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1. EAGLE NEST WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, ARUNACHAL PRADESH  

    MEE Year (2006–09) 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The values of the site have been well documented. 

2. All potential threats have been systematically identified and assessed.  

3. The site is free from external human and biotic interference. 

4. Categorization and zonation have been carried out. 

5. The site had a draft management plan (2003–2007), which is being revised. 

6. The site safeguards large number of threatened biodiversity values. 

7. According to the management, there were no stakeholders at the time when the sanctuary 

was declared. 

8. Habitat restoration programmes are planned and monitored. The work involved is 

restricted to clearing weeds and construction of water tanks. 

9. The site has a comprehensive and very effective protection strategy. 

10. There is no major human–wildlife conflict. 

11. The site is fully integrated into the wider network/landscape. Sessa Orchid Sanctuary fall 

within the same landscape and broad ecological unit. 

12. The personnel are well organized. 

13. Whatever resources are available to the management are utilized towards the 

achievement of specific management objectives. 

14. The resources are found to be linked to priority actions. 

15. Support from the Bugun Welfare Society, an NGO, has been established, which supports 

ecotourism. 

16. There is a linkage between performance and management objectives. 

17. Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by the management of the protected area 

(PA). In the present circumstances there is no direct linkage, but the Bogun Welfare Society 

generates money/resources and a sum of Rs. 50,000/- was given to the village 

community. 

18. Systematic evaluation and routine reporting of management-related trends are 

undertaken. 

19. There is a systematic maintenance schedule and funds are in place for management of 

infrastructure/assets. 

20. All the biological communities are likely to be able to sustain the native biodiversity. There 

is very little ecological or anthropogenic pressure. Hence, the biological communities are 

likely to be stable. A new bird species, the Bugun liocichla Liocichla bugunorum has been 

discovered. 

21. The threats have been identified and have been reduced. 

22. The expectations are generally met although there are very few facilities for visitors. 

23. The small population living on the fringe supports the PA management. 

24. Cultural assets in terms of tribal communities are being identified.  

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. The resources are inadequate. 

2. Only one staff member is trained in wildlife management and more trained personnel are 

required. 
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3. There is hardly any possibility of public participation. The location of the site, the pattern 

of the population on the fringe and the low density do not facilitate regular participation. 

4. There is no systematic approach to handling complaints and no mechanism exists for the 

purpose. 

5. Whatever materials are available to the forest department are accessible to the people, 

however further actions are required in this regard. 

6. The visitor facilities are not adequate. 

7. Censuses have been conducted for the Red panda, Elephant, Himalayan black bear, etc. 

but population trends are not available. 

 

 

C. Actionable Points 

1. Allocation of adequate resources requires attention. 

2. More staff members need to be trained in wildlife management. 

3. A systematic approach to handling complaints needs to be brought in urgently. 

4. More information should be made available to the public about the management of the 

PA. 

5. The visitor facilities need to be improved immediately. 

6. The population trends of major species such as Red panda, Elephant, Himalayan black 

bear and other species need to be assessed for scientific management of the PA. 
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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  The values of the site have been very 
well documented. 

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  All potential threats have been 
identified. The threats include (a) 
Construction and widening of the 
Foothill-chaku-Tenga road (b) 
Poaching in the adjacent areas of the 
sanctuary (c) NTFP extraction. (d) 
Invasive species 

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 site is free from external human 
and biotic interference. 

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  The categorisation and zonation has 
been done. 

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  The site had a draft management plan 
(2003-2007). The Management Plan is 
in the process of revision. 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  Yet to be done, but is modified as per 
requirement 

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  Yes, the site safeguards the 
threatened biodiversity values. 

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  As per the management there were no 
stake holders at the time of declaring 
the sanctuary. 

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  The job is restricted to cleaning 
weeds, water tank construction only. 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  At present there is no reintroduction 
programme 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  

 



 - 9 - 

2.8 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category (Tick ) Remarks 

Site has no protection strategy. Poor   Detailed strategy has been worked 
out, keeping in mind the ground reality. 

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   There is no major human wildlife 
conflict. Some incidents have been 
reported, like cattle lifting and crop 
depredation. One tiger was poisoned 
at Kamengbari (2006-07), as 
retaliatory killing. 

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   Eagle nest WLS and Sessa Orchid 
Sanctuary fall within the same 
landscape and broad ecological unit. 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
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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  The personnel are well organised. 

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  Resources are not adequate, but 
whatever available are being utilised. 

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  The resources are found to be linked 
with priority actions. 

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  Support from the NGO 'Bogun 
Welfare Society' has been 
established. This NGO is supporting 
ecotourism. 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  The resources are inadequate. 
However, efforts are on to generate 
external resources. 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  Only one has been trained. 

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  There is a linkage between the 
performance and 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  

 
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  There is hardly any possibility of 
public participation. The situation of 
the site, pattern of the fringe 
population and the low density do not 
facilitate regular participation of the 
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  

 
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  The mechanism does not exist. 

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  As per the present circumstances 
there is no direct linkage, but the 
'Bogun welfare society' generates 
money/resources and Rs 50000/- was 
given to the village community. 

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  What ever materials are available to 
the department are accessible to the 
people. There is a need of further 
activities in this regard 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  The facilities are not adequate. 

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  A reporting system exists and is 
working well. 

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  Yes the system 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 threatened/ endangered species populations stable or increasing? 
 

Assessment criteria 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations 
declining. 

Poor  Census has been done for Red 
panda, Elephant, Himalayan Black 
bear etc but no trends are available. 

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  There is very little ecological or 
anthropogenic pressure; hence 
biological communities are likely to 
be stable. A new bird species Bugun 
Liocichla Liocichla bugunorum has 
also been discovered. 

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  The threats have been identified and 
have been abated. 

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  The expectations are generally met. 

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  The small population in the fringe are 
supportive of PA management. 

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? 
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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  Cultural assets, in terms of 
community identification and cultural 
items are being done. 

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 30 

72.7 % 

2. Planning 10 10 100 75 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 35 

4. Process 05 10 50 25 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 25 

6. Outcomes 06 10 60 50 

Total 33  330* 240 

*  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 440.8 or 73.5% 
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2. D’ERING MEMORIAL (LALI) WILDLIFE SANCTUARY,  

    ARUNACHAL PRADESH, MEE Year (2012–13) 

 
A. Management Strengths 

1. The management plan has been prepared according to the guidelines of the Wildlife 

Institute of India (WII), and stakeholders were involved in the process. The site safeguards 

threatened biodiversity values through protection patrolling, habitat improvement, fire 

protection and engagement of the local community. Most threats to the protected area 

(PA) have been identified and assessed by the management. Fires, floods, hunting and 

livestock grazing have been underlined as the main threats. 

2. There is a planned protection strategy, but it has constraints. Different patrolling means 

are used, but the riverine landscape limits access to some areas. There is coordination with 

the neighboring state (Assam) for safeguarding the southern boundary of the PA. There is 

a list of villagers holding firearm licenses in the fringe areas. The management of the PA 

staff performance was acknowledged, with the DFO receiving the State Award for 

Conservation in 2012–2013 for commendable work in improving the PA management and 

protection. Habitat restoration programmes (plantation of fruit-bearing species, fire-line 

cutting and controlled burning) are well planned. 

3. Stakeholders had good opportunities to participate in the planning process. Consultations 

were held with local communities including local NGOs before the management plan was 

finalized. The president of a local NGO is a member of the state wildlife board. A 

commendable initiative has been taken in developing the participation of the public by 

engaging closely with the local community and local media through awareness 

programmes, fire control, surrender of guns and reducing hunting for cultural purposes. 

4. The populations of key threatened species appear to be stable. The riverine grassland 

forest habitat demonstrates a high potential for supporting terrestrial animals and birds. 

Reports in the local media indicate the condition of the wildlife population is positive. Most 

threats to the PA have been brought under control as a result of protection, the 

cooperation of the local community and inter-state coordination across the boundary of the 

PA. There local communities cooperate with the PA management. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. The geographical location and ecological set-up of the site are prone to human and biotic 

interference. There are livestock settlers from the neighboring state, Assam, along the 

southern boundary. As a result, there is considerable grazing in the area. There is resource 

extraction for thatch from the PA. Villages are located across the river from the PA to the 

western side. 

2. The site has not been categorized. No core zone has been delineated due to geographical 

features such as dynamic rivers, the operational logistics, a lack of suitable data, etc. A 
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buffer zone has not been demarcated with defined boundaries. It is assumed as the area 

falling within a distance of 10 km from the sanctuary boundary. 

3. The management plan is not updated routinely. The PA was notified in 1978, but the first 

scientific management plan was only made for the period from 2012–2013 to 2016–

2017. 

4. A limited number of attempts have been made to integrate the site into the wider 

landscape. The PA has rivers for boundaries on three sides, and the southern boundary is 

along the Assam–Arunachal border. The nearest PA is Dibru–Saikhowa National Park, in 

Assam, with some pockets with reserve forests in between. 

