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For practitioners in search of an open and
flexible guide to engaging indigenous peoples
and local communities in protected area
management, little can be richer and more
encompassing than this volume. Government
managers and civil society actors alike will find
here clear concepts and concrete advice for
policy at the national, landscape and site levels.
Importantly, the book can also usher a more
widespread recognition and much better
protection of existing Community Conserved
Areas – a marvellous world-wide conservation
asset unfortunately in great jeopardy today.
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Preface

As Chairs of two IUCN Commis sions, it was an immense priv i lege to work together
for one of the first great conser va tion events of the second millen nium – the Vth IUCN
World Parks Congress in Durban, South Africa, September 2003.  The three thou sand-
strong crowd uplifted us and made evident the rich ness and variety of the new, much
broader and diverse constit u ency that supports conser va tion today.  Possibly even
more inspiring, a new spirit could be detected among the many and such varied faces
that composed that crowd.  That spirit is rela tively new in the conser va tion arena and
we can only describe it as “mature”, certainly an atti tude whose time had come.  We
mean that people seemed to refrain – at least for the most part – from bick ering and
complaining about the faults of others and focused their energy instead towards under-
standing issues, iden ti fying common goals and shaping joint efforts.  The Durban
Accord and Action Plan are the clearest mani fes ta tions of this collec tive spirit of
collab o ra tion.  They are a powerful state ment from people from different regions,
origins, insti tu tions and walks of life, a call to join in open ness and mutual trust
towards a world in which protected areas are the jewel in the crown of “a just world
that values and conserves nature”.

If the Durban spirit is to guide us at least for the current decade, docu ments and tools
such as the one you have in your hands are essen tial.  We need to trans late lofty goals
and aspi ra tions into prac tical, everyday terms; we need to figure out what is impor tant,
what is a priority, what can be done, and how it can be done.  Inci dentally, this is
exactly why this WCPA Guide lines series was born, and we are here proud to intro -
duce the first jointly spon sored WCPA-CEESP issue.  This issue is due to the generous
work of TILCEPA – the CEESP-WCPA Theme on Indig e nous and Local Commu-
nities, Equity and Protected Areas and, in partic ular, of their Co-chairs – Grazia
Borrini-Feyerabend and Ashish Kothari – and of Gonzalo Oviedo, a long-time
member who recently took on the post of Senior Social Policy Advisor in the IUCN
Secre tariat.  These colleagues and their collab o ra tors have gath ered here some of the
more poignant tech nical advice of the Durban Congress and lessons distilled from the
field.  The state ments and options for action they propose are not yet IUCN policy –
although some may soon become so at the third World Conser va tion Congress in
Bangkok, November 2004. They are, however, inspired by the Durban results and are
fully in line with the Programme of Work on Protected Areas of the Conven tion on
Biolog ical Diver sity, approved at its 7th Confer ence of the Parties in Kuala Lumpur in
February 2004.

For prac ti tio ners in search of an open and flex ible guide to engaging indig e nous
peoples and local commu ni ties in protected area manage ment, little can be richer and
more encom passing than this volume.  Govern ment managers and civil society actors
alike will find here clear concepts and concrete advice for policy at the national, land -
scape and site levels.  Impor tantly, the book can also usher a more wide spread recog ni-
tion and much better protec tion of existing Commu nity Conserved Areas – a marvel lous
world-wide conser va tion asset unfor tu nately in great jeop ardy today.
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It is with these objec tives in mind that we are proud to intro duce this volume and we
thank its authors who gener ously volun teered their time in crafting it.  We also take the
occa sion to acknowl edge Adrian Phil lips – a fabu lous editor for the guide lines series
who can certainly feel uplifted by passing on his task with this volume, a concrete and
helpful state ment towards more collab o ra tive and equi table protected areas in the years
ahead.

Kenton Miller, Chair

IUCN World Commis sion on
Protected Areas

M. Taghi Farvar, Chair

IUCN Commis sion on Envi ron mental,
Economic and Social Policy
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Intro duc tion

Throughout the world, managing protected areas involves people and orga ni za tions in
widely differing roles. Field managers, whether working for an agency or for a
commu nity, deal with concrete prob lems and respon si bil i ties on a daily basis and
directly enjoy the rewards that only nature and culture at their best are able to provide.
Local author i ties and resi dents – admin is tra tors, commu nity members, land owners and
busi nesses – “live with” the protected areas, face restric tions, harness bene fits and are
vari ously involved in rele vant concerns and deci sion making. Agency managers at the
national level are concerned with systems of protected areas and the conser va tion bene fits
they provide as a whole; they, in turn, are account able to the general public and
taxpayers for offi cial expen di ture on protected areas. Natural and social scien tists, and
conser va tion and human rights advo cates engage in under standing and refining
manage ment options and prac tices. And policy makers and legis la tors at the national
and inter na tional level help shape the overall context in which protected areas exist.

For many of the above-mentioned managers, the issue that is often of greatest concern
is how protected areas relate to local people – most impor tantly indig e nous peoples and
local and mobile commu ni ties.1 This volume in the Best Prac tice Guide line Series has
been designed to offer them ideas and concrete advice on ways to enhance the equity of
that rela tion ship, and to make it work better for conser va tion. The following audi ences
have been kept partic u larly in mind:

n staff of protected area agen cies at all levels, whether working at national or site
level;

n staff of conser va tion or devel op ment NGOs, whether working at inter na tional,
national or site levels;

n commu nity leaders;

n local conser va tion commit tees;

n policy makers and legis la tors who shape the frame work for protected areas.

Conven tional protected area approaches domi nant over the past 100 to 150 years have
tended to see people and nature as sepa rate enti ties, often requiring the exclu sion of
human commu ni ties from areas of interest, prohib iting their use of natural resources and
seeing their concerns as incom pat ible with conser va tion. While some kinds of protected
areas (e.g. those corre sponding to IUCN cate go ries V and VI2) are assumed to accom mo-
date human commu ni ties, more pres tige seems to have been attached to those designed
to exclude them both as resi dents and deci sion-makers (usually corre sponding to IUCN
cate go ries I, II and III). Since most protected areas in the world have people residing
within them or dependent on them for their live li hoods, the conven tional exclusionary
approaches have engen dered profound social costs. This is partic u larly true when the
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this volume we have often used the term “commu ni ties” to denote all of them, for the sake of conve nience.

2 IUCN et al., 1994.



affected indig e nous peoples and local commu ni ties were already, even before the
protected area inter ven tion, among the most marginalized groups.

These Guide lines explore protected area approaches and models that see conser va tion
as fully compat ible with human commu ni ties – as managers, deci sion-makers, resi dents,
users, caretaking neigh bours – and that regard such commu ni ties as an asset to conser va tion
rather than a liability. Drawing on recent expe ri ence and best prac tice from around the
world, as well as from reflec tions and guid ance devel oped at the local, national, regional
and inter na tional levels, these Guide lines offer consid er ations, concepts and ideas. They
do not prescribe blue print solu tions, but offer a menu of options for action, to be
reviewed by the concerned actors and adapted to their circum stances.

The struc ture of these Guide lines is as follows:

n Chap ters 1 and 2 summa rise the back ground neces sary to under stand the
evolving rela tion ship between commu ni ties and protected areas (they do not
contain prac tical advice);

n Chapter 3 assists the reader to carry out a very brief “situ a tion anal ysis” and
iden tify, among the chap ters that follow, those most likely to respond to their
concerns and expected profes sional tasks. Table 3.1, in partic ular, acts as “sign-
post” to help readers find the parts of the text most rele vant to them.

n Chapter 4 deals with Co-managed Protected Areas. These are protected areas
estab lished by or with the approval of govern ments and subjected to co-manage -
ment regimes involving indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties.
The chapter offers four sets of options for action to improve both equity and
conser va tion in offi cial protected areas.

n Chapter 5 describes the concept and prac tice of Commu nity Conserved Areas.
It illus trates char ac ter is tics and common features of protected envi ron ments and
resources estab lished and managed by indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties. The chapter offers five sets of options for action by which Commu nity
Conserved Areas can be “recognised” and supported towards enhanced equity
and conser va tion.

n Chapter 6 speaks to profes sionals working at national and inter na tional levels
and is concerned with the overall policy context for protected areas. It offers
four broad sets of policy options, coherent with and supportive of the options for
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Two key defi ni tions used in these Guide lines

Co-managed Protected Area
Govern ment-desig nated protected area where deci sion making power, respon si bility and
account ability are shared between govern mental agen cies and other stake holders, in
partic ular the indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties that depend on that
area cultur ally and/or for their live li hoods

Commu nity Conserved Area
Natural and modi fied ecosys tems, including signif i cant biodiversity, ecolog ical services and
cultural values, volun tarily conserved by indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties through customary laws or other effec tive means



action described in Chap ters 4 and 5 and allowing the full contri bu tions of
indig e nous and local commu ni ties to unfold.

This volume builds upon the IUCN’s efforts to pursue equity in conser va tion in the
decade since the term was first included in the IUCN mission state ment3 and upon the
work of the IUCN Theme on Indig e nous and Local Commu nities, Equity and Protected
Areas (TILCEPA) – a joint Theme of the CEESP and WCPA Commis sions. Much of
this work was done in prep a ra tion for the Vth World Parks Congress in Durban (South
Africa), September 2003.4 The Guide lines also draw upon the outputs of that Congress
and on the Programme of Work on Protected Areas approved by the 7th Confer ence of
Parties to the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity in February 2004 (CBD/COP7). As
these were shaped by both govern ment agen cies and repre sen ta tives of indig e nous
people, mobile indig e nous peoples and local commu ni ties, we hope that this volume
reflects at least in part their aspi ra tions and concerns.

Introduction
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3 IUCN General Assembly Reso lu tion 19.1 (January 1994). 
4 See the Acknowl edg ment section.  This prepa ra tory work was supported by the Ecosys tems, Protected Areas

and People project; the rele vant papers, regional reviews and overall synthesis can be consulted at
www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Wkg_grp/TILCEPA/commu nity.htm.



The Regole d’Ampezzo manage a Community Conserved Area with a recorded history of approximately 1,000 years.
Today, they have been recognized as sole managers of the Regional Natural Park declared on their common lands, have
been granted tax-free status from the Italian government, and have secured project funds and subsidies from the European
Union and other public sources. See also Box 5.3. (Courtesy Stefano Lorenzi and Regole d’Ampezzo)

The Executive Director of TIDE – which manages a Community Conserved Area in Belize called Port Honduras Marine
Reserve – proudly shows the excellent catches achieved with sustainable fishing rules. (Courtesy TIDE)



Children in the Kaa-Iya del Gran Chaco National Park. Kaa-Iya is the largest park in Bolivia, includes the largest area of
dry tropical forest under full-protected area status anywhere in the world and owes its existence to an indigenous organisa-
tion’s efforts to consolidate its territorial claims through the creation of a protected area. See also Box 4.3. (Courtesy Hal Noss)

The Capitanía de Alto y Bajo Izozog (CABI), representing some 9,500 Guaraní Izoceños living in 25 communities along the
Parapetí river, now co-manages with the Bolivian government the 3.4 million hectare Kaa-Iya del Gran Chaco National
Park, which guarantees the physical and cultural integrity of the Guaraní Izoceños’ resource base. (Courtesy Hal Noss)



Leaders from various ethnic groups gathered in Yurayaco–Caquetá, Colombia. The Alto Fragua Indiwasi National Park
was proposed by the Ingano peoples and is now managed according to their own shamanic rules. See also Box 5.2. (Cour-
tesy Asociación de Cabildos Tandachiridu Inganokuna – Jose Ignacio Giraldo)

A panoramic view of the Alto Fragua Indiwasi National Park, Colombia. Biodiversity conservation depends on the
engagement of the people living with the natural resources, whose cultural diversity, in turn, depends on access to those
resources and the capacity to maintain their traditional livelihoods. (Courtesy Asociación de Cabildos Tandachiridu
Inganokuna – Jose Ignacio Giraldo)



The Bijagos biosphere reserve (Guinea Bissau) includes numerous areas (e.g. entire islands) strictly protected according to
local ancestral rules. On the basis of those rules the state subsequently declared official protected areas. In a number of
cases, the communities are entirely in charge of their management plans and activities (see also the picture on the front
cover). (Courtesy Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend)

Women returning home from the fields in Krayan Hulu Kayan Mentarang National Park—the first national park to be
granted official collaborative management status in Indonesia (April 2002). By carefully collecting edible plants from the
forest, women contribute to community livelihood through sustainable use of wild plants. See also Box 4.5. (Courtesy
Cristina Eghenter)



Most European protected areas were identified and declared based on cultural and spiritual attributes as well as ecological
value. They are usually managed through complex collaborative agreements with landowners, communities and other
concerned parties. See also Box 3.2. (Courtesy Andy Wilson and North York Moors National Park Authority, UK).

The Chartang-Kushkizar wetland, extending some 9 km in length, has been since time immemorial conserved by two
Qashqai sub-tribes of indigenous mobile pastoralists: the Kuhi and the Kolahli. The wetland is in the process of being offi-
cially recognized by the Iranian government as a Community Conserved Area. See also Box 5.5. (Courtesy Ahmad Reza
Siapoosh)



Certain wildlife species are sacred to local people throughout West Africa. Crocodiles, for instance, are nearly invariably
respected. Crocodile ponds can be found at times very close to villages, despite the risks they represent to people and, espe-
cially, small children. Here is an example from Mali, at the border with Burkina Faso. (Courtesy Grazia Borrini-
Feyerabend)

The farmed countryside of the island of Minorca (Spain) is a mosaic of meadows rich in wild flowers, enlaced by stone walls
and stone-edged waterways. Grazing creates the conditions for biodiversity to be maintained and the local breed of cows is
part of the island’s heritage. A satisfied cow owner has his farm well set inside the Albufera del Grau Nature Park, the core
of the local biosphere reserve. (Courtesy Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend)



Coron Island, in the Philippines, is part of the ancestral domain of the Tagbanwa people, only recently legally recognized.
The Tagbanwa strive to manage their natural resources in a sustainable way. Their forest products are used only for
domestic needs, fishing is regulated, and all the freshwater lakes in the island but one are sacred and cannot be utilized for
any reason, and especially not for tourism. (Courtesy Maurizio Farhan Ferrari)

Tagbanwa people with the three-dimensional map they created of their own island. The production of this map helped
them to obtain an official Certificate of Ancestral Domain Claim. (Courtesy Maurizio Farhan Ferrari)



Community people help to build an elephant trench outside Kibale National Park, Uganda. The Park has entered into a
number of formal agreements with surrounding communities, which allow people access to selected natural resources
under certain conditions. In return, the communities monitor and protect those resources. (Courtesy Purna Chhetri)

Several villagers in Maharashtra (India) have initiated “study circles” (abhyas gats) on subjects such as forest-based rights
or local biodiversity. In Mendha-Lekha this brought powerfully to light the long-term damages of commercial exploitation
to the local forests and the need to conserve traditional seeds and agro-practices. (Courtesy Ashish Kothari).



