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APPENDIX 1
SIAPA evaluation questionnaire 

1. Do you think it would be desirable to implement the SIAPA regularly in your PA network? (1 point = completely disagree; 10 point = completely agree). Please justify your reply. 
2. Do you think it would be feasible to implement the SIAPA regularly in your PA network? (1 point = completely disagree; 10 point = completely agree). Please justify your reply. 
3. How often would you deem desirable (d) and feasible (f) the implementation of the SIAPA in your PA network? Please, choose the preferred option and justify your reply: (a) Annually; (b) Every 2 years; (c) Every 3 years; (d) Every 4 years; (e) Every 5 years; (f) > 5 years.
4. Do you think that the implementation of the SIAPA in your PA network should be done (please tick the preferred option): (a) By managing staff; (b) By external staff; (c) By both managing and external staff. If you wish, justify your reply.
5. Which are, in your opinion, the main limitations to the regular implementation of the SIAPA in your PA network and what could be the solutions to these limitations? Please, value each limitation independently (1 point = completely disagree; 10 point = completely agree): (a) Limited budget; (b) Limited staff; (c) Need of basic information for evaluation; (d) Limited institutional interest; (e) Lack of experience in PA evaluation; (f) The SIAPA is too complex; (g) The SIAPA is not adequate to the user’s needs; (h) There are other PA evaluation systems being implemented; i) Other limitations (please, specify). 
6. Final remarks (optional).



APPENDIX 2
Institutional survey on PA effectiveness evaluation

1. Is your institution interested in a standardised system for PA effectiveness evaluation at a national scale? Please, justify your reply: (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know.
2. Is the effectiveness of the PAs of your network assessed regularly? (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know. If your answer was ‘Yes’, please reply to the following questions:
2.1. Since when has the evaluation been done?
2.2. How frequently is the evaluation done?
2.3. What parameters are assessed?
2.4. Is a system or scheme followed for the evaluation? (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know.
2.5. If your answer to the previous question was ‘Yes’, is this system/scheme published? (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know.
2.6. If your answer to the previous question was ‘Yes’, could you provide a reference to this publication?
2.7. Who does the assessments? (a) Internal staff; (b) External staff; (c) Internal and external staff; (d) Don’t know.
2.8. Are the results from evaluations published? (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know.
2.9. If your answer to the previous question was ‘No’, please explain why.



3. Would you be interested in the development of a system for the evaluation of PA effectiveness for your network, with the assistance of the Spanish National Research Council? Please, justify your answer. (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know.
4. If your answer to the previous question was ‘No’ as a result of the costs to develop such system, would you be interested in developing such system if those costs could be born, at least partially, by a external institution? Please, justify your answer. (a) Yes; (b) No; (c) Don’t know.


APPENDIX 3
WWF-IUCN system evaluation questionnaire

1. Utility of the use of indicators. This question aimed to understand if the indicators suggested by the system were useful to evaluate the management effectiveness of the MPA.
2. Difficulties in the application of the indicators. This question aimed to provide evidence of the problems and shortcomings encountered in carrying out the evaluation and applying the suggested indicators to different realities.
3. Use of the evaluation tool in the future. Here the objective was to give an indication of the future application of the system as a tool for management evaluation.
4. Management suggestions obtained from the application of indicators. Its aim was to provide recommendations for the incorporation of new indicators and/or scoring tools for the MPA evaluation.
[bookmark: _GoBack]5. Sharing the tool with the MPA staff. This question focused on providing a comprehensive view if the results obtained reflected the view of a broader set of respondents within the MPA (e.g. PA administration) and if the information gathered was made available to the MPA staff.