5. There is a shortage of frontline staff members such as Foresters, Forest Guards and Game 

Watchers. The sanctioned strength is 26 staff members, but there are only 16. The 

proposed number is 45. The availability of trained manpower is limited. 

6. The infrastructure is inadequate, and the vehicles are in poor condition and there is a lack 

of equipment. 

7. Funds are released at the end of the financial year, which makes utilization of these funds 

very difficult. The resources are not sufficient for managing this site. 

8. The information made available to the public is general in nature and limited. There are 

no visitor services, interpretation centers, accommodation facilities, etc. 

9. The inventory maintenance is ad hoc, and there are no funds for the same. 

 

C. Actionable Points 

1. The human intrusion into the site, especially across the southern border, with the 

neighbouring state of Assam, needs to be curbed urgently. It is imperative to 

institutionalize inter-state coordination. 

2. It is important to carry out zonation of the site for efficient management. 

3. There are prospects of establishing corridor connectivity between this site and Dibru–

Saikhowa National Park, of Assam. 

4. There is an urgent need to enhance the human and infrastructure capital of the site. 

5. Timely release of funds is critical. 

6. A comprehensive web site required for the PA. 

7. Basic facilities for visitors and tourism are required to realize the high potential for tourism. 

8. Scientific and regular research and monitoring of species need to be prioritized.  

9. There are reasonable grounds for upgrading the status of the site to ‘National Park’. 

Doing this will help preserve and protect the site. 
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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 

The site is representative of 
Brahmaputra valley 
floodplain grassland and 
successional example from 
grassland to forest. It is a 
river island sanctuary with 
scenic landscape and 
habitat for avifauna, large 
herbivore and carnivores. 

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 Main threats are 
fire, flood, hunting 
and livestock 
encroachment 
with grazing. 

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 There is existence of 
livestock settlers and 
grazing in the southern 
boundary from Assam 
State. There is resource 
extraction for thatch from 
the PA. Fringe villages are 
located across the river 
from the PA to the western 
side.  

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 No core zone is delineated due to 

geographical features like river 
dynamics, operational logistics, lack 
of suitable data, etc. Buffer zone is 
not demarcated with defined 
boundaries and assumed as area 
falling withn a distance of 10 km 
from the sanctuary boundary. For 
tourism purpose, area is proposed 
as water sporting zone and 
terrestrial wildlife zone. 

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 

 
Management Plan made 
under WII guidelines. 
Stakeholders were involved 
in the process. The team 
also interacted with some 
stakeholders during their 
field visit and they provided 
positive feedback. 

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 The PA was notified 

in 1978 but no 
comprehensive 
Management Plan 
since then. This is 
first scientific 
Management Plan for 
2012-13 to 2016-17. 

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 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity values. Poor  Management Plan Safeguards have been 
established through 
protection patrolling, 
habitat improvement, 
fire protection and 
local community 
engagement. 

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  
Management 
Plan 

Consultation was held 
with local 
communities including 
local NGO  before 
finalizing 
Management Plan. 
Local NGO President 
is member of State 
Wildlife Board. 

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 

Habitat management 
programmes are 
planned for fruit-
bearing species 
plantation, fire-line 
cutting and control 
burning, lantana and 
bombax removal.   

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 
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Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Management 
Plan 

The PA has foot patrolling paths, river 
patrolling and tractor patrolling; but the 
riverine landscape limits access in few 
areas. 3 range offices (1 is a transit camp) 
and watch-towers look after protection duty 
although boundary is porous. There is 
coordination with neigbouring State Assam 
for safeguarding southern boundary of the 
PA. There is list of villagers holding firearm 
license in fringe areas.  

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  N.A. Main problem is 
human-elephant 
conflict. These 
problems are usually 
tackled on ad-hoc basis 
due to lack of 
resources both financial 
as well as human. 

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  Management 
Plan 

River boundaries on three 
sides of the PA and the 
southern boundary is 
along the Assam-
Arunachal border. Nearest 
PA is Dibru-Saikhowa 
National Park with some 
reserve forest pockets in 
between. 

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? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

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

Poor  
Management 
Plan 

There is shortage 
of frontline staff 
like forester, 
forest guard and 
game watcher. 
Out of sanctioned 
strength of 26 
staff members, 
there are only 16 
and proposed 
number is 45 

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  
Management 
Plan 

There are inadequate 
infrastructure resources. There 
is mini-truck, tractor, old jeep 
and bikes for patrolling but in 
poor condition. Staff 
accommodation is in transit 
type and one range camp is in  
temporary accommodation. 
Availability of Wireless 
equipment, Wireless handsets, 
camping equipment and survey 
instruments are inadequate or 
not 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 √ 
Management 
Plan;  
Information note 
by park authority. 

Funds are 
released at the 
end of financial 
year which 
makes the fund 
utilization very 
difficult and in 
some cases 
impossible. 

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* 

Condition* Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the site. Poor  Management 
Plan 

NGO Wildlife Trust of India 
provided support by 
engaging 10 nos. local 
youth as game watchers 
and donated mechanized 
boat for river patrolling.  
There is appreciable effort 
on part of the park 
management to ensure 
better support from NGOs. 

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 √ Personal 
Communication 

Resources not 
sufficient for 
management of 
this WLS. 

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  

 
  



 - 27 - 

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  
Management 
Plan 

1 DFO and 3 Range 
Officers with basic 
training during 
recruitment. Frontline 
staff like foresters and 
forest guards have 
received only one-time 
forester training. 

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  
Current news.  

DFO received 
State Award for 
Conservation in 
2012-13 for 
commendable 
work in 
improving the 
PA management 
and protection. 

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  
Management 
Plan 

Commendable initiative has been 
taken for public participation by 
engaging closely with the local 
community and local media 
through awareness programmes, 
fire control, surrender of guns, 
reduced hunting for cultural 
purposes (e.g. squirrel gifting in 
marriages). 

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  Management 
Plan 

No formal RTI 
queries have 
been received. 
Field level 
issues are 
resolved at the 
level of Range 
Officer and 
DFO. 

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 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
Management 
Plan 

Substantial eco-
development activities 
are envisaged ijncluding 
distribution of CGI sheet 
for roofing in place of 
thatch, fodder and fruit 
plantation, piggery, 
goatery, and 
improvement of fish 
farming, etc.  

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  Management 
Plan 

General 
information 
available but 
limited in 
nature. 

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? 
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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 √ 
Management 
Plan 

There are no 
visitor services, 
interpretation 
centre, 
accommodation 
facilties, etc. 
Tourist and visitor 
books being 
maiantained. 

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  
Management 
Plan 

Management Plan lists flora-
fauna species. Limited research 
work undertaken. 75% area 
under alluvial grassland, 15% 
under woodland and rest as 
water bodies. 91 species of 
plants found as reported by 
State Forest Research Institute, 
Itanagar. No formal faunal 
status has been enumerated. 
Avifauna esp. water birds are a 
major 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. 
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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  Management 
Plan; 
Information 
note by park 
authority. 

Funds are 
inadequate 
and not 
timely 
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  

 

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  
Management 
Plan; 
Local media 
reports. 

The riverine grassland 
forest habitat demonstrates 
high potential for 
harbouring important 
carnivores, herbivores, 
reptile, amphibians and 
avifauna. Signs of major 
species readily available 
during site visit. Local 
media reports indicate 
positive condition. 

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; 
Local media 
reports. 

Protection enforcement, 
local community 
cooperation and inter-
state coordination 
across PA boundary 
have resulted in 
keeping most threats to 
the WLS under control. 

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  Direct 
observation. 

Tourist logbook 
and visitor’s 
register are being 
maintained.   

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  Direct 
observation. 

Active cooperation of 
local communities to PA 
management. Resolution 
by community has 
reduced hunting and 
gifting of wildlife. 
President of local NGO is 
member of State Wildlife 
Board. 

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 17.5 

60.00 % 

2. Planning 09 10 90 60 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 20 

4. Process 05 10 50 32.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 20 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 30 

Total 30  300 180 
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3.  MOULING NATIONAL PARK, ARUNACHAL PRADESH  

MEE Year (2012–13) 

 

A. Management Strengths 

1. There is a comprehensive management plan for the period from 2012–2013 to 2016–

2017. This is the updated plan of the previous five years. Core and buffer zones have 

been demarcated. The eco-fragile zone in the buffer has also been identified and the 

details submitted to the Government of India. 

2. There is little human and biotic interference, primarily due to the difficult terrain and a 

lack of access to the high mountains. 

3. The site has good visitor services and facilities. At the range headquarters, in Jengging, 

there is an interpretation centre cum lecture hall with audio-visual aids and preserved 

wildlife specimens. There is also an orchid nursery and a botanical garden. There is a 

Circuit House for lodging. A number of awareness programmes and educational tours are 

conducted, especially for school children. 