1. A new under standing of
protected areas

Protected areas repre sent the heart of the world’s polit ical and economic commit ment to
conserve biodiversity and other natural and related cultural resources. They are, there fore,
a major compo nent of offi cial conser va tion policy and prac tice. On the basis of national
returns, the United Nations Envi ron ment Programme’s World Conser va tion Moni toring
Centre (UNEP-WCMC) has recently calcu lated that there are more than 102,000 protected
areas throughout the world. Taken together, they cover more than 11.5% of the terres trial
surface of the earth (though only 3.4% of the entire surface, since there are rela tively few
marine protected areas).5 These sites have been estab lished by virtu ally all coun tries of the
world and are managed through special rules and for conser va tion goals. Conser va tion
approaches, however, are evolving rapidly, responding to social and economic changes as
well as advances in natural and social sciences. What is now being encour aged in inter na-
tional guid ance for protected area policy and prac tice? What requires adap ta tion to new
situ a tions and chal lenges? Inter na tional defi ni tions provide a useful starting point for this
anal ysis.

IUCN6 defines a ‘pro tected area’ as: “an area of land and/or sea espe cially dedi cated
to the protec tion and main te nance of biolog ical diver sity, and of natural and asso ci ated
cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effec tive means”. The CBD
defines it as “a geograph i cally defined area which is desig nated or regu lated and
managed to achieve specific conser va tion objec tives”. The two defi ni tions are not in
conflict, although the IUCN one refers more directly to the economic (“resources”) and
cultural aspects of conser va tion (for a further discus sion of the bearing of this on
Commu nity Conserved Areas, see Chap ters 2 and 5).

Since the 1972 UN Confer ence on the Human Envi ron ment held at Stock holm, and
even more since the 1992 UN Confer ence on Envi ron ment and Devel op ment of Rio,
inter na tional and national approaches to conser va tion have had to harmo nise with
social needs and the devel op ment agenda. Thus the very percep tion of a protected area
has evolved. The aims of protected areas now include the sustain able use of natural
resources, the pres er va tion of ecosystem services and inte gra tion with broader social
devel op ment processes, along with the core role of biodiversity conser va tion. More
atten tion is now given to respecting cultural values as essen tial asso ci ates of
biodiversity (made explicit in the 1994 IUCN defi ni tion of a protected area) and to the
need to involve indig e nous and local commu ni ties in manage ment deci sions affecting
them. Starting from a focus on “nature” that basi cally excluded people, more and more
protected area profes sionals today recog nise natural resources, people and cultures as
funda men tally inter linked.7

1

5 Chape et al., 2003.  This covers all areas that meet the IUCN defi ni tion of a protected area and are held on the
World Data base for Protected Areas. See also Mulongoy and Chape, 2004.

6 Defi ni tion included in Guide lines for Protected Area Manage ment Cate go ries (IUCN, 1994).
7 West and Brechin, 1991; Stevens, 1997; Posey, 1998; Oviedo et al., 2000; Phil lips, 2002; Wilson, 2003.



Three main lines of thinking have converged to produce this new under standing of
protected areas.

The first has been a broad ening of perspec tive from the specific protected terri tory,
area or resources to the surrounding context. This line of thinking lays emphasis on:

n Networks of protected areas, and connec tivity within the networks.8

n The inte gra tion of protected areas in the broader land scape/seascape, and within
the regional and national economy and policy.9

n Protected areas as one of the several compo nents neces sary for an effec tive
regional or national conser va tion strategy.10

The second line of thinking has emerged from advances in ecolog ical sciences beyond
the concept of “equi lib rium condi tions” for ecosys tems. It stresses that:

n Ecosys tems are open, always subjected to a variety of influ ences from their
surround ings and in a state of flux.11

n “Distur bances”, such as grazing from herbi vores or peri odic fires, are extremely
impor tant in conser va tion efforts, and human distur bances that occur within
ecolog ical limits can be part of the dynamic pattern of conser va tion.12

n Ecosystem manage ment is best under stood as an adap tive process, strongly
dependent on local biolog ical history and context.13

Finally, a third line of thinking, derived from lessons learned in field prac tice, recom -
mends to:

n Work with, rather than against, indig e nous and local commu ni ties, NGOs, and the
private sector, provided that all such actors are committed to basic conser va tion
goals.14

n Develop manage ment part ner ships among social actors, bene fiting from their
comple men tary capac i ties and advan tages.15
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8 Davey, 1998; Bennett, 1998; Boyd, 2004.
9 See Forman and Godron, 1986; Lucas, 1992; Bennett, 1998; Beresford and Phil lips, 2000; CBD Deci sion V/6

Ecosystem Approach, Nairobi, 2000; Turner et al., 2001; and Ramsar Conven tion Secre tariat, 2004.
10 IUCN, UNEP and WWF, 1991; CBD, 1992; UNESCO, 1995.
11 Whittaker and Levin, 1977; Fiedler and Jain, 1992.  In addi tion, the dynamics of natural commu nities have

multiple persis tent states and  “patch dynamics” and “shifting mosaics” are often neces sary for the survival of
species requiring multiple habi tats (e.g. for shelter, forage, mating, etc.). See Pickett and Thompson, 1978;
Bormann and Lickens, 1979; Luken, 1990.

12 Mc Naughton, 1989; Fiedler and Jain, 1992; ICSU, 2002; Gunderson and Holling, 2002; MEA, 2003.
13 Holling, 1978; www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfp/amhome/introgd/toc.htm; Gunderson and Prit chard, 2002.
14 West and Brechin, 1991; CBD article 8(j), 1992 and subse quent deci sions on imple men ta tion; Reso lu tion 19.23

on the « Impor tance of commu nity-based approaches » , IUCN General Assembly, 1994; Reso lu tion 1.42 on
« Collab o ra tive Manage ment for Conser va tion », World Conser va tion Congress, 1996; Kothari et al., 1996;
Borrini-Feyerabend, 1997; Ghimire and Pimbert, 1997; Beltran, 2000; Recom men da tions no. 5.24; 5.26 and
5.27 of the 5th World Parks Congress, 2003; Brechin et al., 2003; CBD, 2004.

15 McMcNeely, 1995; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996; IUCN Reso lu tion 1.42 (Montreal, 1996); Kothari et al., 1998;
Stolton and Dudley, 1999; IUCN Reso lu tion 2.15 (Amman, 2000); Kothari et al., 2000; Borrini-Feyerabend et
al., 2004 [in press].



n Perceive the conser va tion of biodiversity as insep a rable from its sustain able use
and the fair sharing of the bene fits arising from the utili za tion of genetic
resources, as reflected in the three main objec tives of the CBD.16

If we juxta pose the conven tional and the emerging approach to protected area
manage ment, a change of perspec tives occurs that Phil lips (2003) has labelled a “para digm
shift” (see Table 1.1). The juxta po si tion should not be read to mean that all protected
areas used to be managed according to the “conven tional model” and now are, or soon
will be, managed according to the “new under standing” model. Far from it! As a matter
of fact, much of the protected areas legis la tion devel oped in the 1970s and 1980s in
many coun tries, as well as the style of many indi vidual protected area managers since
then, appears close to the prin ci ples and ideas embodied in the “new under standing”
column. But the prevailing polit ical context may not have allowed appro priate prac tice
to unfold, and obsta cles often arise in connec tion with land tenure and macro-economic
poli cies, ethnic and polit ical conflicts, and power ineq ui ties at various levels. In sum,
Table 1.1 renders visible an average “pattern of change” that has notable excep tions, has
been related to different constraints and oppor tu ni ties and has been proceeding at a
different pace and with different results in different contexts.

Table 1.1 A para digm shift in protected area manage ment
(adapted and expanded from Phil lips, 2003)

The conventional understanding of protected areas The emerging understanding of protected areas

Established as separate units Planned as part of national, regional and
international systems

Managed as “islands” Managed as elements of networks (protected areas
connected by “corridors”, “stepping stones” and
biodiverssity-friendly land uses)

Managed reactively, within a short timescale, with little
regard to lessons from experience

Managed adaptively, on a long time perspective,
taking advantage of on-going learning 

About protection of existing natural and landscape assets –
not about the restoration of lost values

About protection but also restoration and
rehabilitation, so that lost or eroded values can be
recovered

Set up and run for conservation (not for productive use)
and scenic protection (not ecosystem functioning)

Set up and run for conservation but also for
scientific, socio-economic (including the
maintenance of ecosystem services) and cultural
objectives

Established in a technocratic way Established as a political act, requiring sensitivity,
consultations and astute judgment

Managed by natural scientists and natural resource experts Managed by multi-skilled individuals, including
some with social skills 

Established and managed as a means to control the
activities of local people, without regard to their needs and
without their involvement 

Established and run with, for, and in some cases by
local people; sensitive to the concerns of local
communities (who are empowered as participants
in decision making)

1. A new under standing of protected areas
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Run by central government

Run by many partners, including different tiers of
government, local communities, indigenous groups, 
the private sector, NGOs and others

Paid for by taxpayers Paid for from many sources and, as much as
possible, self-sustaining

Benefits of conservation assumed as self-evident Benefits of conservation evaluated and quantified

Benefiting primarily visitors and tourists Benefiting primarily the local communities who
assume the opportunity costs of conservation

Viewed as an asset for which national considerations
prevail over local ones

Viewed as a community heritage as well as a
national asset

Conser va tion and equity

Under lying several elements of the changing perspec tive on protected areas is a new
concern for social equity in conser va tion. This is driven by prac tical consid er ations (in
many circum stances conser va tion cannot and will not happen without the support of the
rele vant commu ni ties)17 but also by more widely shared ethical and moral concerns.18

There is ample field-based evidence that conven tional conser va tion initia tives have
harmed many commu ni ties, including some among the world’s poorest and most
marginalized. Thus, some commu ni ties have been expelled from newly protected
terri to ries and invol un tarily reset tled, with some times appalling socio-cultural and
economic conse quences. Some tradi tion ally mobile commu ni ties have been forced
against their wishes to abandon their nomadic exis tence and adopt a seden tary life style,
with simi larly tragic results, including for the ecology of the settle ment areas. Commu -
nities in many coun tries have been disrupted and impov er ished by being forced to
abandon the use of resources upon which their live li hoods depended – action often taken
without any redress through compen sa tion (see an example in Box 1.1). And commu ni-
ties have been dis-empow ered when their erst while control over lands and resources has
been taken over by govern ments or by private corpo ra tions. Indig e nous peoples, mobile
indig e nous peoples and local commu ni ties have campaigned for decades about these
prob lems, but many in the conser va tion estab lish ment have rejected their claims. Now
that the inter na tional policy circles are, at least in theory, committed to the erad i ca tion of
poverty,19 this posi tion is no longer defen sible: it would make little sense to set up
poverty-erad i ca tion programmes along side conser va tion initia tives that result in
greater poverty.20
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Table 1.1 A para digm shift in protected area manage ment (cont.)

17 IUCN Reso lu tion 1.35, adopted at the First World Conser va tion Congress in Montreal, 1996, requests all states,
agen cies and orga ni za tions to adopt poli cies that “recog nise that protected areas will survive only if they are seen
to be of value, in the widest sense, to the nation as a whole and to local people in partic ular”.

18 Brockington, 2003.  Brockington argues that some govern ment-run protected areas can remain effec tive or at
least sustain their pres ence despite being managed and run in ineq ui table ways, and despite causing the impov er-
ish ment of commu ni ties.  He thus argues that equity should be taken as a concern on a par with conser va tion not
only for prag matic reasons (“equity is good for conser va tion”), but also for ethical/ moral reasons (“equity is
good per se”).

19 “We will spare no effort to free our fellow men, women and chil dren from the abject dehuman ising condi tions of
extreme poverty to which more than a billion of them are currently subjected” (United Nations Millen nium
Decla ra tion, September 2000).



For IUCN, the obli ga tion to embrace equity is rooted in its mission – “to influ ence,
encourage and assist soci eties throughout the world to conserve the integ rity and
diver sity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural resources is equi table and
ecolog i cally sustain able” – and its vision: “a just world that values and conserves
nature”. But what does that mean, in prac tice?

At very least it means that conser va tion should do no harm to human soci eties –
although it may require trade-offs – and that, when ever possible, it should provide
bene fits to the commu ni ties and people directly concerned. More broadly, a concern for
social equity in conser va tion covers a range of issues, from human rights to sustain able
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Box 1.1 The Karrayu and the Awash National Park, Ethi opia
(adapted from Bassi, 2003)

The Karrayu are an Oromo pastoral group living in the upper Awash Valley, in the
Northern section of the Rift Valley. Tradi tionally they have been living in and using three
ecolog ical zones: ona ganna a open grass land around Fontalle volcano used as a summer
wet season grazing zone, ona birraa a riverine strand of land along the Awash river, used
as autumn dry season grazing zone and including more than 15 holy grounds, and ona
bona, a winter dry season grazing zone of shrubs and grass land between the two.

From the 1950s onwards Karrayu land was leased by the govern ment to private
enter prises for sugar produc tion and, later on, a growing portion of riverine land has
been devel oped into irri gated schemes for commer cial agri cul ture. Workers and farmers
migrated into the area, while the Karrayu lost their dry season pastures. In 1969 a hunting
reserve was gazetted as National Park. The Karrayu and their northern neigh bours, the
Afar pasto ral ists, were displaced from an area of about 76,000 hect ares, most of it in the
crit ical ona bona and ona birra grazing area, with little compen sa tion. It was esti mated that
the Karrayu have been squeezed from 150,000 to 60,000 hect ares, remaining with the
marginal ona ganna ecolog ical zone. The rota tional graze use pattern was forcedly broken,
producing serious ecolog ical degra da tion on the remaining part, outside the national park
bound aries.

