moreover, the visitor does not go back with the feeling of having 

experienced serenity and peace in the wilderness. Due to the limitation of having to operate tourism activities in a small 

tourism zone, the residents of only one or two villages benefit in economic terms, while the other villages continue to be 

busy with poaching and fishing. It is, therefore, suggested that rather than limiting the tourism to the existing tourism 

zone, efforts should be made to spread it thinly all over the lake so that no part of the lake is overused and more villages 

can participate in providing tourism-related services. This will also improve the protection of the lake as tourism 

automatically brings better protection to natural resources. 
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1. Context 
 
1.1 Are the values of the site well documented, assessed and monitored? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Values not systematically documented, assessed or 
monitored. 

Poor  
Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The site is the 
largest shallow 
water lake in India 
and is a Ramsar 
Site. 

Values generally identified but not systematically 
assessed and monitored. 

Fair  

Most values systematically identified and assessed 
and monitored. 

Good  

All values systematically identified and assessed and 
monitored. 

Very good  

*Values would also include geo-morphological, historico-cultural and faunal and floral species. 
 

1.2 Are the threats to site values well documented and assessed? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats not systematically documented or assessed. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

Threats have 
been clearly 
identified in 
SWOT analysis 

Threats generally identified but not systematically 
assessed. 

Fair  

Most threats systematically identified and assessed. Good  

All threats systematically identified and assessed. Very good  

* This assessment should be based on number, nature and extent of threats. Threats within and outside PA should both be 
considered. Impacts, if any on the population abundance of key species may be indicated in the remarks. 
 

1.3 Is the site free from human and biotic interference? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The site has extensive human and biotic interference. Poor  Management 
plan (2014-15 to 
23-24) and MEE 
information 
provided (Annex 
1) 

The site has 14 
villages on the 
periphery. Of these, 
10 villages with 
population of 38201 
are more critical. 
Padhar tribals are 
involved in regular 
hunting of birds.  

The site has some human and biotic interference. Fair  

The site has little human and biotic interference. Good  

The site has no human and biotic interference. Very good 

 

*This assessment should be based on existence of human settlements/ villages; livestock grazing, cultivation, 
encroachments etc, resource extraction/ livelihood dependence of local communities and should reflect the overall 
interference due to all the above factors. Number and size of human settlements/ enclaved villages and their impacts  on the 
site may be indicated in the Remarks. 
 

2. Planning 
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2.1 Is the site properly identified (NP/WLS) and categorized (in terms of zonation) to achieve the 

objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not identified correctly or categorized. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) and MEE 
information 
provided (Annex 
1) 

The PA is notified 
as WLS and its 
core area, tourism 
zone and buffer 
zone have been 
clearly identified.. 
The surrounding 
area is proposed 
as ESZ. 

Site identified correctly but not categorized. Fair  

Site identified correctly but not systematically 
categorized. 

Good  

Site identified correctly and systematically categorized 
with proper zonation plans. Very good  

Management prescriptions for various zones (Core, Buffer, Tourism etc) may be carefully assessed. 
 

2.2 Does the site have a comprehensive Management Plan? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No relevant Management Plan in place. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The management 
plan is broadly 
based on WII 
guidelines. 

Management Plan exist but not comprehensive. Fair  

Site has a comprehensive Management Plan. Good  

Site has a comprehensive, science based 
Management Plan prepared through a participatory 
process. 

Very good  

Is the Management Plan consistent with WII Guidelines or not? The extent to which the concerns of the stakeholders, if any  
have been incorporated in the Management Plan may be commented upon. 
 

2.3 Is the Management Plan routinely and systematically updated? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No process in place for systematic review and update of 
Management Plan. 

Poor  
Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The first management 
plan was for 1990-
2000. The second 
management was from 
2002-2007 and the 
third was from 2008-
2013. The current 
management plan is 
fourth in sequence.  

Management Plan sometimes updated in adhoc manner. Fair  

Management Plan routinely and systematically updated. Good  

Management Plan routinely, systematically and 
scientifically updated through a participatory process. Very good  
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2.4 Does the site safeguards the threatened biodiversity values? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site does not safeguard the threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Poor  
MEE information 
provided (Annex 
1). Field visit. 

The Site is a compact wetland.  
The habitat conditions are good. 
Despite obvious pressures of 
poaching and fishing, there is no 
decline in the populations of birds. 
The staff regularly frees birds 
caught in the poaching nets. 

Sites safeguards a few threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Fair  

Sites safeguards a large number of 
threatened biodiversity values. 