4. Some research and monitoring work is being conducted by individual researchers, 

including RS/GIS mapping and primate and mammal studies. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. The values and threats to the site have been generally identified but not systematically 

assessed or monitored. 

2. The demarcation of the boundaries of the PA appears to be based only on geo-

referencing from toposheets; the ground-truthing and physical boundaries are not clear. 

3. The opportunities for stakeholders to participate in planning are limited, and the plan is 

not in the public domain. 

4. No habitat restoration programmes have been undertaken due to logistics challenges of a 

lack of access, inadequate staff strength and inadequate resources. Some controlled 

burning and plantation of bamboo have been attempted in the buffer area. 

5. The site has an ad hoc protection strategy. There are no forest camps within the protected 

area (PA). There are very few staff members for patrolling. There is no coordination with 

other line agencies, and their activities are not conservation oriented. The park boundary 

spreads across three districts and five assembly constituencies in the state. 

6. The PA is an isolated mountain complex previously known as the Abor Hills. There is no 

direct connectivity or integration with other forest areas. 

7. The personnel of the PA are absolutely insufficient in relation to its area of 483 km2. Few, 

if any, resources are explicitly allocated for PA management. 

8. The pattern of resource allocation is not linked to priority actions. It is unpredictable and it 

is not consistent. There is no linkage between staff performance management and 

management objectives. 
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9. The participation of the public in awareness programmes is opportunistic, and the 

intelligence received about hunting is quite inadequate. 

10. No information (signage, communication materials, web site) has been made available to 

the public on the management of the PA. 

11. The research that has been carried out is minimal. There is no documentation of the status 

of species, and no census or estimation exercise has been conducted. There is no inventory 

maintenance or schedule. 

12. Only some local communities are supportive, while many are disappointed with the 

absence of benefits from the PA in return for the community land ceded and with the lack 

of EDC activities. 

 

C. Actionable Points 

1. The PA boundary needs to be demarcated on the ground. 

2. The planning process needs to be more inclusive of local stakeholders. Introduction of eco-

development schemes, sensitization and greater engagement with the local communities 

are the need of the hour for gaining their cooperation with the management of the PA. 

3. A strengthened protection strategy is required, with an emphasis on visits and patrols by 

the forest staff inside the PA. Additional and trained PA personnel are urgently required 

for managing the site. Explicit resource allocation is required for the PA. 

4. Information on the PA needs to be displayed and communicated to a wider audience. 

5. Scientific research and documentation are a must for assessing the biodiversity of the site. 

Research expeditions should be organized to the parts of the PA that are difficult to 

reach. 
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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; 
Research 
reports on 
mammals 
and primates. 

Name of PA is derived from Gangling 
Mouling, highest peak inside the park. 
Mouling is an Adi tribe word meaning 
‘red poison’ which is a plant extract 
found inside the park.It is habitat for 
various rare, endangered and endemic 
plant and animal species which are 
under the influence of Himalayan 
Mountain systems with wide altitudinal 
variations.   

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. 

Major threats are hunting 
practice by local tribes, 
licensed gun ownership, 
construction of road 
adjacent to PA, jhum 
cultivation and  forest fire.  

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 

There is no interference 
inside the PA due to difficult 
terrain and lack of access. 
However, there is resource 
extraction in the fringe areas. 
26 tribal villages are located 
within 10-15 km of the PA 
inhabited by Adi tribe and its 
sub-tribes.. 

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  Management 
Plan 

Core and buffer zonation has 
been undertaken. Eco-fragile 
zone in the buffer has also 
been prepared and submitted 
to Govt. of India. However, 
boundary demarcation is 
based only on geo-referencing 
from toposheet without clarity 
on the ground.  

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 Current Management 
Plan is from 2012-13 to 
2016-17. Some 
stakeholder concerns 
have been incorporated 
through consultations. 

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 Previous 

Management Plan 
from 2007-08 to 
2011-12. Updated 
Management Plan 
from 2012-13 to 
2016-17.  

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 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
Management Plan Threatened 

values are 
safeguarded 
mainly due to hilly 
terrain and lack of 
access.  

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  
Management 
Plan 

Stakeholder concerns 
have been incorporated 
in Management Plan 
through consultations. 
However, plan is 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 Such activity could not be 

undertaken due logistics 
challenges of lack of 
access, inadequate staff 
and resources. Natural 
forest has remained 
untouched inside the PA. 
Some control burning and 
bamboo plantation have 
been attempted in the buffer 
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? 
2.7 Does the site has an effective protection strategy? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 
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Site has no protection strategy. Poor  Management 
Plan 

There are no camps within the PA. 
Range Office is nearly 10 km from PA 
boundary. Patrolling staff are very few. 
There is no coordination with other line 
agencies and their activities are not 
conservation oriented. Park boundary 
spreads across 3 districts and 5 
assembly constituencies. 

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  Management 
Plan 

Conflict is mainly due to 
crop damage by wild boar, 
mithun and black bear and 
livestock killing by leopard. 
Limited compensation 
claims have been provided 
and trench digging is done 
in problematic areas. 

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  Management 
Plan 

The PA is an 
isolated 
mountain 
complex 
previously 
known as Abor 
Hills.  

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

Remarks 

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

Poor  
Management 
Plan 

PA personnel are 
absolutely 
insufficient in 
relation to the 
483 sq.km. area 
of the PA. Only 1 
Range Officer, 3 
Foresters and 3 
Forest Guards. 

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  
Management 
Plan 

PA has 2 Ranges with 
one beat office in each. 
There is only 1 vehicle 
(bolero) which has to 
be used for muti-
purpose activities. 
Forest Rest House in 
Ramsingh Range but  
remote location with no 
provisions. 

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  
Management 
Plan; 
Information note 
by park authority 

Pattern of 
resource 
allocation not 
linked to priority 
actions, is 
unpredictable 
and non-uniform.  
2010-11: 
Rs.25,00,000;  
2011-12: 
Rs.41,00,000;  
2012-13: 
Rs.20,00,000  

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* 

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

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the site. Poor √ Information note 
by park authority 

No contribution 
received from 
any NGOs. 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 √ Personal 
communication 

Resources not 
sufficient at all. 

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  Management 
Plan 

The DFO is 
trained in Wildlife 
Management 
from Wildlife 
Institute of India. 
No frontline staff 
are trained. 

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  
Information note 
by park authority 

No such 
recognition or 
performance 
assessment. 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  Management 
Plan 

Some public 
participation in 
awareness programme 
and intelligence 
information against 
hunting. Village youth 
are sometimes 
engaged in 
development activities 
in buffer zone. 

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  Information note 
by park authority. 

Only informal, 
verbal complaints 
are made and 
these are directly 
received at 
beat/range/divisio
n level. 2 RTI 
cases have been 
recorded in last 
few years. 

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 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA management. Poor  Management 
Plan 

Some livelihood activities 
envisaged in eco-development 
plan.During the last plan period 
activities like Piggery, Fishery, 
boulder wall, construction of 
footpath, raising of fuel, fodder 
and fruits plantation etc. has 
been carried out to benefit the 
buffer communities. 

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 
note by park 
authority. 

Absence of publicly 
available 
information, 
signages, 
communication 
material, 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?  
 

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

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

Remarks 

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

Poor  
Management 
Plan 

 
At range headquarters in Jengging, 
there is a decent interpretation 
centre cum lecture hall with audio-
visual aids and preserved wildlife 
specimen. There is also orchid 
nursery and botanical garden. 
There is a Circuit House for 
lodging. Number of awareness 
programmes and educational tours 
are conducted esp. for school 
children in interpretation faciltiies.   

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  
WWF India: 
RS/GIS Mapping 
of MNP;  
Chetry, D: 
Conservation 
Status of 
Primates in MNP; 
Winrock: Study 
of Mammals in 
MNP 

Minimal research 
has been 
undertaken 
owing to terrain 
difficulties. 
Studies include 
RS/GIS mapping, 
study on 
primates and 
mammal study 
by individual 
researchers. 

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 
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No systematic inventory or maintenance schedule. Poor  Management 
Plan 

Negligible and 
non-uniform 
funds for 
maintenance. 

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  Management 
Plan 

There is no 
documentation of 
species status 
and no census 
estimation 
exercise has 
taken place. 

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  
Observation. Lack of 

appropriate data. 

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 √ Observation. Visitors cannot 
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Expectations of many visitors are met. Fair  access the site 
itself. No visitor 
records are 
available. 

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  Meeting with 
local community 
members. 

Some are 
supportive while 
many are 
disappointed with 
absence of benefits 
from PA in lieu of 
community land 
ceded and absence 
of EDC 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 17.5 

54.16 % 

2. Planning 09 10 90 60 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 20 

4. Process 05 10 50 27.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 20 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 17.5 

Total 30  300 162 
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4.    KANE WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, ARUNACHAL PRADESH 

       MEE Year (2015-16) 

 

Management Strengths 
1. The forest area is compact. 