Because of dire need, both the Karrayu and the displaced clans of the Afar are peri od i cally
forced to lead their herds into the park’s bound aries, which causes harsh conflicts with the
park’s manage ment. Shooting between the park guards and the pasto ral ists, and between
the Afar and Karrayu pasto ral ists competing for the remaining pastoral resources, is taking
place with alarming frequency. Pastoral life has basi cally become unsus tain able and many
Karrayu fami lies take up farming in unsuit able land or at the margin of the irri gated schemes.
Having entirely lost access to their cere mo nial grounds along the Awash rivers, they have all
converted to Islam.

The Karrayu are caught in a perma nent food crisis. The debate between the park’s
manage ment and the repre sen ta tives of pasto ral ists has so far focused on water points for
pastoral use, with no agree ments to date. Mean while, commer cial farming is expanding
inside the park’s bound aries. The area has great poten tial for tourism, including a volcano, a
hot spring and wild life. It also had immense poten tial for a co-manage ment agree ment that
would build upon the sacred grounds and manage ment prac tices of the autochthonous
resource users, regu late grazing to support live li hoods and main tain the habitat for wild life.
But, as the values and prac tices of the Karrayu are being eroded, a whole poten tial for
conser va tion is being squan dered as well.

20 Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau, 2003.



use of natural resources, from partic i pa tion of civil society to gender fair ness. Such
concerns may have been held by some within conser va tion circles for a number of years,
but their impact on policy has been quite recent. It has, however, been rapid, as is evident
in the deci sions and actions of IUCN.

In 1991, Caring for the Earth: A Strategy for Sustain able Living, published by IUCN,
WWF and UNEP, recom mended:

n citizen involve ment in estab lishing and reviewing national protected areas policy;

n the effec tive partic i pa tion of local commu ni ties in the design, manage ment and
oper a tion of indi vidual protected areas;

n a sustain able economic return from protected areas, making sure that much of this
goes to manage the area and supports local commu ni ties;

n that local commu ni ties, espe cially commu ni ties of indig e nous peoples, and
private orga ni za tions should estab lish and manage protected areas within the
national system;

n that the protected areas do not become oases of diver sity in a desert of unifor mity,
by providing for their inte gra tion within poli cies for the manage ment of
surrounding lands and waters.

Since then, IUCN has moved from rhetor ical policy state ments that focused on
“assessing, control ling and convincing”21 to more concrete posi tion state ments on sustain -
able devel op ment, sustain able use,22 social equity,23 and gender equity,24 as well as to
adopting reso lu tions on the rights of indig e nous peoples25 and partic i pa tory approaches26 to
conser va tion. Several of these have also been devel oped by IUCN into tech nical advice.27
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21 Larsen, 2003.
22 IUCN World Conser va tion Congress Reso lu tion 2.29 (Montreal, 1996) (the IUCN Policy State ment on

Sustain able Use of Wild Living Resources) noted the need to main stream the concept in all IUCN activ i ties.
The reso lu tion under lines that “ Use, if sustain able, can serve human needs on an ongoing basis while contrib-
uting to the conser va tion of biolog ical diver sity”. The CBD rein forces this approach, linking sustain able use,
incen tive mech a nisms and the knowl edge, inno va tions and prac tices of indig e nous and local commu ni ties.

23 The IUCN Policy on Social Equity (2000) states that “IUCN under stands that to be able to design effec tive
programmes that promote sustain able and equi table conser va tion and natural resources use, it has to fully
embrace socio eco nomic and cultural equity concerns in its poli cies, programmes and projects at the local,
national, regional and global level”. 

24 IUCN, 1998.
25 In 1990, IUCN General Assembly Reso lu tion 18.17 requested that IUCN advice should inte grate popu la tion char -

ac ter is tics « from the point of view of sustain able use and manage ment but also the quality of human life as defined
in the Universal Decla ra tion of Human Rights and the World Health Orga ni za tion’s defi ni tion of health ». 

26 Caring for the Earth calls for “full partic i pa tion”, raises a number of guiding prin ci ples and under lines the impor-
tance of commu nity-driven processes. Following the UN Confer ence on Envi ron ment and Devel op ment (1992),
IUCN General Assembly Recom men da tion 19.22 urged all states and local author i ties to: “ensure fully the
public partic i pa tion by local people and indig e nous peoples in deci sions concerning the plan ning, devel op ment
and manage ment of national parks and other protected areas, and to provide that their inter ests are treated
equi tably and are fully respected by all author i ties and agen cies with respon si bility in or impacting on national
parks and other protected areas”.  IUCN World Conser va tion Congress Reso lu tion 1.43 on “public partic i pa tion
and the right to know” reit er ates earlier commit ments through Agenda 21 and under lines the need for legally
binding measures to guar antee public partic i pa tion, access to infor ma tion and access to justice. Later, the call for
public partic i pa tion was consol i dated through inter na tional, regional and national processes.  More specific
calls for collab o ra tive manage ment of natural resources are included in IUCN World Conser va tion Congress
Reso lu tion 1.42 (Montreal, 1996) and Reso lu tion 2.15 (Amman, 2000). 



The rights of indig e nous peoples and of local and mobile
commu ni ties

Atten tion to the rights of indig e nous and local commu ni ties in protected area
manage ment is rela tively recent. In the nine teen and twen tieth centu ries, many
protected areas were estab lished on land and resources held in common prop erty by
commu ni ties but perceived as terra nullius (nobody’s prop erty) when it came to
asking permis sion, offering compen sa tion and the like. The resi dent peoples were
often expelled or severely restricted in terms of permis sible uses of natural
resources, often without compen sa tion. Today, few people argue against the need to
engage posi tively with resi dent or neigh bouring commu ni ties in protected area
manage ment, and prob ably no-one would defend the prop o si tion that human rights
are less impor tant in rela tion to protected areas than else where. More over, around
the world conser va tion agen cies and commu ni ties are also “learning by doing” in an
enor mous variety of specific situ a tions, trying to under stand and apply an evolving
body of inter na tional and national laws and regu la tions on the rights of indig e nous
peoples and local commu ni ties.

The emer gence of “human rights” as a subject of global policy is itself a rela tively
recent devel op ment. It first found expres sion in the after math of World War II, in the
1948 Universal Decla ra tion of Human Rights. Since then, numerous inter na tional
agree ments have sought to trans late the lofty ethical prin ci ples and values that serve
as the foun da tion of human rights into prac tical obli ga tions for “minimal stan dards”
when dealing with people in general and vulner able groups and indi vid uals in
partic ular. In this sense, recog nising and respecting these rights is seen as the
minimum stan dard obli ga tions, and violating rights as breaching these obli ga tions.

The Inter na tional Cove nant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, which was
adopted in 1966 and came into force ten years later, outlined rights in specific terms.
It intro duced a number of human rights processes (ranging from moni toring proce -
dures28 to global summits), and required govern ments to imple ment its provi sions.
The specific concerns about the rights of indig e nous peoples have emerged as part of
this evolving body of human rights. Thus the ILO Conven tion No. 169 Concerning
Indig e nous and Tribal Peoples in Inde pendent Coun tries, adopted in 1989, defines
Indig e nous Peoples (see Box 1.2) and recog nises their rights to have their social,
cultural, reli gious and spir i tual values and prac tices recog nised and protected (Art.
5) and the right to define their devel op ment prior i ties (Art. 7). It affirms indig e nous
peoples’ rights to lands tradi tion ally occu pied by them in toto or in part and stresses
that partic ular atten tion should be paid to the situ a tion of nomadic peoples and
shifting culti va tors. Article 15 states that indig e nous peoples should partic i pate in
the use, manage ment and conser va tion of renew able and non-renew able natural
resources. Article 16 states that indig e nous peoples shall not be removed from the
lands that they occupy and, if this is neces sary as an excep tional measure, relo ca tion
shall take place only with their free and informed consent and with assured right of
return and proper compen sa tion. Further elab o ra tions are provided by the Draft
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27 See Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996; Beltrán (Ed.), 2000.
28 www.unhchr.ch.



United Nations Decla ra tion on the Rights of Indig e nous Peoples, which, although
not yet adopted, provides much useful advice.29

While there is an inter na tional trend to recog nise the collec tive rights of indig e nous
peoples, the rights of local commu ni ties have gener ally received less atten tion. Box
1.3 offers a defi ni tion of local commu ni ties, many of which have extended resi dence in
a given envi ron ment, a rich tradi tion in their rela tion ship with the land and the natural
resources, well-estab lished customary tenure and use prac tices, effec tive manage ment
insti tu tions and a direct depend ence on the resources for their live li hoods and
cultural iden tity. They too claim “rights” to their land and natural resources. The
concept of Commu nity Prop erty Rights has been proposed to address such rights,
encom passing terres trial resources as well as coastal and marine resources and
certain govern ments have begun enshrining these kinds of rights into national law. In
the Phil ip pines, for instance, an admin is tra tive order calls for the delin ea tion and
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Box 1.2 Indigenous peoples

In its poli cies on indig e nous peoples, IUCN uses the defi ni tion or “state ment of coverage”
contained in the ILO Conven tion 169 on Indig e nous and Tribal Peoples in Inde pendent
Coun tries.30

According to that Conven tion, indig e nous peoples include:

n tribal peoples in inde pendent coun tries whose social, cultural, and economic condi-
tions distin guish them from other sections of the national commu nity, and whose status
is regu lated wholly or partially by their own customs or tradi tions or by special laws or
regu la tions;

n peoples in inde pendent coun tries who are regarded as indig e nous on account of their
descent from the popu la tions which inhab ited the country, or a geograph ical region to
which the country belongs, at the time of conquest or colo nis ation or the estab lish ment
of present state bound aries and who, irre spec tive of their legal status, retain some or
all of their own social, economic, cultural and polit ical insti tu tions.

Also according to the Conven tion, self-iden ti fi ca tion as indig e nous or tribal shall be
regarded as a funda mental crite rion for deter mining the groups to which the provi sions of the
Conven tion apply. Among the criteria used by indig e nous peoples to iden tify them selves as
such are: their own histor ical conti nuity with pre-colo nial soci eties, the close rela tion ship
with the land and natural resources of their own terri tory, their pecu liar socio-polit ical
system, their own language, culture, values and beliefs, not belonging to the domi nant
sectors of their national society and seeing them selves as different from it.

29 The Draft Decla ra tion stresses the self deter mi na tion of indig e nous peoples and their right to live in freedom,
peace and secu rity as distinct peoples, on their lands or terri to ries, while preserving cultural tradi tions and
languages. While the text is still under devel op ment, the draft emphasises the rights of those prac ticing cultural
tradi tions and customs, including the spir i tual and mate rial rela tion ships they have with the lands and other
resources which they have tradi tion ally owned, occu pied or used. It also calls for the resti tution of their rights
where lands, terri to ries and resources were confis cated, occu pied, used or damaged without free and informed
consent, and for the full recog ni tion of cultural and intel lec tual prop erty rights.  Issues of compen sa tion for land
and prop erty taken away by settler soci eties are an impor tant concern and still a source of debate. IUCN Reso lu-
tion WCC 1.49 IUCN called on its members to “comply with the spirit of the draft UN Decla ra tion on the Rights
of Indig e nous Peoples”, and several other Reso lu tions indi cate that IUCN frames its policy on indig e nous
peoples on the prin ci ples of the draft UN Decla ra tion on the Rights of Indig e nous Peoples (e.g. Reso lu tions
WCC 1.49, 1.50, 1.51, 1.52, 1.54 and 1.55). 

30 Oviedo, 2003b.30 Oviedo, 2003b.



mapping of munic ipal coastal waters, which should be the priority fishing grounds of
small scale artisan fish ermen.31

Among inter na tional conven tions and provi sions on the conser va tion of natural
resources, some have specific rele vance for equity and the rights of both indig e nous and
local commu ni ties:

n Reso lu tion VII.8 on Local Commu nities and Indig e nous People, adopted by the
Confer ence of the Parties to the Ramsar Conven tion (San José, 1999)32 and related
Guide lines for Estab lishing and Strengthening Local Commu nities’ and Indig e-
nous People’s Partic i pa tion in the Manage ment of Wetlands (also adopted by the
Conven tion),33 recog nise that indig e nous people and local commu ni ties “have
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Box 1.3 Local commu ni ties

A commu nity is a human group sharing a terri tory and involved in different but related
aspects of live li hoods—such as managing natural resources, producing knowl edge and culture,
and devel oping produc tive tech nol o gies and prac tices.34 Since this defi ni tion can apply to a
range of sizes (is a city a commu nity? is the sum of all people inhab iting a water shed a
commu nity?), it can be further spec i fied that the members of a “local commu nity” are those
people that are likely to have face-to-face encoun ters and/or direct mutual influ ences in their
daily life. In this sense, a rural village, a clan in transhumance or the inhab it ants of an urban
neigh bour hood can be consid ered a “local commu nity”, but not all the inhab it ants of a
district, a city quarter or even a rural town. A local commu nity could be perma nently settled
or mobile.

Most commu ni ties have devel oped their iden tity and cultural char ac ter is tics over time by
devising and applying a strategy to cope with a given envi ron ment and manage its natural
resources. They possess a distinc tive form of social orga ni za tion, and their members share in
varying degrees polit ical, economic, social and cultural char ac ter is tics (in partic ular
language, behav ioural norms, values, aspi ra tions and often also health and disease patterns).
They also func tion, or have func tioned in the past, as micro-polit ical bodies with specific
capac i ties and authority.

Impor tant processes in commu nity life comprise social inte gra tion (coop er a tion to address
common needs), social conflict (clashing of needs and wants among indi vidual members or
fami lies within the commu nity), cultural conti nuity and cultural change. Mech a nisms that
gener ally promote inte gra tion in commu ni ties include patterns of reci procity (such as
exchanges in marriages or economic trade) and redis tri bu tion (sharing economic surpluses
among indi vid uals or fami lies). Condi tions that may promote conflict in commu ni ties include
major differ ences in power and status, e.g. among the young and the elderly, men and women,
or among different commu nity units (house holds) or sub-groups (clans, classes, occu pa tional
groups, castes, interest asso ci a tions, etc.). Such differ ences are usually reflected in different
access to resources (land, capital, water, trees, services, etc.), some times leading to exploi ta-
tion (getting more than others in a common activity), accu mu la tion (avoiding the sharing of
surpluses) and the possible split ting or break-down of commu ni ties.