Good  

Sites safeguards all threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Very good  

* Remarks need to elaborate on the kind of safeguards and how they work or are intended to work 

 
2.5 Are stakeholders given an opportunity to participate in planning? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little, if any opportunity for stakeholder participation 
in planning. 

Poor  
MEE information 
provided (Annex 
1). Interaction with 
EDC members 

The EDC and other 
stakeholders are regularly 
consulted on the protection 
and conservation 
measures. The draft 
management plan was not 
put in public domain. 

Stakeholders participate in some planning. Fair  

Stakeholders participate in most planning processes. Good  

Stakeholders routinely and systematically participate 
in all planning processes. 

Very good  

* The result of participation must show in the field and not merely reported as a routine exercise. Further, is there a 
system/scope of putting the draft Management Plan in Public Domain in place? 
 

2.6 Are habitat restoration programmes systematically planned and monitored? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24) 

The management 
plan has provisions 
of habitat 
improvement and 
restoration. Water 
quality and depth is 
regularly monitored.  

Limited planning and monitoring programmes are in 
place for habitat restoration. 

Fair  

Habitat restoration programmes are generally well 
planned and monitored. 

Good  

Habitat restoration programmes are thoroughly 
planned and monitored. 

Very good  

* This assessment should be primarily based on habitat management programmes in relation to habitats for species that are 
threatened (IUCN categories), are habitat specialists, subjected to seasonal movements, wide ranging with emphasis on the 
breeding and rearing habitat and may include factors such as food, water, shelter (all connotations).Habitat structure, 
composition, unique patches of vegetation and sensitive sites, sources of water and their distribution are integral. Corridors 
within buffer zone are critically important. For example, all riparian habitats. Have these been addressed? Is their a planning 
process in place? What is the extent of ‘invasive species in the Site? Are there any measures to reduce/ remove them? 
Have these been successful? 

2.7 Does the site have an effective protection strategy? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Management plan 
(2014-15 to 23-
24). MEE 
information (Annex 
1). Pers. Com 
(ACF/DFO- Mr. 
Prajapati 

The staff conducts day and night 
patrolling on boats during Oct-Feb. 
As per management plan the staff 
strength is inadequate. Even in the 
sanctioned posts there is about 
35% vacancy. The staff has 
vehicles and wireless. Police help 
is sought whenever necessary for 
strengthening protection. 

Site has an adhoc protection 
strategy. 

Fair  

Site has a comprehensive protection 
strategy but is not very effective. 

Good  

Site has a comprehensive and very 
effective protection strategy. 

Very good  

* This assessment takes inter-alia into account the nature of threats, the number and location of patrolling camps and foot 
and mobile patrolling, needs that relate to available manpower, terrain difficulties, practicability of area coverage, readiness 
to contain specific threats with necessary support and facilities. Is there any coordination with other wings of the Forest 
Department/ Police/ Customs etc? Are these effective? 
 

2.8 Has the site been effective in the mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Human-wildlife conflicts are rampant. Poor  MEE information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Com DCF Mr. 
Prajapati 

There has not 
been any 
incidence of 
HWC, including 
the crop damage 
by birds 

Site has been able to mitigate few human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Fair  

Site has been able to mitigate many human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Good  

Site has been effective in mitigating all human-wildlife 
conflicts. 

Very good  

* Judgment needs to consider staff training, capabilities, equipment, logistics, local attitude and politics (negatively aided 
and/or abetted), assistance of relevant agencies (e.g. police. Local administration, Local people themselves) PR, follow-up 
actions and monitoring. Details of compensation paid for  human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 year may 
be collected. 
 

2.9 Is the site integrated into a wider ecological network landscape following the principles of the 
ecosystem approach? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Site not integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Poor  
Management 
plan (2014-15 
to 23-24).  

The site is a unique shallow wetland 
connected with Gulf of Khambhat 
and Little Rann of Kachchh. Many 
rivers drain into the wetland during 
monsoon. The state has a network 
of protected wetlands. 

Some limited attempts to integrate 
the site into a network/ landscape. 

Fair  

Site is generally quite well integrated 
into a network/ landscape. 

Good  

Site is fully integrated into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Very good  

* Assessment needs to consider the scope of opportunities on the landscape scale that exist. Consider whether any 
attempts have been made and what are these? Have all the important corridors been identified? What actions are 
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planned/implemented for their security? Have the Forest Working Plans and Forest Development Corporation Plans within 
the identified landscapes taken cognizance of such new requirement? What kind of relationship exists with the District  
Administration and  other Line Departments? Does the Site get any funds from these agencies? 
 