2. The number of perennial water bodies is adequate. 

3. There is no biotic interference. 

4. The area is remote. 

5. The PA has excellent connectivity with the surrounding forests, which will support landscape-level wildlife conservation. 

 

Management Weaknesses 
1. Being looked after by a territorial division (Likabali Forest Division), the management of the PA suffers. 

2. The staff strength is insufficient, and the staff are untrained. 

3. There are no patrolling paths. 

4. Experienced wildlife staff members are being transferred to territorial ranges. 

5. There is no dedicated infrastructure for the PA. 

6. Hardly any funds are available for managing the PA. 

 

Actionable Points 
1. A dedicated range must be created for the PA and notified, with a sufficient number of staff members. 

2. A housing facility is to be developed near the PA. 

3. Adequate funds need to be released in a timely manner. 

4. The staff need to be trained in wildlife monitoring and management and in wildlife laws. 

5. Scientific input is to be incorporated in the management plan, which is to be prepared for the period 2016–2017 onwards 

as the current management plan is ending in 2015–2016. 

6. Animal crossing points are to be incorporated when widening roads (widening of the road from Likabali to Along has 

already started). 
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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  
Page no. 5 of Mgt 
Plan and list of 
flora and fauna 
given in part-III 

 

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  Page no. 9 of Mgt 
Plan 

 

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  Site visit and 
discussion with 
staff 

 

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/ 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. 
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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  Page 16 of Mgt 
Plan 

 

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  

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  
 The current 

management plan 
(2011-12 to 2015-
16) is the 1st 
management plan 
Not assessed. 

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  
 The Kane WLS is 

surrounded by 
forests which are 
intact 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  
 Interaction with 

Galo community 
at Meji village  

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   Habitat is 
undisturbed so 
there is no need 
of any  habitat 
restoration work 
presently. 

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 areintegral. 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   Based on field 
visit observation.  
Reporting 
mechanism needs 
to be put in place  

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   There are very few cases of 
human-wildlife conflicts 
outside the PA which is 
negligible.  Moreover there 
are  no funds available to be 
given as  compensation. 

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. 

 
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  Working plan of 
Likabali RF adjacent 
to Kane WLS  does 
not prescribe any 
felling activities 

 

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? 
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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  
Page 38 of Mgt 
plan 

The current 
sanctioned posts are 
not adequate to 
undertake protection 
and monitoring 
activity.   
The posts visualized 
in the current Mgt 
plan is not  yet 
sanctioned. 

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 theneeds (sanctioned posts vis- a- vis existing personnel and 
needs beyond the sanctionedstrengths. 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  
 Field visit 

observation 

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 anddesirable 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 scorecategories. 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 areinadequate 
and seldom released in time andnot utilized. 

Poor  
Correspondence 
regarding fund 
and  APO and 
fund released. 
 

Funds provided is 
meager and 
untimely. 

Some specific allocation for management ofpriority 
action. Funds are inadequate andthere is some delay 
in release, partiallyutilized. 

Fair  

Comprehensive planning and allocation thatmeets the 
most important objectives.Generally funds released 
with not much delayand mostly utilized. 

Good  

Comprehensive planning and allocation ofresources 
for attainment of most objectives.Funds generally 
released on-time and arefully utilized. 

Very good  

*Obtain details of funds released by MoEF and 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    

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    

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   Only one forest 
guard has 
undergone 
limited  wildlife 
training  when he 
was posted at 
D’Ering WLS 

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  
 Discussion with 

staff 

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   Interaction with 
villagers 

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   Complaints are 
addressed 
immediately as 
and when 
received but 
there is  no 
proper 
coordinated 
system 

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 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA management. Poor   Not specific to 
women but 
PA 
management 
addresses 
some  
livelihood 
issues 

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    

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? 
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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  
 No tourist inflow 

due to remoteness 
and inaccessibility 
of the PA  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  
 Few research 

works have been 
reported. 
Butterflies,spider
s etc. 

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    

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  
 There is no 

record available 
about periodical 
monitoring of key 
faunal species  

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 drivenmerely 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    No direct threat 
to  the PA 

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

Fair  

Most threats to the Sitehave 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   No rating is done 
as visitors do not 
visit the 
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   Based on 
interaction with 
local community 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. 

 
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 

48% 

2. Planning 06 10 60 37.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 15 

4. Process 05 10 50 20 

5. Outputs 03 10 30 10 

6. Outcomes 03 10 30 20 

Total 25  250 120 
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5.  DIBANG WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, ARUNACHAL PRADESH 
MEE YEAR (2017-18) 

 

Management Strengths 

1. The Sanctuary is very large in size. It is situated in a large landscape with an area of 4,149 km2. 

2. Such a large landscape is suitable for establishing the home ranges of large mammals. 

3. The Sanctuary is home to as many as 156 species of mammals, 137 species of birds and a gene 

bank of various medicinal plants including Taxus baccata, Mishmi teeta and Aconitum spp. 

Occurrence of 156 mammalian species alone demonstrates the ecological value and richness of 

the Sanctuary. 

4. Inaccessibility is also seen as a strength of the sanctuary as it prevents encroachment into the 

Sanctuary. 

5. Absence of human habitation inside the Sanctuary makes it completely inviolate and immune to 

biotic interference and disturbance. 

6. There is no livestock grazing inside the Sanctuary area. Thus any transfer of disease from domestic 

animals to wild animals is eliminated. 

7. The local community in the fringe areas of the sanctuary does not foster any hostility toward the 

Protected Area management. 

Management Weaknesses 

1. The strengths of both the mid-level staff and the frontline staff are inadequate. The Wildlife 

Sanctuary does not have any ACF or Range Forest Officer. There is also a paucity of forest guards 

in the sanctuary. 

2. The Sanctuary suffers from a shortage of funds and from the release of funds not being timely to 

execute any major conservation initiative. 

3. No wildlife estimation has been carried out since the inception of the Wildlife Sanctuary, and 

hence no information is available regarding the status and distribution of wildlife species found in 

the area. 

4. There is no systematic wildlife monitoring protocol in place. 

5. Manpower trained in wildlife management is lacking. 

6. The Wildlife Sanctuary is managed by the social forestry staff. The sanctuary is managed by a DFO 

Social Forestry as an additional charge. 

7. Terrain is one of the major constraints in the Sanctuary. 

Immediate Actionable Points 

1. A full-time wildlife DFO should be posted in the area. 

2. Adequate numbers of field staff should be filled up in the Sanctuary. 

3. Forest Department needs to carry out wildlife estimates and evaluate habitat within the Sanctuary 

on a regular basis. Assistance of relevant universities, institutes, NGOs should be taken, if required.   

4. The staff need to be provided with specialised high-altitude equipment for patrolling and for 

monitoring wildlife in the sanctuary to overcome the terrain-related constraints. 

5. The Sanctuary staff of all levels need to be trained in wildlife and Protected Area management to 

enable them to understand the conservation related issues. 

6. Adequate funds must be released in time for effective management and implementation of 

various conservation programmes. 

7. Local communities must be involved in protection and conservation initiatives, especially in the 

peripheral areas. 
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DIBANG WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, ARUNACHAL PRADESH 

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 2015-16 to 
2019-20 

The values have 
been systematically 
identified. However 
no assessment has 
been done. 

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 2015-16 to 
2019-20. 

Threats 
are 
identified 
but not 
assessed. 

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  Map of the 
Sanctuary 

There are no human 
settlements inside the 
sanctuary and is 
completely free from 
any human related 
disturbance. There is 
no grazing and 
resource extraction 
being done in 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   The site has been 
properly identified. 
Since the site is 
remotely located 
and largely 
inaccessible, the 
zonation has not 
been done as it 
would have  
limited meaning.  

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   The site has a 
Management Plan 
and is operational 
but has not got 
formal approval of 
CWLW. 

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 
Plans 

The first 
management plan 
was in the year 
2004-05 to 2009-
10 the second one 
in  2009-10 to 
2014-15 and third 
one 2015-16 to 
2019-2020. The 
plans have been 
routinely 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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2.4 Does the management plan elaborate on safeguarding the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The plan does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
Management Plan  The management 

plan has detailed 
out mechanisms to 
safeguard a large 
number of 
biodiversity values 
of the area. 

The plan safeguards a few threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Fair  

The plan safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

The plan 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  
Personal 
communication 
by DFO 

 There are very limited 
stakeholders as the 
human population is 
very less in the fringe 
area. However from 
time to time some level 
of consultation is done 
by the Sanctuary with 
fringe forest dwellers 

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 
2015-16 ti 2019-
20 

Salt licks 
identification and 
protection, 
waterholes, and 
pasture and weed  
management is 
carried out rom 
time to time.. 

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   The terrain is very 
difficult and 
remote, so setting 
up permanent anti-
poaching camps is 
not done.. 
However mobile 
anti-poaching 
camps are 
established, anti-
poaching posts 
are established 
and  joint patrolling 
is also carried out 
with the help of 
ITBP and Indian 
Army. 