In order to survive and develop as a social body, a commu nity contin u ally manages a
balance between the opposing forces of conflict and inte gra tion, conti nuity and change. The
capacity of a commu nity to deal with these phenomena through time can be used as a crite rion

31 Ferrari, 2003.
32 www.ramsar.org/key_res_vii.08e.htm.
33 www.ramsar.org/key_guide_indig e nous.htm.
34 Adapted from Borrini, 1992.34 Adapted from Borrini, 1992.



long-standing rights, ances tral values, and tradi tional knowl edge and insti tu tions
asso ci ated with their use of wetlands”.

n Article 8(j) of the CBD advo cates that its Contracting Parties “respect, preserve
and main tain the knowl edge, inno va tions and prac tices of indig e nous and local
commu ni ties embodying tradi tional life styles rele vant for the conser va tion and
sustain able use of biolog ical diver sity”; that they “promote their wider appli ca tion
with the approval and involve ment of the holders of such knowl edge, inno va tions
and prac tices”; and that they “encourage the equi table sharing of the bene fits
arising from the utili za tion of such knowl edge, inno va tions and prac tices”. The
CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas approved in 2004 is another case in
point and will be dealt with in Chapter 2.

Within IUCN, there has also been consid er able policy devel op ment on issues of the
rights of indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties in the context of conser va-
tion. As noted above, Caring for the Earth (1991) sought to move beyond partic i pa tion
and emphasised the impor tance of commu nity-driven processes. More specif i cally,
Action Recom men da tion 7.5 states: “[All commu ni ties] should be encour aged by the
govern ments to debate their envi ron mental prior i ties and to develop local strat e gies (for
example, through work shops involving invited experts). Govern ments should then help the
commu ni ties to convert their strat e gies into action”. Then, after the fairly generic General
Assembly Reso lu tion 19.23 on the “Impor tance of Commu nity-based Approaches”
(Buenos Aires, 1994), a number of IUCN Reso lu tions and policy docu ments
incrementally recog nised commu nity rights to land and resource access, owner ship,
partic i pa tion in deci sion-making, tenure secu rity and sustain able use.

Thus WCC Reso lu tion 1.50 (Montreal, 1996) on “Indig e nous Peoples, Intel lec tual
Prop erty Rights, and Biolog ical Diver sity” called for “… respect for cultural diver -
sity, including linguistic diver sity, as a basic condi tion to main tain and protect
indig e nous knowl edge [ … ] estab lish ment of a process which facil i tates the recog ni tion
of indig e nous peoples knowl edge as the intel lec tual prop erty of its holder [ … ] recog ni-
tion of the prin ciple that use of the knowl edge, inno va tions and prac tices of indig e nous
peoples and local commu ni ties be made with their approval and consul ta tion, and that
indig e nous peoples and local commu ni ties share equi tably in the bene fits deriving from
such use [ … ] estab lish ment of national poli cies to ensure the promo tion, recovery,
system ati za tion and strength ening of indig e nous knowl edge related to biodiversity with
the prior informed consent of the peoples concerned”.

WCC Reso lu tion 1.53 on “Indig e nous Peoples and Protected Areas” and Reso lu tion
1.42 on “Collab o ra tive Manage ment for Conser va tion” advise members to recog nise
indig e nous rights in conser va tion, estab lish co-manage ment agree ments and secure
equi table benefit sharing.

Through its policy on social equity35 the IUCN re-affirmed these aims and stressed the
need to:

n “Recog nise the social, economic and cultural rights of indig e nous peoples such as
their right to lands and terri to ries and natural resources, respecting their social and
cultural iden tity, their customs, tradi tions and insti tu tions.
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n Ensure full and just partic i pa tion of indig e nous peoples in all conser va tion
activ i ties supported and imple mented by IUCN.

n Support indig e nous peoples’ right to make their own deci sions affecting their
lands, terri to ries and resources.

n Promote gender equality and equity within conser va tion, and a more balanced
rela tion ship between women and men in the distri bu tion of costs and bene fits,
access and control, and deci sion-making oppor tu ni ties, over natural resources”.

The policy state ment from IUCN and WWF enti tled Prin ci ples and Guide lines for
Indig e nous and Tradi tional Peoples and Protected Areas36 states: “Indig e nous and other
tradi tional peoples have long asso ci a tions with nature and [ … ] have made signif i cant
contri bu tions to the main te nance of many of the earth’s most fragile ecosys tems [ … and
… ] there should be no inherent conflict between the objec tives of protected areas and
the exis tence, within and around their borders, of indig e nous and other tradi tional
peoples. [ … ] Agree ments drawn up between conser va tion insti tu tions, including
protected area manage ment agen cies, and indig e nous and other tradi tional peoples for the
estab lish ment and manage ment of protected areas [ … ] should be based on full respect for
the rights of indig e nous and other tradi tional peoples to tradi tional, sustain able use of their
lands, terri to ries, waters, coastal seas and other resources. At the same time, such agree -
ments should be based on the recog ni tion by indig e nous and other tradi tional peoples of
their respon si bility to conserve biodiversity, ecolog ical integ rity and natural resources
harboured in those protected areas. [ … ] The prin ci ples of decen tral iza tion, partic i pa tion,
trans par ency and account ability should be taken into account in all matters pertaining to
the mutual inter ests of protected areas and indig e nous and other tradi tional peoples.[ … ]
Indig e nous and other tradi tional peoples should be able to share fully and equi tably in the
bene fits asso ci ated with protected areas”.

The IUCN and WWF prin ci ples and guide lines thus provide grounds—at least in
refer ence to indig e nous and tradi tional peoples—for an IUCN rights-based approach to
conser va tion. Yet, the imple men ta tion of this approach has been so far slow and much
remains to be done.37 Encour ag ingly, numerous exam ples of indig e nous peoples and
local and mobile commu ni ties effec tively involved in conser va tion illus trate in prac tice
how conser va tion bene fits and the respect of indig e nous and commu nity rights can co-
exist in a syner gistic way.38

Taking a human rights approach to protected area manage ment involves addressing the
current, cumu la tive and future impacts of protected areas on a broad set of rights, including
self deter mi na tion and the right to collec tive owner ship of lands and natural resources. The
fact that indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties are advo cating collec tive
rather than indi vidual rights is of great impor tance for conser va tion. “(First), when applied
to land, collec tive rights are the basis for main taining the integ rity of the terri tory and
avoiding ecolog ical frag men ta tion, which is in turn a key require ment for mean ingful
biodiversity conser va tion. Secondly, collec tive rights provide a strong basis for the
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building and func tioning of commu nity insti tu tions, which are indis pens able for sound,
long-term land and resource manage ment. Thirdly, they strengthen the role of customary
law as related to land manage ment, and of tradi tional knowl edge applied to broader
terri to rial and land scape units.”39

Rights and respon si bil i ties

IUCN is not only concerned with rights – it also stresses accom pa nying commu nity
respon si bil i ties. Thus, Reso lu tion 1.44 on Public Access (Montreal, 1996) stresses that
“the needs of conser va tion, manage ment, owner ship, safety and secu rity may well require
some limits on public access to land”. Similar formu la tions run through several policy
docu ments, such as the 1994 Protected Area Manage ment Cate gory Guide lines and the
2000 Prin ci ples and Guide lines for Indig e nous and Tradi tional Peoples and Protected
Areas. The gover nance stream at the 2003 World Parks Congress also amply stressed the
need to recog nise rights but at the same time asso ciate them with respon si bil i ties and
account ability mech a nisms.40 The exer cise of respon si bil i ties means that any given body
of natural resources needs to be perceived and dealt with as natural heri tage per se and for
the bene fits of all gener a tions. In this sense, a body of resources may not always be able to
meet all the present local needs, and resource use may need to be restricted to reach
partic ular conser va tion objec tives. This matching of rights and respon si bil i ties is crucial
for conser va tion. The key ques tion is how to assign respon si bil i ties fairly and effec tively –
including restric tions in resource access and use – while main taining an overall rights-
based approach. The answer seems to lie in moving away from imposed restric tions to the
partic i pa tory defi ni tion of, and agree ment on, shared rules.

Manage ment effec tive ness

Along with the emer gence of equity concerns in conser va tion, there has been a growing
recog ni tion of the unique knowl edge, skills, resources and insti tu tions that indig e nous
peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties can bring to protected area manage ment.
Manage ment prac tices that engage commu ni ties are seen to enhance the long-term
effec tive ness of conser va tion.

The concept of “manage ment effec tive ness” has recently gained a foot hold as part of
the theory and prac tice of moni toring and eval u ating protected areas. In this regard, the
IUCN Manage ment Effec tive ness Guide lines41 iden tify three main topics for eval u a tion:

n design issues relating to both indi vidual sites and protected area systems;

n appro pri ate ness of manage ment systems and processes; and

n delivery of protected area objec tives.

Thus, manage ment effec tive ness depends on good plan ning, good deci sion-making
and good imple men ta tion of deci sions. The inter face with equity and the oppor tu nity to
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elicit and harness the unique capac i ties of indig e nous and local commu ni ties bear on all
three of these. In other words, social concerns and capac i ties should be inte grated into
the design process, and civil society actors engaged as partic i pants. Similar consid er-
ations arise in assessing the “appro pri ate ness” of manage ment systems and processes.
And protected areas can be assessed for their capacity to deliver social bene fits,
including the protec tion of cultural diver sity, as well as envi ron mental objec tives.

Equity advo cates recom mend plan ning in a partic i pa tory way and the setting-up of
pluralist, co-manage ment struc tures for deci sion-making and imple men ta tion. But how
good and effec tive would partic i pa tory processes and struc tures be?42 Would they not simply
muddle and confuse the goals of conser va tion? Would not social bene fits and commu nity
empow er ment be in conflict with conser va tion bene fits and “scien tific” rigour?

While some commen ta tors view partic i pa tory approaches with distrust, espe cially
where strict protec tion measures appear neces sary, others seek to develop solu tions
tailored to specific contexts, engaging the capac i ties of indig e nous and local commu -
ni ties for conser va tion.43 Docu menting the conser va tion gains and fail ings of such
expe ri ences is the best way to provide mean ingful and non-ideo log ical answers to the
ques tions asked above. An anal ysis of specific cases will help to deter mine if strict
protec tion objec tives can be compat ible with commu nity involve ment in conser va tion,
and to eval uate the conser va tion effec tive ness of tradi tional prac tices, including area
protec tion and resource use restric tion imposed by commu ni ties them selves.44 The
rela tion ship between the achieve ment of conser va tion objec tives and the respect of
human rights should also be explored and docu mented.

The IUCN Manage ment Cate go ries for Protected Areas

IUCN provides much advice on protected area manage ment. The IUCN protected area
manage ment cate go ries are a key instru ment that IUCN recom mends to facil i tate
commu ni ca tion about protected areas (IUCN, 1994a). The starting point is the IUCN
defi ni tion of a protected area – “an area of land and/or sea espe cially dedi cated to the
protec tion and main te nance of biolog ical diver sity, and of natural and asso ci ated
cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effec tive means”. Areas that
meet that defi ni tion are then allo cated to one of six manage ment cate go ries, based upon
the primary manage ment objec tive of the area. These cate go ries are summa rised in
Table 1.2 (for a fuller expla na tion of objec tives, criteria for selec tion, etc., see IUCN,
1994a).
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Table 1.2 The IUCN protected areas manage ment cate go ries

Category Ia Strict Nature Reserve: managed mainly for science.

Category Ib Wilderness Area: managed mainly for wilderness protection.

Category II National Park: managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation

Category III Natural Monument: managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features

Category IV Habitat/Species Management Area: managed mainly for conservation through management
intervention

Category V Protected Landscape/Seascape: managed mainly for landscape/seascape conservation and
recreation

Category VI Managed Resource Protected Area: managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural
ecosystems

Although all protected areas must be “espe cially dedi cated to the protec tion and
main te nance of biolog ical diver sity, and of natural and asso ci ated cultural
resources” the Guide lines for Protected Area Manage ment Cate go ries45 recog nise
that the cate go ries imply “a grada tion of human inter ven tion”. Thus the detailed
guid ance on each cate gory accepts that different level of human use and pres ence
will occur, though in all cases these must be consis tent with conser va tion and
sustainability objec tives. Thus, Cate gory Ia should be “signif i cantly free of human
pres ence and capable of remaining so”. The manage ment of Cate gory Ib can be
compat ible with “indig e nous human commu ni ties living in low density and in
balance with the avail able resources … ”. Cate gory II is to “take into account the
needs of indig e nous people”. Cate gory III is to deliver bene fits to “any resi dent
popu la tion”. Cate gory IV speaks of “deliv ering bene fits to people living within the
desig nated area”. Cate gory V under lines the impor tance of “the contin u a tion of
tradi tional uses, building prac tices and social and cultural mani fes ta tions” and
includes “ to bring bene fits and contribute to the welfare of local commu ni ties” as a
specific objec tive. Cate gory VI is meant to conserve biodiversity while meeting
commu nity needs through a sustain able flow of natural prod ucts and services: it
requires that at least two-thirds of the area be kept in a natural condi tion, and thus, in
prac tice, limits the actual area in which commu nity needs can be fulfilled to the one-
third described as “limited areas of modi fied ecosys tems”.

A major piece of research on the cate go ries was under taken46 between 2002 and
2004. This helped inform debate at the World Parks Congress. As a result, Recom -
men da tion 5.19 was adopted, which reaf firmed the defi ni tion of a protected area;
stated that “in the appli ca tion of the manage ment cate go ries IUCN’s defi ni tion of a
protected area47 must always be met as the over arching crite rion”; and confirmed that
the “1994 system of protected area manage ment cate go ries, and in partic ular that the
six cate gory, objec tives-based approach, should remain the essen tial foun da tion for
the system”. Without prej u dice to these require ments, Recom men da tion 5.21 also
called for a revised, up-dated edition of the 1994 guide lines, to be compiled through
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an open, partic i pa tory process. This work, which should begin in 2005, should
provide more exten sive defi ni tions and criteria and make more explicit the link
between the cate go ries and ecolog ical networks, wider regional plan ning, sustain able
live li hoods and the cultural and spir i tual values the protected areas seek to conserve.
The upcoming guid ance should also include explicit refer ence to a gover nance
dimen sion (see below), comple men tary to the cate go ries, which should embrace the
range of gover nance arrange ments for protected areas, such as govern ment-run,
private protected areas and protected areas managed by indig e nous and local
commu ni ties.