3. Inputs 
 

3.1 Are personnel adequate, well organised and deployed with access to adequate resources in the 
site? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management 
plan (2014-15 to 
23-24). MEE 
information 
(Annex 1). 

 As per 
management 
plan the staff 
strength is 
inadequate. Even 
in the sanctioned 
posts there is 
about 35% 
vacancy. The 
staff has vehicles 
and wireless.  

Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate personnel explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* This assessment should inter-alia be based on number of personnel allocated for attainment of PA objectives at the Range 
, Round, Beat and Patrolling camps levels or as relevant to the needs (sanctioned posts vis- a- vis existing personnel and 
needs beyond the sanctioned strengths. It is possible that posts have last been sanctioned several years back that do not 
now account for the current needs) 
 

3.2 Are resources (vehicle, equipment, building etc.) adequate, well organised and managed with 
access to adequate resources? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Few, if any, resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management. 

Poor  
MEE information 
(Annex 1). 

The site has sufficient 
resources that include 
3 four wheelers, 5 
motorcycles and 
wireless stations. 4 
check posts and 8 
watch towers. GPS, 
binoculars, telescope 
are available. 

Some resources explicitly allocated for PA 
management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  

Some resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Good  

Adequate resources explicitly allocated towards 
achievement of specific management objectives. 

Very good  

* These form a variety of resources. These may be segregated into immovable (structures) and movable categories and 
each further may be considered under the essential and desirable categories. It is best to start with what are the minimum 
needs to attain each objective, what is available and manner of use/deployment. The proportions of the ‘essentials’ and 
‘desirables’ along the importance gradient of objectives would serve as pointers for score categories. Specific remarks would 
be vitally important. 



 - 137 - 

3.3 Are resources (human and financial) linked to priority actions and are funds released timely? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Resource allocation is adhoc, funds are inadequate 
and seldom released in time and not utilized. 

Poor  
MEE information 
(Annex 1).  

The funds 
requested are 
released timely 
and are utilized 
fully. 

Some specific allocation for management of priority 
action. Funds are inadequate and there is some delay 
in release, partially utilized. 

Fair  

Comprehensive planning and allocation that meets the 
most important objectives. Generally funds released 
with not much delay and mostly utilized. 

Good  

Comprehensive planning and allocation of resources 
for attainment of most objectives. Funds generally 
released on-time and are fully utilized. 

Very good  

*Obtain details of funds released by MoEF and their utilization by site in the last 3 years and indicate them under ‘Remarks’. 
Also comment on the problems associated with funds and their mitigation. 

 
3.4 What level of resources are provided by NGOs? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition* Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  
MEE information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati. 

A local NGO 
provides services 
in cleaning the 
environs and in 
waterfowl count. 

NGOs make some contribution to management of the 
site but opportunities for collaboration are not 
systematically explored. 

Fair  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of some site level 
activities. 

Good  

NGOs contributions are systematically sought and 
negotiated for the management of many site level 
activities. 

Very good  

Details of  contributions(cash/kind) made by the NGOs in the last 3 years may be collected. 
 

3.5 Does PA manager consider resources (human and financial) to be sufficient? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference document(s) Remarks 

Resources insufficient for most 
tasks. 

Poor 
 

Pers. Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati 

The PA managers receives 
all the requested funds. The 
human resources are not 
sufficient to manage. The 
staff is not trained and is 
rather aged. 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most 
tasks. 

Very good 
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4. Process 
 

4.1 Does the site have trained manpower resources for effective PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor  Pers. Comm. 
DCF Mr. 
Prajapati. 

No person in the 
current team is 
formally trained in 
WL management.  

Few trained officers and frontline staff, who are posted in the site. Fair  

A large number of trained officers and frontline staff are posted in 
the site. 

Good  

All trained managers and frontline staff posted in the site. Very good  

* Indicate % of trained staff in various categories. i.e. Higher Management: ACF/ DCF/ CF/ CCF; Frontline Staff: Range 
Officer; Beat Officer; Forest Guard; Casual Daily Labour (CDL); Others. 
 

4.2 Is PA staff performance management linked to achievement of management objectives? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No linkage between staff performance management 
and management objectives. 

Poor  
Pers. Comm. 
DCF Mr. 
Prajapati 

There is no such 
formal system 
adopted by the 
management so 
far. 

Some linkage between staff performance 
management and management objectives, but not 
consistently or systematically assessed. 

Fair  

Performance management for most staff is directly 
linked to achievement of relevant management 
objectives. 

Good  

Performance management of all staff is directly linked 
to achievement of relevant management objectives. 