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 Does the management plan integrate the site into a wider ecological network/ landscape following the 

principles of the ecosystem approach? 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The plan does not integrate the site into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Poor  
Management Plan  The sanctuary is 

4149 sq. km and 
in itself an 
extremely large 
contiguous 
landscape. It has 
connectivity with 
Mehao Wildlife 
Sanctuary in 
southern side and 
on west side is 
connected to west 
Siang, Yingkiong 
forest division. 

The plan makes some limited attempts to integrate the 
site into a network/ landscape. 

Fair  

The plan integrates the site generally quite well into a 
network/ landscape. 

Good  

The plan fully integrates the site 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 
and personal 
communication 
with DFO. 

The site has only 
5 Forest Guards 
for the entire 
sanctuary, one 
deputy ranger 
and no Range 
Forest Officer in 
the sanctuary. 
The human 
resource 
availability in the 
sanctuary is 
extremely poor 
and needs 
immediate 
attention. 

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 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  Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

No field staff 
is trained in 
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. 
 
 
3.3 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  
Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

There are very 
few resources 
provided 
specifically for the 
PA.  

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

Fair  
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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. 
 
3.4 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’s of last 
three years 

 

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. 
 
3.5 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  
 There are no 

NGOs operating 
in the area. 

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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3.6 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   Human and 
financial 
resources are 
sufficient for 
some tasks. The 
sanctuary suffers 
from the human 
resource and 
financial crunch.   

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 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  
Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

None of the staff 
of the park has 
ever received any 
award from any 
agency ever since 
the sanctuary has 
been established. 

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? 
 
4.2 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   From time to time, 
the communities 
residing on the 
fringe area of the 
sanctuary are 
consulted 
regarding the PA 
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  

* Participation would include Conservation & awareness programmes, Census operations, Intelligence gathering, Forest fire 
control etc. 
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4.3 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  Personal 
communication by 
DFO 

Only one RTI 
application 
received and had 
been appropriated 
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  

* Number of queries made and response thereof under the Right to Information (RTI), Act in the last 3 years may be 
compiled. 
 
4.4 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   Piggery, goat rearing 
and poultry related 
activities are carried 
out for the local 
communities. Solar 
lanterns have also 
been distributed.  

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  Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

There is limited 
information 
available 
regarding the 
sanctuary in the 
public domain. 

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? (NOT RATED) 

 

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  
NOT RATED NOT RATED: The 

site is so remote 
that it does not 
receive any 
tourist. 

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  
Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

Some limited 
research is being 
carried out by WII 
only. 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  Management 
Plan  

The Sanctuary does 
not have any 
infrastructure for 
sanctuary. The 
sanctuary is managed 
by the DFO Social 
Forestry and the field 
staff also belongs to 
Social forestry.  

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? (NOT 

RATED) 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations declining. Poor  NOT RATED The site has not 
carried out any regular 
census and no data 
exists that can give 
any indication 
regarding the status of 
threatened species in 
the area. Hence this 
point has not been 
rated by the 
committee. 

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  
Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

Most of the threats have 
been addressed by the 
Sanctuary Management 
.  Some threats to the Site have abated, others continue 

their presence 
Fair  

Most threats to the Sitehave 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 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  Cattle lifting 
details 

There have been 
instances of cattle 
lifting by tigers 
and leopards. 
However the 
compensation has 
not been paid by 
the sanctuary. 

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  

* Details of compensation paid for  human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 years may be collected. 
 
6.4 Are the expectations of visitors generally met or exceeded? (NOT RATED) 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Expectations of visitors generally not met. Poor  NOT RATED  

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? 
 
6.5 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor  Personal 
communication 

There have been 
no instance of 
any animosity 
from local people 
towards the PA 
recorded so far. 

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 20 

55.5 % 

2. Planning 08 10 80 57.5 

3. Inputs 06 10 60 20 

4. Process 04 10 40 22.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 30 10 

6. Outcomes 05 10 30 20 

Total 30  270 150 
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6.   ITANAGAR WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, ARUNACHAL PRADESH 

      MEE YEAR (2017-18) 

Management Strengths 

1. The Wildlife Sanctuary is in the vicinity of the capital city of Arunachal Pradesh, Itanagar. 

2. There exists a well-designed biological park inside the Sanctuary that can be used as a means of 

spreading awareness and educating the residents of Itanagar city. 

3. The biological park is running a captive breeding programme for the hoolock gibbon, one of the 

threatened primate species of North-east India, with the support of the Central Zoo Authority. 

4. The biological diversity of the area is rich, and the area acts as a movement corridor for wild 

elephants. 

5. The local communities are extremely supportive towards the management of the Protected Area 

and participate in the conservation initiatives of Forest Department. 

6. The sanctuary is connected well to other Protected Areas such as Pakke Tiger Reserve and the 

greater forested landscape. 

Management Weaknesses 

1. There is a significant overlap in the areas of the capital city project and the Wildlife Sanctuary. 

Approximately 70% of the capital city project area overlaps the Sanctuary. This situation makes for 

a conflict of interest in terms of land use. 

2. The proposal for rationalisation of the boundary is pending for a long time. This is resulting into 

encroachment of the sanctuary by the local residents. 

3. No population estimation/census has been carried out in the Sanctuary since its inception. Hence 

the status of the populations of the wildlife species present in the area is not known. 

4. The strength of the staff at the frontline level is inadequate. 

5. The staff of the Sanctuary have not been trained in Protected Area and wildlife management. 

7. The Sanctuary is facing a shortage of funds to execute any major conservation initiative. 

8. There is no systematic wildlife monitoring protocol in place. 

9. No zonation has been carried out in the Sanctuary, and there are no site-specific zonation plans 

for the Sanctuary. The core and buffer zones have not yet been identified. 

10. The Sanctuary has seven villages inside it, and it is surrounded by a large number of human 

habitations in the peripheral areas exerting a lot of biotic pressures. 

Immediate Actionable Points 

1. Rationalisation of the wildlife sanctuary vis-à-vis the capital city project is needed immediately. 

This alone can improve the conservation situation in the Wildlife Sanctuary substantially. 

2. The area of the Wildlife Sanctuary that would be lost during the process of rationalisation needs 

to be appropriately compensated by acquiring additional forest areas which are rich in biological 

diversity and have no human habitations as per an earlier decision of the State Wildlife Board. 

3. Forest Department needs to carry out wildlife estimates and evaluate habitat within the Sanctuary 

on a regular basis. Assistance of relevant universities, institutes, NGOs should be taken, if required. 
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4. Ecological monitoring needs to be done on a regular basis to gather real-time scientific data on 

the conservation status of the Sanctuary. 

5. The staff of the Wildlife Sanctuary at all levels need to be trained in Protected Area and wildlife 

management to enable them to understand the conservation related issues. 

6. Adequate funds need to be released in time so that the required management strategies can be 

implemented in time. The new Public Financial Management System needs to be relooked as this 

is delaying release of funds. 

7. The encroachment into the Sanctuary needs to be controlled. 
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ITANAGAR WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, ARUNACHAL PRADESH 

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 2017-18 
to 2021-22 

The values of 
the sanctuary 
are generally 
identified but 
not assessed 
and monitored. 

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 2017-18 
to 2021-22 

There has been no 
systematic attempt to 
assess the threats of 
the sanctuary. 
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  Management Plan 
2017-18 to 2021-
22. 
 
Capital project 
notification of the 
state of Arunachal 
Pradesh 

The site has seven 
notified villages inside 
the sanctuary. Some 
jhum cultivation is also 
going on inside the 
sanctuary. The site also 
has about 11 sq km of 
notified area of the 
capital city of Itanagar 
in one side of the 
wildlife 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  Management Plan 
2017-18 to 2021-
22. 
 

The PA has not 
been subjected to 
any zonation. The 
PA is facing lots of 
problems due to 
the capital project. 

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 
2017-18 to 2021-
22 

The PA has a 
comprehensive 
Management Plan 
and approved by 
CWLW. 

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 
2012-13 to 2016-
17. 
Management Plan 
2017-18 to 2021-
22. 
 

The Management 
Plans have been 
routinely and 
regularly updated 
and upgraded. 

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 management plan elaborate on safeguarding the threatened biodiversity values? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The plan does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
Management Plan 
2017-18 to 2021-
22 

The Management 
Plan specifically 
does not mention 
anything regarding 
the safeguarding 
the threatened 
biodiversity values 
of the area. 

The plan safeguards a few threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Fair  

The plan safeguards a large number of threatened 
biodiversity values. 

Good  

The plan 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  
Personal 
communication 

There is limited 
participation in 
the planning 
process for 
management 
planning of the 
PA. 

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 
2017-18 to 2021-
22 

The PA does not 
have 
systematically 
planned process 
for habitat 
restoration and 
monitoring. 