In the case of Cate gory V – Protected Land scapes/Seascapes – recently compiled
guid ance48 is already avail able. These are areas where the inter ac tion of people and
nature through time has produced signif i cant aesthetic, ecolog ical or cultural values and,
often, enhanced biolog ical diver sity. By defi ni tion, then, people are the primary stew -
ards of these land scapes and should be supported in this role. As the archi tects of much
that is valued, local people are the true managers of protected land scapes, perhaps even
more so than the profes sionals who may be employed with that formal title.49 Cate gory V
protected areas char ac ter is ti cally build on existing local tenure regimes (usually a
mixture of prop erty regimes) rather than relying on govern ment owner ship and control
alone. This consid er ably expands the poten tial size of areas under conser va tion, and
opens up new ways to plan and manage conser va tion.

It is impor tant to stress that the IUCN protected area defi ni tion and asso ci ated
manage ment cate go ries do not prescribe any type of owner ship or manage ment
authority – they are “neutral” about these, so to speak.50 This means that protected
areas in any of the six cate go ries can be owned and/or managed by commu ni ties,
private parties, govern ment author i ties, NGOs or various combi na tions of these.
Also, private owner ship and customary commu nity rights can coexist with the status
of a protected area, although an offi cial decla ra tion may impose some restric tions
and obli ga tions.51

As to a human pres ence in protected areas, whether as resi dents or resource users,
the IUCN protected area cate go ries V and VI are conceived to be the most inclu sive,
and progres sively greater restric tions on human activ i ties normally apply in Cate go ries
IV–Ia. That said, there are exam ples of protected areas that achieve the objec tives of
each cate gory along side the pres ence of resi dent and user commu ni ties – though of
course subject to appro priate limi ta tions and restric tions (see Table 5.1 in Chapter 5).
Further more, expe ri ence from around the world suggests that human commu ni ties
living within or adja cent to protected areas can often serve as an asset to conser va tion
rather than a liability.52 This is not a rule and there are plenty of counterexamples – still
less is it an argu ment for all protected areas to be opened to human access. But it does
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repre sent a new perspec tive on the rela tion ship between people and protected areas,
which has been endorsed by the Vth World Parks Congress and the 7th Confer ence of
the Parties of the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity. Both events called for a flex ible
approach to manage ment rules for protected areas, care fully tailored to their ecolog ical
and social context.
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2. The Vth World Parks Congress
and the programme of work
on protected areas of the
Conven tion on Biolog ical
Diver sity

Many of the substan tial changes in the under standing of protected areas described in
Chapter 1 acquired a clear artic u la tion in the Durban Accord and Action Plan, and in
the Recom men da tions devel oped at the Vth World Parks Congress of 2003, and,
following that, in the Programme of Work on Protected Areas approved by the seventh
Confer ence of the Parties of the CBD (CBD/COP 7) in February 2004.53 The Durban
Accord speaks of “forging a synergy” between conser va tion goals and “the inter ests of
affected people”, and the Durban Action Plan spec i fies the key targets to be achieved,
including poverty alle vi a tion54, partic i pa tory manage ment settings55 and improved
gover nance.56

Good gover nance prin ci ples

“Gover nance of protected areas” is a rela tively new concept57 in the conser va tion field
and it first rose to prom i nence at the Durban Congress. Gover nance is about power, rela-
tion ships, respon si bility and account ability.58 Some define it as “the inter ac tions among
struc tures, processes and tradi tions that deter mine how power is exer cised, how deci-
sions are taken on issues of public concern, and how citi zens or other stake holders have
their say”.59 Thus it is the combi na tion of explicit and implicit poli cies, prac tices and
insti tu tions that affect public life. In a protected area context, gover nance covers a broad
range of issues – from policy to prac tice, from behav iour to meaning, from invest ments
to impacts. It is crucially related to the achieve ment of protected area objec tives
(manage ment effec tive ness), deter mines the sharing of rele vant costs and bene fits
(manage ment equity), is key to preventing or solving social conflicts, and affects the
gener a tion and suste nance of public support.
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The Durban Congress devel oped a set of “good gover nance” prin ci ples for protected
areas, including:

n “legit i macy and voice” – ensuring the capacity of men and women to influ ence
deci sions, on the basis of freedom of asso ci a tion and speech;

n “subsidiarity” – attrib uting manage ment authority and respon si bility to the
insti tu tions closest to the resources at stake; 60

n “fair ness” – sharing equi tably the costs and bene fits of conser va tion and
providing a recourse to impar tial judge ment in case of conflict;

n “do no harm!” – making sure that the costs of conser va tion are not “dumped” on
some weak social actors without any form of compen sa tion;

n “direc tion” – estab lishing long-term conser va tion objec tives grounded in an
appre ci a tion of ecolog ical, histor ical, social and cultural complex i ties;

n “perfor mance” – meeting the needs and concerns of all stake holders while
making a wise use of resources; and

n “account ability” – having clearly demar cated lines of respon si bility and ensuring
a trans parent flow of infor ma tion about processes and insti tu tions.

The above prin ci ples are very impor tant but over arching them is the most basic
crite rion for “good gover nance”, namely the respect for human rights. A “rights-based
approach” is thus consid ered by many as the most equi table path to conser va tion (as
noted, this is now an estab lished part of the IUCN view of conser va tion). The rights-
based approach to conser va tion advo cated at Durban and the good gover nance prin ci-
ples in general “repre sent an ideal that no society has fully attained or real ized”,61 but
many of them are being pursued in protected area contexts, providing on-going expe ri-
ences and learning. In this respect, another inno va tive perspec tive that rose to prom i-
nence at the Durban Congress regards the recog ni tion of the unique rights of mobile
indig e nous peoples (see Box 2.1).

New “gover nance types” for protected areas

Neither the CBD nor the IUCN defi ni tions limit “protected areas” to those terri to ries and
resources owned, desig nated and/or managed by national or regional/provin cial govern-
ment author i ties, and several coun tries have adopted legis la tion that accu rately reflects
this broad concept of protected area. Further more, the 1992 World Parks Congress in
Caracas (Vene zuela) fully recog nised that various types of land owners (communal, indi-
vidual or corpo rate) can play a crucial role in conser va tion, and this was in turn reflected
in the guide lines on the IUCN protected area cate go ries.62 Despite this, many still assume
that to qualify as a ‘pro tected area’, the land or water must be set up, owned and managed
by a branch of govern ment.
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The idea of setting a terri tory or sea area under a special regime – from total seclu sion
and protec tion to controlled and regu lated use – has a long history and has been widely
adopted. Thus, for thou sands of years, indig e nous and local commu ni ties, kings and
other rulers, aris to crats, priests and shamans have set up what we would now call conser-
va tion regimes, with rules regu lating or forbid ding access to natural resources.

In contrast, the history of offi cial protected areas is much more recent.63 As a matter of
fact, many formally desig nated protected areas over lapped with, and incor po rated, pre-
existing areas conserved by indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties (see
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Box 2.1 Mobile Indig e nous Peoples at the Vth World Parks Congress,
Durban, 2003

An unprec e dented number of mobile64 indig e nous peoples partic i pated in the Vth World Parks
Congress in Durban (September 2003) and were able to artic u late the case for their contri bu-
tion to conser va tion. It was the first time such a group had come together in an inter na tional
protected areas forum. Mobile indig e nous peoples defined them selves as “a subset of tradi-
tional and indig e nous peoples whose live li hoods depend on exten sive common prop erty use of
natural resources and whose mobility is both a manage ment strategy for sustain able land use
and conser va tion and a distinc tive source of cultural iden tity”.65

The history of protected areas includes many exam ples of alien ation of these peoples from
the lands and resources they have tradi tion ally used, with conse quent loss of live li hoods and
erosion of their cultures. Their rights have very often been ignored. Indeed, mobile people
have frequently been excluded from even from those limited oppor tu ni ties provided to
seden tary indig e nous people, for instance some “consul ta tion” on land manage ment options.
Yet, the prac tices of mobile indig e nous peoples create and sustain impor tant link ages in the
land scape through bio-cultural corri dors,66 which promote envi ron mental integ rity and the
conser va tion of both wild and domes ti cated biodiversity.

Recom men da tion 5.27 of the Durban Congress high lighted the cultural land scapes shaped
by mobile people and recog nised that such groups can be powerful part ners for conser va tion.
Affirming the impor tance of their tradi tional and evolving insti tu tions and norms, it argued
that the mobile indig e nous peoples’ rights to co-manage or self-manage their lands should be
secured, that they should derive equi table bene fits from the use of natural resources, that
their tradi tional cross-border mobility and trade in transboundary protected areas should be
main tained, and that their tradi tional knowl edge, insti tu tions, customary laws and resource
manage ment prac tices should be respected and inte grated into protected area manage ment. It
high lighted that mobile indig e nous peoples have the right to demand the resti tu tion of the
lands, terri to ries and resources that they have tradi tion ally conserved, occu pied and
sustainably used and that were subse quently incor po rated into protected areas without their
consent. It affirmed their right to restore their mobile live li hoods, if those have been
impeded.

63 It is usually dated from the estab lish ment of the Yellow stone National Park in Wyoming, USA in 1872, or the
even earlier estab lish ment of Yosemite National Park (Colchester, 2003).

64 The term “mobile peoples” was adopted at the Dana Confer ence of 2002 as the most useful term to describe
peoples commonly referred to as “nomadic.”  The term “mobile” was consid ered more inclu sive, as it applies to
hunters and gath erers, “sea gypsies”, shifting culti va tors and other groups that have an attach ment to partic ular
land scapes and seascapes rather than to defi nite places only.

65 See Dana Decla ra tion, 2002 (at: www.danadeclaration.org/).  In sharp contrast with “open access” regimes,
common prop erty systems have well-estab lished commu nity rules for use/owner ship and often encom pass
Commu nity Conserved Areas.

66 Presen ta tion by T. Farvar and S. Soltani at the Global Biodiversity Forum of Kuala Lumpur, February 2004.

64 The term “mobile peoples” was adopted at the Dana Confer ence of 2002 as the most useful term to describe
peoples commonly referred to as “nomadic.”  The term “mobile” was consid ered more inclu sive, as it applies to
hunters and gath erers, “sea gypsies”, shifting culti va tors and other groups that have an attach ment to partic ular
land scapes and seascapes rather than to defi nite places only.

65 See Dana Decla ra tion, 2002 (at: www.danadeclaration.org/).  In sharp contrast with “open access” regimes,
common prop erty systems have well-estab lished commu nity rules for use/owner ship and often encom pass
Commu nity Conserved Areas.

66 Presen ta tion by T. Farvar and S. Soltani at the Global Biodiversity Forum of Kuala Lumpur, February 2004.



Chapter 4) and/or private reserves. Indeed it is likely that most govern ment-run
protected areas in the world have been created in areas tradi tion ally inhab ited or used by
indig e nous and local commu ni ties. Often, the commu ni ties had in place their own
conser va tion prac tices, including some quite elab o rate and effec tive systems, which
were “replaced” by offi cial regu la tions based on state owner ship of natural resources. In
other cases, such conser va tion prac tices still exist, inside or outside the protected areas.

While there is little reli able infor ma tion about the full extent of terri to ries and
resources protected by indig e nous and local commu ni ties and private land owners,
either today or in histor ical times,67 it has been esti mated that between 400 to 800
million hect ares of forest is currently owned or admin is tered by commu ni ties.68 A large
part of the world’s biodiversity, more over, remains outside govern ment-estab lished
protected areas, in forests, range lands, moun tain envi ron ments, wetlands, fresh water
bodies and coastal and marine envi ron ments (including mangroves, coral reefs and sea
grass beds) within land or on water that is state-owned, under private prop erty, or held
in communal owner ship. Many of the involved indig e nous and local commu ni ties
apply a variety of manage ment regimes for these resources that range from an outright
emphasis on resource use to an emphasis on respect and pres er va tion guided by spir i-
tual, cultural or aesthetic objec tives. Among the latter are strictly protected elements,
such as sacred groves or areas with limited and codi fied access and use. In fact, a
variety of commu nity manage ment efforts, be they strict protec tion or use-oriented,
are effec tive in conserving biodiversity and the asso ci ated ecolog ical service and
cultural values and, as described in Chapter 5, they can be consid ered exam ples of
“Commu nity Conserved Areas”.

Are these Commu nity Conserved Areas ‘pro tected areas’ as defined by IUCN and
CBD? A common sense inter pre ta tion of these defi ni tions suggests that for a place to be
recog nised as a protected area, it should meet these tests:

n be an area-based instru ment;

n involve an explicit and declared intent to protect and main tain biodiversity (e.g.
through dedi ca tion or desig na tion) that may also be recog nised by govern ment,
and/or involve explicit measures (e.g. regu la tion) for the purposes of biodiversity
conser va tion;

n be managed through legal or other effec tive means (including customary law);

n have some kind of manage ment body in place (including commu nity-based
insti tu tions); and

n be intended to continue indef i nitely into the future.

On the basis of the avail able evidence, it would appear that most Commu nity Conserved
Areas meet the above tests and can there fore be consid ered to be protected areas.

The prac tical signif i cance of this in rela tion to national systems of protected areas is
discussed further in Chapter 5. However, if the contri bu tion of Commu nity Conserved
Areas to biodiversity is offi cially recog nised,69 it would become possible to see the
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land scape/seascape as a mosaic of areas and resource units under different owner ships,
uses and regu la tions, possibly including several govern ment-run protected areas, along
with Commu nity Conserved Areas, Co-managed Protected Areas and even private
reserves (owned or managed for example by indi vid uals, conser va tion NGOs, corpo ra tions
and univer si ties). The possi bility of dealing with a whole spec trum of conser va tion
initia tives is impor tant for conser va tion, as local ised results can be linked, harmo nised
and combined, and can, overall, enrich one another in syner gistic ways.

In the light of the above, govern mental agen cies, commu ni ties and private land owners
are all actual or poten tial key actors in conser va tion. While the role of govern ments is
well under stood (at least at the national and provin cial levels), that of indig e nous and
local commu ni ties70, and the contri bu tion of the private sector have been gener ally less
appre ci ated. This is why the reflec tion carried out at the Durban Congress on “gover nance
type” is so impor tant.