Very good  

*Has the PA staff received award/ appreciation from any agency in the last 3 years? 

 
4.3 Is there effective public participation in PA management? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no public participation in PA management. Poor  MEE 
information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati. 

Local volunteers and 
NGOs are involved in 
waterfowl count. The 
boatmen, fishermen and 
graziers provide 
information on poaching 
attempts. NGOs and local 
experts are involved in 
nature education camps.  

Opportunistic public participation in some aspects 
of PA management. 

Fair  

Systematic public participation in most aspects of 
PA management. 

Good  

Comprehensive and systematic public participation 
in all important aspects of PA management. 

Very good  

* Participation would include Conservation & awareness programmes, Census operations, Intelligence gathering, Forest fire 
control etc. 
 

4.4 Is there a responsive system for handling complaints and comments about PA management? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic approach to handling complaints. Poor  Pers. Comm. 
DCF Mr. 
Prajapati 

The complaints 
registers are kept 
at Ranger’s 
office. 
Complaints are 
also directly 
received by the, 
Panchayat, 
Taluka, District 
and state 
complaint 
disposal centres 
from where these 
are sent to the 
WLS office. 

Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  

Coordinated system logs and responds effectively to 
most complaints. 

Good  

All complaints systematically logged in coordinated 
system and timely response provided with minimal 
repeat complaints. 

Very good  

* Number of queries made and response thereof under the Right to Information (RTI), Act in the last 3 years may be 
compiled. 
 

4.5 Does PA management address the livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially of women? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management plan 
2014-15 to 2023-
24. MEE 
information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati. 

There is 1 EDC for 
14 villages. 
Ecotourism at 
Nalsarovar. Boating 
by EDC members, 
fish pond 
development, 
poultry, fruit trees 
plantation, guide 
training, are being 
taken up. 
Management plan 
proposes organic 
agriculture, 
composite 
pisciculture and 
dairy development. 
There is no 
programme 
specifically 
addressing the 
needs of women. 

Few livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Fair  

Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Good  

Livelihood issues of resource dependent communities 
especially women are addressed effectively by PA 
managers. 

Very good  
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5. Output 
 

5.1 Is adequate information on PA management publicly available? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no information on PA management publicly 
available. 

Poor  
Pers. Comm. 
DCF Mr. 
Prajapati, field 
visit, website 
visit. 

Some information 
on Nalsarovar is 
available at 
GSFD web site. 
No separate site 
for the PA. 
Pamplets/ 
brochures are 
available to 
visitors.  

Publicly available information is general and has 
limited relevance to management accountability and 
the condition of public assets. 

Fair  

Publicly available information provides detailed insight 
into major management issues for most PAs or groups 
of PAs. 

Good  

Comprehensive reports are routinely provided on 
management and condition of public assets in all PAs 
or groups of PAs. 

Very good  

* Does the Site has a website? If yes, is it comprehensive, well-managed and periodically updated?  
 

5.2 Are visitor services (tourism and interpretation) and facilities appropriate for the relevant 
protected area category? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
MEE information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati. 

The Ecotourism 
facilities with 
canteen, 
Interpretation 
centers are 
available at 
Nalsarovar. 10 
trained guides 
are available. 
Watch towers 
exist at 
Nalsarovar, 
Kayla, Dhravla, 
Vekaria. Garden, 
parking, horse 
riding facility are 
available 

Visitor services and facilities generally accord with 
relevant PA category and don't threaten PA values. 

Fair  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and most enhance PA values. 

Good  

All visitor services and facilities accord with relevant 
PA category and enhance PA values. 

Very good  

* Include the existence and quality of visitor and interpretation centers, including skills and capabilities of personnel manning 
these, site related publications, films, videos; arrangements of stay (including places serving refreshments and food owned 
and managed by site), watch towers and hides including safety factors, vehicles assigned for visitors including riding 
elephants, if any and their deployment, drinking water, rest rooms, garbage disposal, attended and self guided services in 
the field, visitor feed back on the quality of wilderness experience. Details of numbers of visitors/ tourists( both domestic and  
overseas)  coming in the last 3 years and the revenue earned may be compiled. 
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5.3 Are research/ monitoring related trends systematically evaluated and routinely reported and 
used to improve management? 

 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Little or no systematic evaluation or routine reporting of 
trends. 

Poor  
Management 
plan 2014-15 to 
2023-24. MEE 
information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati 

Regular research 
has been done in 
past. Water 
quality is 
monitored and 
there is plan to 
establish a lab. 
Waterfowl 
census is 
conducted every 
two years. There 
is provision of 
monthly 
monitoring of bird 
population. 