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   Patrolling is carried 
out with Police 
Department and 
there is also a 
mechanism of 
intelligence 
gathering in place. 
However, due to the 
local practices in 
place, hunting are 
not fully prevented. 

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 Does the management plan integrate the site into a wider ecological network/ landscape following the 

principles of the ecosystem approach? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

The plan does not integrate the site into a wider 
network/ landscape. 

Poor  
 The PA appropriately 

enjoys connectivity and 
contiguity in west, south 
and east direction. 
Elephants also use 
certain parts of the 
sanctuary as corridor.  

The plan makes some limited attempts to integrate the 
site into a network/ landscape. 

Fair  

The plan integrates the site generally quite well into a 
network/ landscape. 

Good  

The plan fully integrates the site 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  
 The sanctuary 

does not have 
sufficient number 
of frontline staff  Some personnel explicitly allocated for PA 

management but not systematically linked to 
management objectives. 

Fair  
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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 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  Personal 
communication 
with DFO 

None of the 
Sanctuary staff is 
trained on PA 
management. 
However the staff 
that work in the 
Biological Park with 
is part of the 
sanctuary are well 
trained under several 
programs of Central 
Zoo Authority. 

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. 
 
3.3 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  
 The buildings are in a 

dilapidated condition. 
Vehicles are not 
available for Range 
Forest Officers and 
hence their movement 
is restrained. No 
equipment is available 
for the PA 
management, However 
the  Biological Park 
does have some 
equipment as per the 
requirement of CZA. 

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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3.4 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  
Last three years 
of APO 

During the financial 
year 2015-16, Rs. 78.25 
was asked and 32.63 
lacs was released.  
 
Duing 2016-17, Rs. 
88.24 lacs was asked 
and 22.84 lacs were 
released. 
 
During 2017-18, Rs. 
93.20 lacs was asked 
and 18.79 lacs was 
released which has not 
been utilized by the PA 
due to he new 
accounting system of 
the state (Public 
Financial Management 
System). 
 
Most of the release of 
funds have been 
delayed and hence 
many works related to 
PA management could 
not be carried out. 

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. 
 
3.5 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  
Personal 
communication by 
the DFO 

Local NGOs do 
contribute to 
awareness 
generation, forest 
fires and 
preventing the 
sale of wildlife 
meat in the 
market as and 
when requested  
by the PA 
management. 

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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3.6 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  Personal 
communication 
DFO 

There is very little 
human resource 
available for the 
sanctuary and 
due to limited 
amount of money 
coming under  
CSS, most of the 
activities of the 
PA management 
could not  be 
carried out. 

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 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  
Document 
provided by DFO 

One of the RFO 
has been 
awarded with 
commendation 
certificate from 
State 
Government. 

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? 
 
4.2 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  Personal 
communication by 
the DFO 

Local people are 
involved in forest 
fire control, 
intelligence 
gathering and 
census 
operations as and 
when it is carried 
out. 

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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4.3 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 sanctuary 
has a coordinated 
system to address 
the complaints. 
RTIs are received 
which are mostly 
related to the 
allocation and 
utilization of funds 
by the PA 
management . 

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. 
 
4.4 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  Personal 
communication 
by the DFO 

Three years back, 
piggery and goat 
farming were 
promoted. 
However for last 
three years 
nothing significant 
has been done. 

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   Very limited 
information is 
available on 
the internet 

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 Sanctuary does 

not have 
interpretation  facility. 
However the 
Biological Park have 
sufficient visitor 
services. Most of the 
visitors coming to the 
area mostly visit 
Biological Park 
only,which is a part of 
the Sanctuary 

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  
Personal 
communication 
by the DFO 

Only one project 
is going on in 
Biological Park on 
captive breeding 
of Hoolock 
Gibbon which has 
been going on for 
last 8 years. 

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  Personal 
communication by 
the DFO 

Maintenance 
schedules are 
adhoc as it is 
totally dependent 
on availability of 
funds. 

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? (NOT 

RATED) 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Threatened/ endangered species populations declining. Poor  NOT RATED The sanctuary has not 
conducted any regular 
census and hence no 
information is available 
on the population 
status of threatened 
species. Hence his 
parameter was not 
rated by the team. 

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  Personal 
communication 
by the DFO 

Threats to the site 
has increased. 
because of 
expansion of the 
capital project  

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 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  Personal 
communication by 
the  DFO 

For last two years 
not human wildlife 
conflict has been 
reported. 

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  

* Details of compensation paid for  human injury/ death and property damage in the last 3 years may be collected. 
 
6.4 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 register of 
biological park 

Most of the 
visitors have 
expressed their 
satisfaction over 
the services 
provided  by the 
biological park in 
the 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? 
 
6.5 Are local communities supportive of PA management? 
 

Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category (Tick 
) 

Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Local communities are hostile. Poor  Personal 
discussion with 
the DFO 

As reported by 
the PA manager, 
most locals are 
supportive of the 
PA management 
and provide their 
support to the 
Sanctuary. 

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 12.5 

52.59 % 

2. Planning 08 10 80 50 

3. Inputs 06 10 60 25 

4. Process 04 10 40 22.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 20 

6. Outcomes 05 4 50 22.5 

Total 30  290 152.5 

 

 

 

 

  



 - 86 - 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEGHALAYA   
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7.    BALPHAKRAM NATIONAL PARK, MEGHALAYA  

   MEE Year 2009–10 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The site has a comprehensive management plan, which has been routinely and 

systematically updated. 

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

3. The site has reduced many human-wildlife conflicts. 

4. The site is fairly well integrated into the network/ landscape. 

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

6. The expectations of most visitors are met. 

7. Most of the neighbouring communities appear to be quite supportive of the management 

of the protected area (PA). 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. Threats have been identified in the management plan, but there is no systematic 

assessment of threats. 

2. There is no eco-development committee as such. The people of the surrounding areas do 

not appear to have any interest in the routine planning and management of the site, but 

the management of the PA tries to involve the stakeholders through a JFMC. 

3. The site is being protected through normal patrolling; nevertheless incidences of hunting 

and illegal felling do sometimes take place. 

4. Resource allocation is ad hoc and funds are never released in time. 

5. NGOs do contribute to the management of the site, but opportunities for collaboration are 

not systematically explored. 

6. The resources, both human and financial, allocated for the management of the site are 

always found to be inadequate. 

7. Normally the local people do not appear to take any interest in the management of the 

PA, except occasionally, when the management tries to involve them. 

8. A complaint handling system is operational, but it is not responsive to individual issues, and 

the follow-up provided is limited. 

9. There is no website for the information dissemination.  

10. There is no interpretation centre at the site. 

11. There is no systematic or routine study of management-related trends, except an elephant 

census, which is carried out every two years or so. The number of elephants is declining. 

12. There is no systematic schedule for maintenance and management of infrastructure/assets, 

which always depends on the availability of funds. 
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C. Actionable Points 

1. A systematic study of threat assessment is needed for managing the site. 

2. An eco-development committee needs to be formed and more communities need to be 

involved for effective management of the site. 

3. There are incidences of hunting and illegal felling sometimes and these need to be tackled 

effectively. 

4. Resource allocation and timely release of adequate funds are needed. 

5. A greater contribution is needed from NGOs for the management of the site. 

6. There is a need to enhance the resources, human and financial, allocated for management 

of the site. 

7. The complaint handling system should be more efficient and responsive to individual issues. 

8. There is a need to develop a website for providing information worldwide. 

9. A nature interpretation centre needs to be developed immediately. 

10. The flora and fauna of the site need to be studied systematically on a priority basis. 
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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 have been identified in the 
Management Plan, but systematic 
assessment and monitoring of the 
values are yet to be taken up. Though 
some assessment relating to its fauna 
has been attempted, no such attempt 
has been made relating to the flora. 

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 have been identified in the 
Management Plan, but there is no 
systematic study for assessing the 
threats. 

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  Annually around 200 villagers visit the 
Park coming in buses in the month of 
April for cultural and religious reasons, 
but their visit normally does not create 
any problem for the park. As regards, 
other disturbances, there are very few 
incidences of fire wood collection, 
poaching and tree felling in the fringe 
areas 

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  Survey of India has already digitized 
the entire boundary of the 352 sq. km. 
originally acquired for the park, though 
only 220 sq. km. have so far been 
notified as the National Park(1986). 
The Core Area (306 sq.km.) and the 
Tourism zone (46 sq.km.) have also 
been demarcated on the ground. 

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 has been prepared 
as per the 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  

 
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  
The first Management Plan was 
prepared for the period 2000-2002 
combined for 3 PAs, namely, 
Balpakram NP, Siju WLS and 
Baghmara Pitcher Plant Sanctuary. 
Thereafter, the Management Plan only 
for Balpakram NP was prepared as per 
guidelines for the period 2002-2007 
and later on revised for the period 
2007-2012. 