“Gover nance”, in this context, relates to IUCN’s under standing of a protected area, or
the under standing devel oped by the CBD Confer ence of Parties (see above). A basic
distinc tion between gover nance types can be made on the basis of “who holds manage -
ment authority and respon si bility and can be held account able according to legal,
customary or other wise legit i mate rights”.71 Accord ingly, four main protected area
gover nance “types” were iden ti fied and discussed72 at the Durban Congress:

A. Govern ment managed protected areas

B. Co-managed Protected Areas

C. Private protected areas

D. Commu nity Conserved Areas

These are briefly described in Box 2.2 below.

This under standing of gover nance types is rele vant to the pursuit of equity in conser -
va tion. Commu nity Conserved Areas or Co-managed Protected Areas can only be
under stood within a partic ular histor ical and social context, often as indi ca tors of
insti tu tional conti nuity, strength or change. Modern iza tion processes occur ring
throughout the world have under mined indig e nous, mobile and local commu ni ties and
devalued the roles they play in natural resource manage ment. Their “re-discovery” at the
Durban Parks Congress73 – while acknowl edging the many constraints and pitfalls that
apply to commu nity-based conser va tion – is rele vant to equity as it raises the ques tion:
“is the gover nance type in place for a given protected area fair in the light of histor ical
condi tions, customary and legal rights and impact on the rele vant commu ni ties?”

As demon strated by the case exam ples presented at the Congress and described in the
liter a ture,74 many conflicts between protected areas and commu ni ties could be avoided
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69 In which case it should be done, as illus trated in Chapter 5, without prej u dice to the commu nity insti tu tions that
estab lished and managed it. 

70 See Article 8(j) of the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity.
71 Borrini-Feyerabend, 2004.
72 See Recom men da tions no. 5.17; 5.25; 5.26 and 5.27 of the 5th World Parks Congress, 2003.
73 See Recom men da tion 5.26 on Commu nity Conserved Areas.
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Box 2.2 Gover nance types for protected areas

A: Govern ment Managed Protected Areas. 
Most people are familiar with type A gover nance, in which a govern ment body (such as a
Ministry or Park Agency reporting directly to the govern ment) holds the authority, respon-
si bility and account ability for managing the protected area, deter mines its conser va tion
objectives (such as the ones that distin guish the IUCN cate go ries), subjects it to a manage -
ment regime, and often also owns the protected area’s land, water and related resources.
Reflecting the trend towards greater devo lu tion in general in many coun tries, sub-national
and munic ipal govern ment bodies have recently also become prom i nent in declaring and
managing protected areas. In some cases, the state retains full land owner ship and/or control
or over sight of protected areas but dele gates their manage ment to a para-statal orga ni za tion,
NGO or even a private oper ator or commu nity. The govern ment may or may not have a legal
obli ga tion to inform or consult other iden ti fied stake holders prior to setting up protected
areas and making or enforcing manage ment deci sions.

B: Co-managed Protected Areas.
Type B gover nance, which is devel oped further in Chapter 4 of these Guide lines, is also
becoming increas ingly common, responding to the variety of inter locked entitlements
recog nised by demo cratic soci eties. Complex processes and insti tu tional mech a nisms are
gener ally employed to share manage ment authority and respon si bility among a plurality of
actors – from national to sub-national (including local) govern ment author i ties, from
repre sen ta tives of indig e nous, mobile and local commu ni ties to user asso ci a tions, private
entre pre neurs and land-owners. The actors recog nise the legit i macy of their respec tive
entitlements to manage the protected area and agree on subjecting it to a specific conser va tion
objec tive (such as the ones that distin guish the IUCN cate go ries). Distinct co-manage ment
sub-types may be iden ti fied. In collab o ra tive manage ment, for instance, formal deci sion-making
authority, respon si bility and account ability may rest with one agency (often a national
govern mental agency), but the agency is required – by law or policy – to collab o rate with
other stake holders. In its weak form, “collab o ra tion” means informing and consulting stake-
holders. In its strong form, “col lab o ra tion” means that a multi-stake holder body develops
and approves by consensus a number of tech nical proposals for protected area regu la tion and
manage ment, to be later submitted to the deci sion-making authority. In joint manage ment,
various actors sit on a manage ment body with deci sion-making authority, responsibility and
account ability. Again, the require ments for joint manage ment are made stronger if
deci sion-making is carried out by consensus. When this is not the case, the balance of power
reflected in the compo si tion of the joint manaent body may de facto trans form it into a
different gover nance type (e.g. when govern ment actors or private land owners hold an
abso lute majority of votes). Because of the many actors which are often involved, some form
of multi-stake holder manage ment may be partic u larly suited to the needs of many
transboundary protected areas.75

C: Private Protected Areas.
Type C gover nance has a rela tively long history, as kings and aris toc ra cies often preserved
for them selves certain areas of land or the priv i lege to hunt wild life. Such private reserves
had impor tant secondary conser va tion bene fits. Today, private owner ship is still an enor-
mously impor tant force in conser va tion. Private reserves include areas under indi vidual,
coop er a tive, corpo rate for-profit, and corpo rate not-for-profit owner ship. Conser va tion
NGOs buy areas of land, which in some cases are large, and dedi cate them to conser va tion.
Many indi vidual land owners pursue conser va tion objec tives out of respect for the land or a
desire to main tain its beauty and ecolog ical value. Util i tarian purposes, such as gaining

74 See www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Wkg_grp/TILCEPA/commu nity.htm; IUCN/CEESP, 2002; IUCN/CEESP,
2003; Brechin et al., 2003.

75 Sandwith et al., 2001.75 Sandwith et al., 2001.



and replaced by construc tive coop er a tion if commu ni ties were recog nised as rightful
managers or co-managers of the natural resources on which they depend for their
live li hoods and cultural iden tity. In other words, effec tive and mean ingful partic i pa tion
of rele vant commu ni ties in the gover nance of the land and resources to be conserved is
vital to conser va tion success. In this sense both Commu nity Conserved Areas and Co-
managed Protected Areas encourage greater equity because they allow the effec tive
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revenue from ecotourism or reducing levies and taxes, are addi tional incen tives. In all these
cases, authority for managing the protected land and resources rests with the land owners,
who deter mine a conser va tion objec tive, impose a conser va tion regime and are respon sible
for deci sion-making, subject to appli cable legis la tion and usually under terms agreed with
the respec tive govern ments. Their account ability to the larger society, however, is usually
quite limited. Some forms of account ability may be nego ti ated with the govern ment in
exchange for specific incen tives (as in the case of Ease ments or Land Trusts).

D: Commu nity Conserved Areas.
This gover nance type involves gover nance by indig e nous, mobile and local commu ni ties.
This may be the oldest form of protected area gover nance and it is still wide spread (see a
number of exam ples in Chapter 5). Throughout the world and over thou sands of years,
human commu ni ties have shaped their life styles and live li hood strat e gies to respond to the
oppor tu ni ties and chal lenges presented by their surrounding land and natural resources. In
so doing, they simul ta neously manage, modify and often conserve and enrich their envi -
ron ments. In many cases, commu nity inter ac tion with the envi ron ment gener ated a sort of
symbi osis, which some refer to as “bio-cultural units” or “cultural land scapes/seascapes”.
Much of this inter ac tion happened not for the inten tional conser va tion of biodiversity but
in pursuit of a variety of inter locked objec tives and values (spir i tual, reli gious, secu rity-
related, survival-related), which did, however, result in the conser va tion of ecosys tems,
species and ecosystem-related services. In this sense, Commu nity Conserved Areas
comprise “natural and modi fied ecosys tems including signif i cant biodiversity, ecolog ical
services and cultural values volun tarily conserved by indig e nous, mobile and local
commu ni ties through customary laws or other effec tive means”. In Commu nity Conserved
Areas, authority and respon si bility rest with the commu ni ties through a variety of forms of
ethnic gover nance or locally agreed orga ni za tions and rules. These forms and rules are
very diverse and can be extremely complex. For instance, land and/or some resources may
be collec tively owned and managed, but other resources may be indi vid u ally owned and
managed or managed on a clan-basis.76 Nearly every commu nity has devel oped
manage ment regu la tions and orga ni za tions, which may or may not be legally sanc tioned
at the national level.

In Commu nity Conserved Areas, the commu nity’s account ability to the larger society
remains usually limited, although it may be defined as part of broader nego ti a tions with the
national govern ment and other part ners, possibly as a coun ter part to being assured, for
example, the recog ni tion of collec tive land rights, the respect for customary prac tices and the
provi sion of economic incen tives. Such nego ti a tions may even result in a joint manage ment
arrange ment among indig e nous and local commu ni ties, govern ment actors and other
stake holders (thus changing the gover nance type from D to B). Some commu ni ties orga nize
them selves in various ways, including legal forms such as NGOs, to manage their resources.
This may not change the gover nance type from D to C, if the NGO remains account able to
the authority of the respec tive commu nity.

   Box 2.2 Gover nance types for protected areas (cont.)

76 An instruc tive example can be found in Baird and Dearden, 2003.76 An instruc tive example can be found in Baird and Dearden, 2003.



engage ment of commu ni ties in conser va tion while attempting to meet basic human
needs, and respecting human rights.77

Gover nance types and the IUCN Protected Areas Manage ment
Cate go ries

This new under standing of gover nance types for protected areas can be related to the
IUCN cate gory clas si fi ca tion. Two points of prin ciple should be noted:

n only areas that meet the IUCN defi ni tion of a protected area are included in this
anal ysis,

n but any area that can be consid ered as protected area should be capable of being
assigned both to a protected area manage ment cate gory and to a gover nance
type.

These prin ci ples are applied in Table 2.1, where gover nance type is illus trated as a
comple men tary dimen sion to the IUCN cate gory system. This indi cates that gover nance
types are cate gory-neutral and that protected areas exist that fill each possible combi na tion
of manage ment cate gory and gover nance type. This model has been discussed in the
liter a ture and at the Durban Congress and is increas ingly recog nised as gener ally
appli cable. Even for the most strictly protected area cate go ries, such as cate gory Ia
(strict nature reserve), all four gover nance types occur. For example, some of the most
valu able wilder ness areas in the world corre spond to terri to ries under the control of un-
contacted peoples, in the Amazon and some other forests in the Tropics – commu ni ties
which have conserved their envi ron ments as part of an unbending resis tance to contacts
of any kind from outside.78 This volume deals mostly, if not exclu sively, with Cate go ries
B (Co-managed Protected Areas) and D (Commu nity Conserved Areas). 

The CBD targets

The Durban message to the CBD recom mended that the Confer ence of Parties ensure
full partic i pa tion of indig e nous peoples and local commu ni ties in the estab lish ment
and manage ment of protected areas. It called for policy reform to facil i tate Commu -
nity Conserved Areas and co-manage ment, together with a strength ened poverty
focus and inte gra tion of the Millen nium Devel op ment Goals into protected area
perfor mance criteria. It re-emphasised that the IUCN protected area manage ment
cate go ries were to be used as a frame work for plan ning, managing and moni toring
protected areas, while calling for new guid ance to imple ment them, in partic ular
regarding cultural and spir i tual values and the role of local and indig e nous commu -
ni ties as managers.

24

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas

77 See Recom men da tion 5.25 on Co-managed Protected Areas and, before that, the WCC Reso lu tions 1.42
(Montreal, 1996) and 2.15 (Amman, 2000).

78 For a more detailed anal ysis of how the IUCN cate go ries relate to Commu nity Conserved Areas, see Table 5.1 in
Chapter 5.



Table 2.1 A classification system for protected areas comprising both
management category and governance type
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Ia – Strict Nature Reserve

Ib – Wilderness Area

II – National Park

III – Natural Monument

IV – Habitat/ Species
Management

V – Protected Landscape/
Seascape

VI – Managed Resource
Protected Area

The CBD/COP7 responded very positively to the call, including in its Programme of
Work on Protected Areas Element 2 on “Governance, Equity, Participation and Benefit
Sharing”, which calls on the Parties to the Convention to achieve measurable targets by
2012 or earlier.79 The key concepts of governance, equity, participation and benefit
sharing are not exclusively dealt with in Element 2, but are embedded in all the elements
of the work programme.

Regarding governance, the CBD programme of work asks for the development of
better practices and stronger patterns of accountability. It urges Parties to recognise and
promote various protected area governance types in national and regional systems and to
support Community Conserved Areas through particular policies and legal, financial
and community means. Regarding equity, the programme of work establishes that prior
informed consent is required before any indigenous community is relocated for the
establishment of a protected area. Regarding participation, the programme of work asks
for participatory planning and the involvement of all relevant stakeholders. It stresses
the appreciation of local knowledge and sustainable uses of natural resources, and the
need to better understand the needs, priorities, practices and values of indigenous and
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local commu ni ties. To this end, it calls for studies, construc tive dialogue, exchanges of
infor ma tion and expe ri ences, and joint research among local and non-local experts.
Regarding benefit sharing, the programme of work calls for a more equi table divi sion of
the costs and bene fits of conser va tion, in partic ular for indig e nous and local commu ni-
ties. It also asks Parties to make use of conser va tion bene fits to reduce poverty.

Specifically, among the targets to be reached and reported upon by the Parties to the
CBD in the coming years are the following (emphasis added):

n Target 1.4: All protected areas to have effec tive manage ment in exis tence by
2012, using partic i pa tory and science-based site plan ning processes that
incor po rate clear biodiversity objec tives, targets, manage ment strat e gies and
moni toring programmes, drawing upon existing meth od ol o gies and a long-term
manage ment plan with active stake holder involve ment.

n Target 2.1: Estab lish by 2008 mech a nisms for the equi table sharing of both costs
and bene fits arising from the estab lish ment and manage ment of protected areas.

n Target 2.2: Full and effec tive partic i pa tion by 2008, of indig e nous and local
commu ni ties, in full respect of their rights and recog ni tion of their respon si bil i-
ties, consis tent with national law and appli cable inter na tional obli ga tions, and the
partic i pa tion of rele vant stake holders in the manage ment of existing, and the
estab lish ment and manage ment of new, protected areas.

n Target 4.1: By 2008, stan dards, criteria, and best prac tices for plan ning,
selecting, estab lishing, managing and gover nance of national and regional
systems of protected areas are devel oped and adopted.