Some evaluation and reporting undertaken but neither 
systematic nor routine. 

Fair  

Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of 
management related trends undertaken. 

Good  

Systematic evaluation and comprehensive 
reporting of trends undertaken and attempts 
made at course corrections as relevant. 

Very good  

* Not all site attract projects and researchers and with exceptions, little research takes place on the site own steam because 
of systemic limitations. However, monitoring of some critical issues is expected e.g. population of tiger, co-predators and 
prey with insights into their demography and distribution (some opportunistic sampling by sightings, signs and spatial 
distribution during assessment would be extremely useful in terms of expert impression and as a pulse), monitoring 
incidence of livestock grazing, fires, weeds, sources of water, a variety of illegal activities typically associated with the 
reserve, wildlife health (e.g. epidemics, immunization of livestock) regeneration and change in vegetation, visitors and their 
activities, offence cases, ex-gratia payments etc.  Details of number of research projects in the last 3 years, institutions 
involved, salient  outcomes may be collected and used in awarding scores. 

 
5.4 Is there a systematic maintenance schedule and funds in place for management of 

infrastructure/assets? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  Management 
plan 2014-15 to 
2023-24. MEE 
information 
(Annex 1). Pers. 
Comm. DCF Mr. 
Prajapati 

Regular 
maintenance of 
infrastructure is 
done and 
adequate funds 
are available.  

Inventory maintenance is adhoc and so is the 
maintenance schedule. 

Fair  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule but funds are inadequately 
made available. 

Good  

Systematic inventory provides the basis for 
maintenance schedule and adequate funds are made 
available. 

Very good  
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6. Outcomes 
 
6.1 Are populations of threatened species especially key faunal species declining, stable or 

increasing? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  
MEE information 
(Annex 1).  

There is biannial 
assessment of 
populations. 
There are no 
clear trends on 
populations and 
populations of 
most species 
seem to be 
stable.  

Some threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Fair  

Most threatened/ endangered species populations 
increasing, most others stable. 

Good  

All threatened/ endangered species populations either 
increasing or stable. 

Very good  

* This needs to practically relate to the natural ecosystem potential rather than being driven merely by numbers and visibility. 
The assessment score may be elaborated under remarks. Comments on the population trends may be made under 
Remarks. 
 

6.2 Have the threats to the site being reduced/ minimized or is there an increase? 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threats to the Site have not abated but have 
enhanced. 

Poor  
MEE information 
(Annex 1). 

There is no 
extraordinary 
increase in 
threats but 
poaching of birds 
remains a  major 
issue that is 
being actively 
addressed. 

Some threats to the Site have abated, others continue 
their presence 

Fair  

Most threats to the Site have abated. The few 
remaining are vigorously being addressed 

Good  

All threats to the Site have been effectively contained 
and an efficient system is in place to deal with any 
emerging situation 

Very good  

 

6.3 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not 
met. 

Poor 
 

Interactions with 
visitors. 

The visitors are generally satisfied but 
wanted information about the PA to be 
available online. Some basic amenities need 
improvements. Visitor feedback forms are 
available but there has been no analysis so 
far. 

Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  

Expectations of most visitors are met. Good  

Good expectations of most visitors are 
met. 

Very good 
 

* Is there any system of receiving/ analyzing visitor feedback? 
 

6.4 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor  Interactions with 
communities 
representative. 

Local 
comununities are 
generally 
supportive of the 
PA management. 
This was the 
general 
sentiment 
expressed during 
interaction with 
villages. 

Some are supportive. Fair  

Most locals are supportive of PA management. Good  

All local communities supportive of PA management. 

Very good  

* There could be many reasons for disenchantment. It could be real because of managerial neglect or the managerial efforts 
could be appropriate but there could be local elements/organizations who would like to keep the dis-affectation simmering 
for their own ulterior motives. Likewise success could be entirely because of the efforts of managers or they might be 
fortunate in striking partnerships with credible NGOs. Assessment may take the prevailing causes into account. 
 

 

MEE Score Card 
 

Framework 
Element 
Number 

Framework 
Element 
Name 

Number of 
Questions 

(a) 

Maximum 
Mark per 

question (b) 

Total 
(a x b) 

Marks obtained 
for the Element 

Overall Score 

1. Context 03 10 30 25 

76.66 % 

2. Planning 09 10 90 80 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 40 

4. Process 05 10 50 30 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 27.5 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 27.5 

Total 30  300 230 

 

 

 