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  
Since the site is having very little 
disturbance and that too only in the 
fringe areas, it is considered that its 
biodiversity values are safeguarded 
well. 

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  
There is no Eco-Development 
Committee as such. The 
surrounding people appear not to 
have any interest on the normal 
planning and management of the 
site. But the Management tries to 
involve the stakeholders through 
JFMC. 

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  Most of the area are simply protected 
without any restoration activity, but 
some small areas have been planted 
with fruit bearing trees for elephants. 

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  No species of flora or fauna is known 
to have got extrapreted (local 
extinction) from the site. As such no 
such reintroduction programme has 
been felt necessary to be taken up in 
the site. Hence this criterion is found to 
be irrelevant and not evaluated. 

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  The site is being protected through 
normal patrolling, yet incidences of 
hunting and illegal felling do 
sometimes take place. 

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  There are Voluntary Protection 
Squads in the villages for anti-
depredation activities. No power 
fencing has been erected so far in 
any area. Sausages barriers have 
been established in some areas. Fruit 
bearing trees have been planted and 
salt licks have been established to 
keep the elephants confined within 
the site. Annually hardly one casualty 
occurs due to elephant depredation. 
Ex-gratia compensation are paid to 
the sufferers almost regularly. 

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  The site is well-integrated with the 
Baghmara RF. Further due to low 
population density in the entire 
district, the site is also integrated with 
the neighbouring community forests. 

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  
Altogether 130 posts (65 Govt. 
employees and 65 Regular Casual 
Workers) have been allowed for the 
normal management of the site, out 
of which 7 have remained vacant for 
long 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  
Though inadequate, resources are 
allocated for achievement of 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  
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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 ) Remarks 

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

Poor  
Though salaries of the staff are paid 
regularly in time, funds for the 
developmental activities are released 
at the end of the financial year only, 
for which the activities suffer. 

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  
Few years back WTI donated 4-5 
search lights for anti-depredation 
activities in the area, except which no 
other help from any NGO have come 
to the site. 

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, whether human or 
financial, allocated for management 
of the site is always found to be 
inadequate. 

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  Most of the Govt. staff have got 
forestry training, which includes 
training in wildlife management also. 
But there is no provision for imparting 
any training to the Regular Casual 
Workers. 

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  
Assessment of the staff is done on 
the basis of their performance only, 
though not systematically. 

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  Normally the people do not appear to 
take any interest in the PA 
management, except on occasional 
cases, when the management tries to 
involve them. 

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, whenever received, are 
investigated, but there is no 
systematic approach for investigation 
and redressing. 

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  
Because of low population density, 
the people are normally not found to 
be dependent on the site resources. 
Therefore, the management tries to 
address only few of the livelihood 
issues, that too without any emphasis 
on gender. 

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  
The site has published brochures in 
English and local Garo language 
giving only the general information 
relating to the site, but there is no 
website for the site. 

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  
There is one VIP Guest Hose at a 
place Rompa having 6 beds in 3 
rooms and also one dormitory 
nearby. There is no interpretation 
centre for the site at present. 
 
 

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  
There is no systematic or routine 
study of management related trends, 
except the elephant census, which is 
carried out almost in every two 
years. However, any special 
development, whenever noticed, is 
always reported to the authority. 

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  There is no systematic schedule for 
maintenance and management of 
infrastructure/assets, which always 
depends on availability of funds only. 

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  
There is no systematic monitoring for 
any flora or fauna in the site, except 
elephant, which is found to be slightly 
declining. 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  
Though there is no systematic study 
on the flora or fauna of the site, but 
because of absence of any 
disturbance, there appears to be no 
difficulty for the biological community 
to survive. 

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 of the threats are being abated 
with the departmental efforts as well  
as with the help of intelligence from 
local NGOs. 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  Local visitors on specific seasons 
(April)only. Other visitors are very few 
in number, who are  reportedly to be  
happy after visiting the site. No 
complain from any visitor has so far 
been received. 

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  Most of the communities appear to 
be quite supportive of the PA 
management. 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  
According to a local myth, the souls 
of the ancestors are brought by wind 
to the Balpakram plateau, for which 
the local villagers visit the Park in 
April every year. The management 
will definitely not allow any 
deterioration of the cultural heritage 
asset. 

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 

58.59% 

2. Planning 10 10 100 62.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 25 

4. Process 05 10 50 25 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 20 

6. Outcomes 06 10 60 37.5 

Total 33  330* 187.5 

 
*  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.   NOKREK RIDGE NATIONAL PARK, MEGHALAYA  

MEE Year (2012–13) 

A. Management Strengths 

1. The values and threats to the site are well documented and assessed because it is also a 

part of the Nokrek Biosphere Reserve. 

2. There is no habitation or interference inside the national park mainly due to its 

geographical location. 

3. The site is properly identified and categorized, with a detailed management plan that has 

been updated. 

4. The participation of stakeholders in the planning process is recorded and there is a 

specific direction from the government for consultations. 

5. Commendable efforts have been made to address human–wildlife conflict issues. The 

Forest Department also takes help from the police administration occasionally. 

6. The site is integrated with the wider ecological landscape (with the biosphere reserve and 

community reserves). 

7. There is good utilization of funds by the management. 

8. There is a good linkage between staff performance management and management 

objectives. 

9. Complaints are logged and responded to, and a few RTI queries have been addressed. 

10. Substantial livelihood issues are addressed by the management of the protected area (PA) 

through income-generating enterprises. 

11. The major threats to the site have abated, especially with the establishment of a 

community reserve. 

12. The local people are supportive of the PA management, and they approach the authorities 

for their requirements. 

 

B. Management Weaknesses 

1. There are only a limited number of planning and monitoring programmes for habitat 

restoration. 

2. The protection strategy is yet ad hoc. It mostly relies on foot patrolling and informal 

information collection. 

3. Personnel are not explicitly allocated for management of the national park. Since the 

management extends beyond the PA (47 km2) to the biosphere reserve (820 km2) and 

elephant reserve (3200 km2), the strength is inadequate. 

4. The PA manager considers the resources to be insufficient for most tasks. 

5. There is no recognition of the staff of the PA and NGOs for their efforts. 

6. Little or no information on the PA is available to the public. 

7. The visitor services and facilities are not appropriate for the national park. 
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8. Some research is undertaken, but there is no systematic reporting. Not all the information 

relating to the research is shared with the PA management. 

9. There is no systematic monitoring of wildlife species; ad hoc estimation of the populations 

of some key species is undertaken. 

10. The expectations of visitors are not met satisfactorily owing to the remoteness and 

communication constraints. 

 

C. Actionable Points  

1. Appropriate habitat restoration programmes should be conceived. 

2. A strengthened protection strategy is required for the national park. 

3. Explicit allocation of personnel for the national park is required. 

4. Enhanced resources are needed for management of the PA. 

5. A comprehensive web site is required for the PA. 

6. Basic visitor and tourism facilities are required. 

7. Conducting research on and monitoring species need to be prioritized. 

8. The community reserve model should be reinforced in this landscape. 
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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. Write up of Nokrek BR for 
UNESCO. 
2. Nomination form for UNESCO 
MAB 
3. Evaluation report of Nokrek BR 
4. Checklist of Bird. 
5. MP – (Checklist of Mammals) 
6. Elephant census report covering 
Nokrek  
7. Prospective plan of BR. 

Being part of 
Nokrek Bio-
sphere Reserve, 
the work of 
systematic 
documentation 
has begun. 

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   No direct threat 
from any angle, 
because of its 
geographical 
location. 

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   There is no 
habitation inside 
the NP and as 
such no Direct 
threat in BR 
/Transition Zone 

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   Site Plan 

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 
2012-2017 

 

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  
 Yes (pervious 

plan 2001 – 2010) 
revised : 2012 – 
2017 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? 
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Assessment criteria* 

Condition Category* (Tick ) Reference 
document(s) 

Remarks 

Sites does not safeguard the threatened biodiversity 
values. 

Poor  
 1. Formation of 

community 
Reserve -aim to 
prevent future 
threat to NP. 
2. Census – 2004 
= 301 Hoolock 
gibbon 

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  
FOR 21/2009/40 dt. 
20.11.2009 of 
MeghalayaForest 
Department for 
Biosphere Reserve. 
Meeting of the 
members held annually. 

1. Meeting was held 
with community 
elders. 
2. Stake holder’s 
participated in some 
planning meeting with 
villagers and line 
departments 
Remarks : DFO while 
preparing the MP had 
consultation with 
villages & line 
department officers . 
While preparing the 
BR plan there were 
formal consultation 
with all Nokma and 
minutes are recorded. 
Govt. orders were 
also there  regarding  
consultation with the 
village head. 
Preparation of  MP & 
BRP are going 
simultaneously. 

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

Remarks 

Habitat restoration programmes are entirely adhoc. Poor  Management Plan Habitat 
Restoration: 
Though some 
activities like 
restoration of 
degraded areas, 
weed eradication 
& climber cutting 
provided in the 
MP, they may not 
be required at 
present. Only Soil 
conservation may 
be taken up  and  
has already been 
taken up. 