These targets are suffi cient to open new hori zons and assign new tasks for profes-
sionals and activ ists engaged in conser va tion policy and prac tice in the next decade. The
programme of work calls for a posi tive response by all Parties to the CBD, which should
begin with taking stock of their current situ a tion and oppor tu ni ties for action.
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3. Taking stock of your situ a tion

Conser va tion ists face a sensi tive task. They need to iden tify areas and resources of
remark able biodiversity and promote their conser va tion in every possible way. In most
cases this has meant assisting national and local govern ments to estab lish protected
areas— an option embraced by virtu ally all coun tries of the world, which so far managed
to achieve some form of protec tion over nearly 12% of the earth’s land surface. But this
magnif i cent achieve ment, which was prop erly cele brated at the Vth World Parks Congress
of 2003, is not yet enough. There are two immense tasks waiting to be tackled. First, all
existing protected areas need to be well managed, often much better managed than they are
today, requiring enhanced atten tion, resources, solu tions to outstanding conflicts and, at
times, alto gether different manage ment approaches. Secondly, much valu able biodiversity
exists outside govern ment-estab lished protected areas and it too needs to be conserved as
far as possible. A partial solu tion to both chal lenges lies in the anal yses provided in Chap-
ters 1 and 2: through better engage ment with local and indig e nous commu ni ties, the pros-
pects for conser va tion in many protected areas can be improved; and the “conser va tion
estate” can be expanded by incor po rating effec tive and inno va tive conser va tion options in
addi tion to offi cial protected areas. These Guide lines have been designed with such oppor-
tu ni ties in mind, and specif i cally to assist profes sionals willing to respond to Element 2 of
the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas – on Gover nance, Partic i pa tion, Equity
and Benefit Sharing – and to pursue the related targets discussed in Chapter 2.

The starting point is to take stock of the specific situ a tion facing each user, or team of
users, of this volume. This requires that they are familiar not only with gover nance
Types A, B and C (Box 2.2) but also take account of Commu nity Conserved Areas
(Type D). Table 3.1 and Figure 3.1 offer ques tions and consid er ations designed to help
to iden tify key concerns with regard to commu ni ties, equity and protected areas.
There after, the reader will be directed towards the chap ters and sections of this volume
that are most rele vant for their situ a tion.

A signif i cant ques tion about a govern ment-estab lished protected area governing body
is whether it embraces an “exclu sive” or “inclu sive” approach with respect to local
stake holders,80 in partic ular to indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties.
The exclu sive approach has a tradi tion rooted in the early protected area prac tice in the
USA and other coun tries, and asserts the primacy of “common values” and the “common
good” at the level of a country, or state, over the partic ular values and inter ests of local
people.81 It typi cally includes protected areas dedi cated to the protec tion of wilder ness
and ecosystem func tions, and it effec tively de-couples the inter ests of local people from
the areas concerned. This approach has often involved the removal and reset tle ment of
resi dent commu ni ties outside the park area. By contrast, the inclu sive approach sees the
inter ests of local soci eties as central to the protected area (“the well-being of those who
live and work in the National Parks must always be a first consid er ation … ”82), is
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80 West and Brechin, 1991.
81 The local commu ni ties may also seek the “common good” but they are likely to define this by refer ence to their

own ethical, cultural, or economic inter ests.
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Box 3.1 What are your key concerns with regard to commu ni ties, equity
and protected areas?

n Do you mostly deal with conser va tion policy? Is your area of refer ence broad (regional,
national, or inter na tional), encom passing one or more systems of protected areas?

n Do you prin ci pally, or to a consid er able extent, deal with conser va tion at a land scape/
seascape level, possibly concerning one or more offi cial protected areas and/or
Commu nity Conserved Areas (CCAs)?

n If you are prin ci pally concerned with offi cial protected areas, are those managed with
or without the effec tive involve ment of the rele vant indig e nous and local
commu ni ties?

n If you are prin ci pally concerned with areas managed and conserved by indig e nous and
local commu ni ties, are those recog nised by the rele vant govern mental agen cies at
various levels?

n Are there any open conflicts regarding the manage ment deci sions relating to offi cial
protected areas or CCAs? Are those minor or serious? From whose point of view?

n Are there un-tapped oppor tu ni ties for collab o ra tion regarding offi cial protected areas
and CCAs? On the basis of what (what are the “reasons for hope”)?

n For each rele vant site, funda mental insights usually come from history. When was
each offi cial protected area and/or CCA estab lished? For what purposes?83

n Have the rele vant indig e nous and local commu ni ties recog nised and accepted the
estab lish ment of the rele vant offi cial protected areas? Have they ever acted violently or
violated protected area regu la tions? Conversely, was there any violent impo si tion over
their will and tradi tional prac tices?

n Have govern mental agen cies recog nised and acknowl edged the commu nity manage ment
of CCAs? Have they ever supported it? Have they violated its basic tenets and rules?

n What vision inspires and informs the offi cial protected area or CCA managers? Does
that vision include a place for other social actors? Does it reflect the histor ical, cultural
and social complex i ties of the context at stake? Does it recog nise a plurality of ways to
under stand and value nature and protect biodiversity, and a plurality of “grounds”
(entitlements) on which various parties can ask to be involved in manage ment?

n Are there mech a nisms that enable local/tradi tional and main stream knowl edge and prac -
tices to be inte grated and used in a comple men tary and respectful way? For an offi cial
protected area, are there mech a nisms by which the indig e nous peoples and local and
mobile commu ni ties are involved in plan ning, taking deci sions, imple menting plans,
sharing the bene fits of conser va tion, moni toring and eval u ating the manage ment result?
For a CCA, are there contacts between local managers and other social actors, including
govern ment agen cies? Are specific agree ments ever devel oped? Is the manage ment
setting of the protected area or CCA described by anyone as “co-manage ment”?

n Are human rights respected in matters rele vant to the offi cial protected area or CCA?

n Are contro ver sies being dealt with impar tially and through the rule of formal and/or
customary law?

82 Harmon, 1991. 
83 At times one has to inves ti gate rather deeply to iden tify the real reasons for the estab lish ment of a protected area

or a Commu nity Conserved Area.  For govern ment-managed protected areas, for instance, the real reasons may
not coin cide with offi cial state ments and the objec tives stated in the manage ment plan.  For Commu nity
Conserved Areas, the real reasons may have been forgotten and the prac tice may have remained as part of local
customs.

83 At times one has to inves ti gate rather deeply to iden tify the real reasons for the estab lish ment of a protected area
or a Commu nity Conserved Area.  For govern ment-managed protected areas, for instance, the real reasons may
not coin cide with offi cial state ments and the objec tives stated in the manage ment plan.  For Commu nity
Conserved Areas, the real reasons may have been forgotten and the prac tice may have remained as part of local
customs.



entirely compat ible with commu nity or private owner ship of land within protected areas
and seeks the involve ment of local admin is tra tors in manage ment plan ning. Such an
approach can be iden ti fied in Cate gory V protected areas (Protected Land scapes/
Seascapes) in many coun tries in Europe (see Box 3.2).
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n Are deci sions being taken at the lowest level where capacity is avail able?

n Are there mech a nisms to assure trans par ency and account ability in deci sion-making
regarding the offi cial protected area or CCA?

n Are deci sion makers respon sive to the concerns of various concerned parties? Do they
value their contri bu tions? Do they seek social consensus?

n Are there pluralist gover nance struc tures in place, devoted to dialogue and devel oping
nego ti ated agree ments? Are there any other mech a nisms to allow the involve ment of
the rele vant parties in the manage ment of the offi cial protected area or CCA?

n Who enjoys (most of) the bene fits of conser va tion? Who bears (most of) the costs? Are
there mech a nisms that assess and ensure an equi table sharing of the bene fits and costs
of conser va tion? Are those effec tive?

n What are the biodiversity and other conser va tion outcomes of the conser va tion initia -
tive? Is it clear what is needed to achieve conser va tion? It is clear where the key prob -
lems and oppor tu ni ties lie?

n Is the legal and policy envi ron ment supportive? Are the neces sary tech nical capac i ties
in place?

n On the basis of your answers to the above ques tions, what are the key issues and threats
standing in the way of enhanced conser va tion and equity in your context of concern?

Box 3.1 What are your key concerns with regard to commu ni ties, equity
and protected areas? (cont.)

Box 3.2 A “typical” Euro pean protected area? A co-managed land scape
(adapted from Statham, 1994)

Is there such a thing as a typical protected area in Europe? Possibly not, but if one existed it
would not be too different from the North York Moors National Park, a Cate gory V protected
area in the United Kingdom that includes land that is settled and has been farmed for
millennia. The land scape encom passes large areas of semi-natural vege ta tion, such as
ancient wood lands, inter spersed with grazing areas, hedge rows, farm land, and some small
towns and villages. The rela tion ship between the park and the local people is so close that the
Park Manage ment Plan is included as part of the general plan of Town and Country Devel op-
ment, prepared with the exten sive involve ment of the public. In fact, the majority of the
North York Moors is under private owner ship (a factor common to many other protected
areas in Europe) and the manage ment plan is there fore dependent on the co-oper a tion of the
land owners. While building and engi neering works are controlled in part by the Park
Authority (normally without compen sa tion), farming and land manage ment activ i ties
gener ally remain outside their control. To ensure that farming and land manage ment
activ i ties conform to the park plan, agree ments are often signed between the land owners and
the Park Authority. Though consid ered to be legally binding contracts, these agree ments are
entirely volun tary, although the Park Authority provides finan cial incen tives and compen sa-
tion in return for agreed works or manage ment prac tices.



Consid er ation of whether an exclu sive or inclu sive approach is pref er able is best
under taken in the light of partic ular ecolog ical and socio-economic contexts. An exclu -
sive model that helps conserve wilder ness and scenic beauty in a largely unin hab ited
land should not be applied without regard for the poten tial adverse conse quences in terri-
to ries tradi tion ally inhab ited by people who depend on the local resources for their live li-
hood and cultural iden tity. Yet, it is the exclu sive approach that has been commonly
applied in many coun tries, where commu nity live li hoods very often depend directly on
natural resources. More inclu sive manage ment part ner ships have come to the fore only
recently, often through a slow process of “disen tan gling” protected areas from the “guns
and fences” and/or the pater nal istic or author i tarian atti tudes of the past.84

In reality, protected area gover nance is more complex than any simple dual model
(e.g., inclu sive/exclu sive) can describe. A continuum of options exists for sharing
authority between the govern mental agency “in charge” (referred to as the “protected
area agency”, for short) and the concerned commu ni ties (see Figure 3.1). 

Along the continuum of Figure 3.1, and according to what they consider possible and
desir able in legal, polit ical, finan cial and social terms, govern ment protected area agen -
cies may:

n ignore the inter ests and capac i ties of indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties, and repress all unlawful rela tion ships with the protected area (the
pure exclu sive model); or

n inform them about rele vant issues and deci sions;

n actively consult them about such issues and deci sions;

n seek their consensus on issues and deci sions, also through sharing with them
some economic and other bene fits of conser va tion;
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Figure 3.1 Protected area agen cies and commu ni ties – a continuum of
gover nance options85

84  Borrini-Feyerabend and Sandwith, 2003.
85 Adapted from Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996.85 Adapted from Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996.



n nego tiate with them on an open basis (thus effec tively involving them in the
deci sion-making process) and develop specific co-manage ment agree ments;

n share with them authority and respon si bil i ties in a formal way (e.g., by asking them
to join a Manage ment Board), thus creating a co-manage ment orga ni za tion; or

n recog nise their existing manage ment authority and respon si bility or restitute/
devolve such authority and respon si bility to them (e.g. as a conse quence of a legal
claim, resti tu tion process or reform in the coun try’s protected area system).

Similar grad u ated options could also be iden ti fied from the perspec tive of indig e nous and
local commu ni ties with regard to outside inter fer ence with Commu nity Conserved Areas.
Commu nities may be more or less keen to involve the govern mental agen cies and other
parties in deci sion-making regarding the terri to ries and natural resources of their concern. 

On the basis of the ques tions listed in Box 3.1 and the sche matic repre sen ta tion in
Figure 3.1, it should be possible to iden tify which parts of these Guide lines are most
rele vant to the reader (see Table 3.1).

3. Taking stock of your situ a tion
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Table 3.1 How to use this volume to respond to your key concerns

Your situation/concerns Chapters most relevant for you

Dealing with international, national or regional conservation
policy, and/or with systems and networks of protected areas
(including Community Conserved Areas (CCAs))

Chapter 6, but parts of Chapters 4 and 5 would
also be useful.

Dealing with landscape or seascape conservation,
encompassing one or more official protected area and/or
CCAs

Some of the policy options in Chapter 6, but also
Chapters 4 or 5 (depending on whether you deal
with official protected areas and/or CCA s or both).

Dealing with a particular government-managed protected area Chapter 4 and, possibly, also Chapter 6. But you
should be informed also about the innovative
options described in Chapter 5.

Dealing with a specific protected area under a co-
management regime

As above.

Dealing with a specific CCA Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 to identify possible
activities for policy support.

Dealing with landscapes or seascapes that could eventually
include new official protected areas or CCAs

Chapter 6 plus some of the options listed in
Chapters 4 and 5.

Dealing with management conflicts between governmental
agencies and communities

Chapter 4 or 5 depending on whether the conflict
involves a government managed or Co-managed
Protected Area (Ch. 4) or a CCA (Ch. 5). Some policy 
options described in Chapter 6 may also be relevant.

Dealing with scarce local participation in the management of
official protected areas, and poor compliance with rules

Chapter 4 and some of the policy options in
Chapter 6.

Dealing with problems of management effectiveness in
official protected areas and/or CCAs 

Chapters 4 or 5, as relevant, and some of the
policy options in Chapter 6.

Dealing with problems of poverty and unsustainable
livelihoods affecting, or being affected by official protected
areas and CCAs 

Chapter 6, but also Chapters 4 and 5, if poverty
and unsustainable livelihoods are closely related
to an official protected area or CCA

Dealing with problems of violated human rights and
unrecognised customary laws and practices in official
protected areas and CCAs 

Chapters 4 or 5, as relevant. And several policy
options in Chapter 6



4. Guide lines for Co-managed
Protected Areas

Most govern ment-desig nated and managed protected areas are governed by deci sion-
making bodies created within govern mental or semi-govern mental insti tu tions in
accor dance with national and/or regional legis la tion and poli cies. These bodies
include national protected area agen cies, minis te rial depart ments, ad-hoc author i ties,
para-statal insti tu tions, munic ipal or provin cial govern ments or multi-party bodies of
legally-deter mined compo si tion—encom passing a broad variety of types and
approaches. In some cases, govern ments have dele gated respon si bility for aspects of
protected areas work to NGOs. Some of these bodies have ample autonomy, a large
work-force and an impres sive budget.