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   Ad- hoc  
protection plan  
(Patrolling on  
foot, information 
gathering )   

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  Compensation 
register 

Scope for staff 
training, 
developing 
capacities by 
handling such 
situation. 
Logistically well 
off, man power is 
lacking local 
situation is often  
antagonistic. 
Police help is 
often sought to 
tackle adverse 
situation. 
Assessment  of  
Compensation is 
done jointly by 
FD and  Local 
administration. 
Last 10 years 
crop / house 
damage not 
attended. 

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  BR Plan, 
Notification 

Elephant reserve 
Corridors  are 
being managed 
by formation of 
community 
reserves 

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  
  

As far as NP is concerned, there 
is enough sanctioned staff but 
since the management extends 
beyond 
NP(47 sq. km) to BR(820 sq.km) 
as well as ER  (3500 Sq Km) 
(3500sqk.)  the sanctioned staff is 
meager . (For BR management – 
the additional staff requirement 
has been provided in perspective 
plan of BR) 

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  
Information 
provided by DFO 

Already Provided 
(Vehicle  enough 
as per 
requirement, 
equipment like 
GPS, Binocular, 
Camera, camera 
trap, laptop are 
adequate. 
Building – 
Sufficient 

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 Remarks 
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document(s) 

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

Poor  
 Fund allocation is 

adequate but 
funds are 
released very 
late. However , 
released funds 
are utilized 100%   

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* 

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

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  
 15 Numbers of 

Search light 
provided by WTI. 
The total area to 
be covered for 
management is 
around 2000 
Km2.  Resources 
are inadequate. 

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    

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

Remarks 

Very few trained officers and frontline staff in the site. Poor   Only the DCF is 
trained in wildlife 
management but 
all other officers 
have been trained 
as per their rank 
which includes WL 
management 
aspect. 

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  
 Looking at the cases of  

human- animal conflicts 
and the response of the 
management in dealing 
with such situation is 
commendable.  But 
there is no recognition 
of the excellent work 
done either by 
government or by NGO. 

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   In fire management, 
the Forest 
Department engage 
people from the 
village. 
 
Get intelligence 
input for FD. 

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   RTI = 2 Nos. (RTI 
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Complaints handling system operational but not 
responsive to individual issues and limited follow up 
provided. 

Fair  
Requisition) last 
3 years. 
 No 
other complaint. 

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 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA 
management. 

Poor  
 The government through various 

departments is providing support 
to various income generating 
activities such as growing Orange, 
Coffee, Cardamom, Pineapple, 
making squash,  providing Bee 
boxes, promoting Handloom, 
apiculture. 

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   Systematic 
information  is  
not 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 
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Visitor services and facilities are at odds with relevant 
PA category and/or threaten PA values. 

Poor  
 Interpretation 

centre is in 
planning stage. 
Have an 
interpretation 
centre at Tura 
where 
information about 
Nokrek BR is 
given. 

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  
 Research are 

done but often 
information is not 
shared with FD 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   Funds of State 
Government 
information is 
given (But no 
Maintenance 
schedule) 

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  
 No systematic 

monitoring done. 
2004 – Census 
Done Hoolock 
gibbon 
2008 - All India 
Elephant Census 
2010 - Garo Hills 
Elephant Reserve 
census. 

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  
 Community Reserve 

established, thereby 
reduction of the 
conflicts and given 
various incentives- 
like promotion of 
horticulture, coffee, 
tea, land 
reclamation, 
distribution of solar 
lamp ( 250). 

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   The area is very 
remote, from the main 
town Tura and the 
main road. Even Tura  
does not come under 
tourism circuit. 

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  Management 
Plan 

As there is no 
Poaching etc hence 
they are supportive. 
They appreciate 
and come to FD for 
various livelihood 
requirements 

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 

60% 

2. Planning 09 10 90 62.5 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 22.5 

4. Process 05 10 50 32.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 15 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 22.5 

Total 30  300 180 
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9.   SIJU WILDLIFE SANCTUARY, MEGHALAYA 

        MEE Year (2015-16) 

Management Strengths 
1. This is one of the oldest wildlife sanctuaries of the state. 

2. There are no human settlements inside the sanctuary. 

3. The sanctuary is continuous with Balphakram NP on the eastern side. 

4. The PA supports several endangered wild plant and animal species including the blue vanda. 

 

Management Weaknesses 
1. The area of the sanctuary is too small (5.18 km2) to manage wide-ranging wild animals. 

2. Except in the eastern part, the Forest Department does not have any control over the forest land adjoining the sanctuary. 

3. Primary scientific information on the biodiversity is lacking, and there is no monitoring of even the key species. 

4. The period of the management plan is just 5 years, compared with 10 years in other parts of the country. 

5. The management plan is not in consistent with the guidelines of WII, and the concerns of the stakeholders are not 

incorporated in it. 

6. The support from NGOs is very poor. 

7. No staff members below the DFO level are trained in wildlife management. 

8. The number of patrolling routes is insufficient. 

9. The local people are not involved in the management of the PA. 

 

Actionable Points 
1. A scientific comprehensive management plan needs to prepared in consistency with the guidelines of WII, through a 

participatory process. 

2. The inadequacy of the frontline field staff needs to be addressed, and the vacancies must be filled up immediately. 

3. The resources available from the state plan and other sources need to be enhanced and released in a timely fashion. 

4. The officers below the ACF and the frontline field staff need to be trained in the wildlife management and basic monitoring 

of threatened and key species and their habitats. 

5. The present patrolling system should be improved and enhanced by developing more infrastructure such as patrol camps, 

equipment and other related facilities for better protection. 

6. The threats needs to be documented systematically and monitored regularly. 

7. The pressure along the boundary needs to be reduced through a proper eco-development plan that includes resource 

development and better livelihood options. 

8. The infrastructure in the Siju WLS campus for both the staff and tourists needs to be improved. 

9. Baseline information on the flora and fauna, threatened/key species and habitat needs to be developed/ generated 

immediately with the involvement of scientific institutions, NOGs carrying out wildlife research and local universities. 
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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  
Page no. 2 (para 
1.7) of 
management plan 
(2012-17) 

 

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  Page no.  (para 
3.6.3) and page 
no. 14 (para 3.11) 
of management 
plan (2012-17) 

Since 2012 
insurgency 
problem is 
persisting 

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   Based on site visit 
assessment 

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  Page no. 27 (para 
6.2) of 
management plan 
(2012-17) 

No further zonation is 
needed as the total 
area of WLs is very 
small and most of the 
tourist attraction 
places are outside 
sanctuary limit 
The existence of 
continuous forest 
area act as buffer for 
sanctuary 

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 
(2012-17) 

 

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  
Page no. 1 (para 
1.1) of 
management 
(2012-17) 

 

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  
Chapter 8 of 
management plan 
(2012-17) 

Several activities 
are proposed but 
PA mangers are 
unable to 
undertake any 
listed activities 
due to 
unavailability of 
funds 

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  
  

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  Budget 
expenditure 
statement of last 
five years 

 

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    

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  Budget 
expenditure 
statement of last 
three years 

State govt, is 
not giving 
adequate 
funds to tackle 
human-wildlife 
mitigation 
measures 

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    

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 
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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  
Page 2 (para 
13.9.1) of 
management 
plan (2012-17) 

 

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  
Stock register 
available at range 
HQ 

 

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  
  

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* 

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

Remarks 

NGOs contribute nothing for the management of the 
site. 

Poor  
  

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    

Resources sufficient for some tasks. Fair  

Resources sufficient for most tasks. Good  

Resources are in excess for most tasks. Very good  

 



 - 125 - 

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   Only DFO is 
certificate trainee 
of WII  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  
  

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   Presently involved in 
intelligence gathering 
and forest fire control, 
but are being rewarded 
and paid for respective 
participation 

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   In last three years no 
formal complaint or 
RTI request has 
been received.  It is 
also observed that 
no proper signage 
has been put up at 
Division and Range 
HQ level about name 
and designation of 
PIO and appellate 
authority under RTI 
Act, 2005 

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 

No livelihood issues are addressed by PA management. Poor   Site visit, 
discussion with 
PA managers and 
interaction with 
communities 

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  
  

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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* 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  
 Site visit 

observation 

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  
  

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 Remarks 
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document(s) 

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  

 
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  
 No formal 

monitoring 
system exist to 
monitor 
population of 
threatened/endan
gered species 

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  
 Scoring based on 

discussion with 
PA manager 

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  FRH occupancy 
register 

 

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    

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 

5 (Fair) 

2. Planning 09 10 90 45 

3. Inputs 05 10 50 25 

4. Process 05 10 50 22.5 

5. Outputs 04 10 40 12.5 

6. Outcomes 04 10 40 25 

Total 30  300 150 

 