At times the govern mental agency at national, sub-national or local level that offi cially
declared the area under a protected status collab o rates with other parties to develop and
imple ment manage ment plans and asso ci ated agree ments. If the collab o ra tion is signif i-
cant, the protected area is said to be under a collab o ra tive, joint, multi-stake holder or co-
manage ment regime, or, in short to be a Co-managed Protected Area. We thus define86 Co-
managed Protected Areas as:

“govern ment-desig nated protected areas where deci sion making power,
respon si bility and account ability are shared between govern mental agen cies
and other stake holders, in partic ular the indig e nous peoples and local and
mobile commu ni ties that depend on that area cultur ally and/or for their
live li hoods”.

A co-manage ment gover nance type is thus in place when a number of parties –
including the govern mental agency at national, sub-national or local level that has offi -
cially declared the area under a protected status – engage in some form of nego ti a tion
around a manage ment plan. The manage ment plan is gener ally part of a broader agree ment,
including comple men tary initia tives, by-laws, incen tives and compen sa tions.87 The latter
are nego ti ated together with the plan (“package agree ment”) and often make all the
differ ence for some of the nego ti ating actors. Besides the agree ment (co-manage ment
plan and comple men tary measures), the process usually ends up estab lishing one or
more multi-party manage ment orga ni za tions, with mandates for advice, devel op ment of
tech nical proposals, or outright deci sion-making.

Who are the “legit i mate” parties that should nego tiate a co-manage ment regime? This
ques tion can only be answered with refer ence to a specific context (and, even for a
specific context, the answer may change through time). Of key rele vance here is that the
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86 This defi ni tion devel oped through the 1990s building upon, among others, the work of West and Brechin, 1991;
Berkes, George and Preston, 1991; Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996; Kothari et al., 1996; IUCN, 1996; Renard, 1997;
Stevens, 1997; 1998; NRTEE, 1998. The term is now of common use for protected areas as well as for natural
resources in general.  See Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004, [in press].

87 Guid ance on the content of a manage ment plan can be found in Thomas and Middleton, 2003.



indig e nous and local commu ni ties who have tradi tion ally owned, occu pied or used lands
and resources within protected areas can claim customary and/or legal rights to lands and
resources based on ancient posses sion, conti nuity of rela tion ship, histor ical ties,
cultural ties and direct depend ency on the resources. At the minimum they can be
consid ered primary stake holders, and at times are holders of primary rights under
national legis la tion. If commu ni ties have stronger claims and entitlements vis-à-vis
recent and oppor tu nistic resource users, several other actors can be co-manage ment
part ners, including semi-govern mental bodies, NGOs, private oper a tors (e.g. those
providing tourist facil i ties) and busi nesses and corpo ra tions. Different actors,
however, have different stakes and entitlements with respect to the protected area, and
co-manage ment arrange ments need not give them equal weight in consul ta tion and
deci sion-making. Box 4.1 lists several criteria that can help distin guish between
primary and other stake holders.

The process by which a protected area acquires co-manage ment status may be smooth
or arise out of contro versy and conflict. In several coun tries, co-manage ment is
enshrined in the legis la tion that estab lishes and regu lates protected areas: the legis la tion
prescribes that co-manage ment boards have to be multi-party bodies. In some cases it
also iden ti fies which “parties” need to be repre sented,88 and in others the parties are iden ti fied
through rather complex and lengthy processes of social discus sion.89 However, other
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Box 4.1 Possible criteria to distin guish among primary and other
stake holders in protected areas
(adapted from Borrini-Feyerabend, 1996)

n existing legal or customary rights to the land or natural resources included in the protected area;

n conti nuity of rela tion ship with such land and resources (e.g. resi dents versus visi tors and tour ists);

n direct depend ency on the natural resources in ques tion for subsis tence and survival (e.g. for food,
water, medi cine, housing);

n histor ical and cultural rela tions with the land and resources;

n unique knowl edge, skills and insti tu tions for the manage ment of the resources;

n degree of economic and social reli ance (depend ence) on such resources;

n losses and damage incurred in the manage ment process (e.g. related to human-wild life conflicts);

n degree of demon strated effort and interest in manage ment;

n compat i bility of the inter ests and activ i ties of the stake holder with national conser va tion and devel op ment
poli cies;

n compat i bility of the inter ests and activ i ties of the stake holder with inter na tional conven tions and agree -
ments subscribed to by the country concerned.

88 An example is Italy’s Law 349, which prescribes that protected area manage ment boards should have 12
members, including a national repre sen ta tive of the Ministry of the Envi ron ment, a regional repre sen ta tive of the 
same Ministry, up to four mayors of the local involved munic i pal i ties, a repre sen ta tive of the regional univer sity,
up to two repre sen ta tives of conser va tion NGOs, etc.

89 An example is the Regional Nature Parks system of France, in which both local elected admin is trators and the
local orga nized civil society develop together a “Charter” outlining the objec tives and rules of each indi vidual
protected area (Allali-Puz et al., 2003).



coun tries’ protected area laws foresee that manage ment is to be carried out exclu sively
by a govern mental agency. In such cases, other inter ested parties, including indig enous
peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties, will need to “gain” access to manage ment
through polit ical means of all kinds, or through pilot demon stra tion projects and the
like.

The mech a nisms for engage ment of stake holders will vary greatly according to the
context, but are likely to include becoming members of an advi sory or deci sion-making
body. In the latter case, there is an impor tant distinc tion between deciding by majority
voting or by consensus. The crit ical factors with majority voting are the number of votes
assigned to each party and the alli ances likely to be created among them. In the case of
consensus, the insti tu tional arrange ments can be more sophis ti cated (see Box 4.2) and
actu ally embed process incen tives in favour of deci sions that are both equi table and
sustain able.
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Box 4.2 Consensus in a co-manage ment board: a key incen tive towards
effec tive and equi table manage ment of the Galapagos Marine Reserve
(adapted from Heylings and Bravo, 2001)

Located approx i mately 1,000km from the Ecua dorian main land, the volcanic Galapagos
Islands contain remark able terres trial and marine ecosys tems and became, some years ago,
the focus of complex and some times violent multi-stake holder conflicts. The rapid
economic and demo graphic change, the pres ence of unreg u lated indus trial fishing, the
appear ance of high-value fish eries for Asian markets, the state-imposed policy and regu la tions
and the general non-compli ance with the manage ment plan of the Marine Reserve were all
factors fuel ling those conflicts. In 1998, in response to national and inter na tional concern
about the threats facing them, Ecuador passed inno va tive legis la tion through a Special
Law that, amongst other measures, intro duced the control of migra tion within the country,
created one of the largest marine reserves in the world (c.130,000km²), prohib ited
indus trial fishing and estab lished insti tu tions for partic i pa tory manage ment of the Marine
Reserve. The creation of the Galapagos Marine Reserve was the fruit of a local exhaus tive
partic i pa tory plan ning process, which took two years (74 meet ings of a multi-stake holder
plan ning group called Grupo Núcleo, two fish eries summit meet ings and three commu nity
work shops) and produced a consensus manage ment plan. The imple men ta tion of this plan,
through a legally based partic i pa tory manage ment regime, has been in prog ress now for
several years.

The Galapagos co-manage ment insti tu tion essen tially consists of a tri-polar arrange ment
(see figure 4.1) uniting a local Partic i pa tory Manage ment Board (PMB), an Inter-insti tu-
tional Manage ment Authority (IMA) and the Galapagos National Park (GNP). The Partic i-
pa tory Manage ment Board (PMB) is made up of the primary local stake holders whilst the
IMA comprises repre sen ta tives of Minis ters and local stake holders. In the PMB, the
members present specific manage ment proposals (e.g. concerning regu la tions of fish eries
and tourism), which are analysed, nego ti ated and even tu ally agreed upon by consensus. The
consensus-based proposals are chan nelled for approval to the IMA and then to the GNP, for
imple men ta tion and control. Proposals that have reached a consensus in the PMB carry an
impor tant weight at the IMA level. However, if no consensus is reached in the PMB, the
different stake holder posi tions are submitted to the IMA, where the deci sion is left in the
hands of a majority of main land minis te rial offi cials. Statis tics are compel ling. Nearly 100%
of consensus-based PMB proposals (which, inci den tally, managed to secure excel lent
conser va tion results) are approved without modi fi ca tion in the IMA. Obvi ously, the
consensus-based co-manage ment setting creates a strong incen tive for local stake holders to
develop and agree on viable proposals in the PMB.



Among the most inter esting co-manage ment models are those that strongly combine
local/tradi tional and western/“modern” poli cies and prac tices. Such cases include:

n Lands and resources tradi tion ally belonging to indig e nous or local commu ni ties
that were incor po rated within govern ment-desig nated protected areas without the
agree ment of the concerned commu ni ties, though they later regained some form of
commu nity enti tle ment or juris dic tion (e.g. through court judge ments). The
commu ni ties and the govern ment jointly set up co-manage ment boards and develop
regu la tions corre sponding partially or totally to the govern ment-desig nated
protected area (see an example in Box 6.3).

n Lands and resources custom arily set aside by indig e nous and local commu ni ties
under special manage ment regu la tions and prac tices that were incor po rated into
govern ment-desig nated protected areas with some form of recog ni tion and main -
te nance of prior customary manage ment. The commu ni ties and the govern ment
agreed on sharing manage ment authority and respon si bility through specific
agree ments, regu la tions and co-manage ment boards corre sponding partially or
totally to the govern ment-desig nated protected area (see an example in Box 4.3).

Char ac ter is tics of Govern ment-managed and Co-managed
Protected Areas

Co-managed Protected Areas can be analysed in various ways. Apart from the objec tives
of manage ment (reflected in the IUCN manage ment cate gory) and gover nance arrange -
ments (see Chapter 2), key distin guishing features are:

n Histor ical origin of the protected area (was the protected area imposed over the
will of indig e nous and local commu ni ties or were the commu ni ties in agree ment
with the estab lish ment of the protected area and its key manage ment objec tives?

4. Guide lines for Co-managed Protected Areas
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Figure 4.1 Co-manage ment struc ture for the Galapagos Marine Reserve 
(for expla na tion of abbre vi a tions, see Box 4.2)



Were commu ni ties involved in asking for the protected area? Was any reset tle-
ment involved? Was there a nego ti ated compen sa tion for any commu ni ties
leaving their terri to ries?).

n Length of time the gover nance model has been in place (has the Co-Managed
Protected Area been in place for more or less than a decade? Has it been able to
“adjust” its gover nance struc ture and proce dures to the context?).

n Permis sion accorded or not accorded for people to inhabit the protected area or a
desig nated buffer zone around it, and/or permis sion accorded or not accorded for
people to carry out activ i ties within the protected area or buffer zone.

n Extent of commu nity interest in and engage ment with the protected area (are
commu nity members aware of the exis tence of the protected area)? Is the
protected area valued as a compo nent of commu nity iden tity, culture and live li-
hoods? Has the commu nity demon strated the will to partic i pate in its
manage ment?

n Extent of govern ment interest in and engage ment with the protected area (is the
area consid ered a major element in the national protected area system – a “jewel
in the crown”? Is it endowed with suffi cient human and finan cial resources?).

n Flex i bility of the system (is the insti tu tional setting prescribed by legis la tion, for
instance regarding who should be the members of the manage ment board, or is
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Box 4.3 Demanding co-manage ment – the Kaa-ya Iya del Gran Chaco
National Park (Bolivia)
(adapted from Beltrán, 2000;Winer, 2001; Winer, 2003)

The Kaa-ya Iya National Park (83.4 million hect ares) is the largest in Bolivia and contains
the world’s largest area of dry trop ical forest under legal protec tion. Another unique
charac ter istic of this park is that it was created in response to demands for terri to rial recog ni tion
by the Guaraní Izoceño people. This is the first protected area in the Amer icas to be
declared at the behest of the indig e nous people, and it is the only park in the Amer icas
where an indig e nous peoples’ orga ni za tion (CABI – Capitanía del Alto y Bajo Izozog)
has primary admin is tra tive respon si bility. The Park’s Manage ment Committee comprises
staff of the Ministry of Sustain able Devel op ment and Planning and repre sen ta tives of
CABI, WCS (a foreign envi ron mental NGO), local munic i pal i ties, a commu nity group of
Chiquitanos, the Ayoreo Commu nity of Santa Teresita and the group of women of the
Izozog indig e nous commu ni ties. The indig e nous repre sen ta tives are the majority in the
Committee, which is in charge of several manage ment poli cies and deci sions.

In 1993, the new Agrarian Reform Law recog nised Bolivia as a multi-ethnic and multi-
cultural country, allowing for commu nity land owner ship and legal ising the creation of
indig e nous terri to ries (Territorio Comunitario de Origen – TCO). With the passing of this
law, CABI and the indig e nous commu ni ties could become fully involved in manage ment of
the park and address a number of conser va tion prob lems. In addi tion, CABI had been able to
secure signif i cant compen sa tory payments ($3.7 million) from industry for the impact of a
gas pipe line that runs through their indig e nous terri tory and the park. This and other income
were invested by CABI in the running of the park, greatly strength ening their standing as co-
manage ment part ners. The compen sa tion funds have also supported the indig e nous orga-
ni za tions them selves, promoted rural devel op ment and accel er ated the titling of indig e-
nous lands. The park’s creation helped to halt the rapid expanse of the agro-indus trial sector
and ensured that vast expanses of tradi tional lands were not clear-cut for farming.



there room for adjust ment and exper i men ta tion, responding to the specific char-
ac ter is tics of the context? Is adap tive manage ment the overall approach?).

n Ecolog ical perfor mance (is the protected area effec tive in protecting biodiversity
and crit ical ecolog ical services? According to what indi ca tors and whose moni -
toring results?).

n Social, cultural, and economic perfor mance (is the protected area meeting the
needs of local commu ni ties?).

In the case of Co-managed Protected Areas addi tional impor tant char ac ter is tics,
which are often diffi cult to assess, include:

n Fair ness of process (is protected area gover nance supported by inde pendent
bodies or experts, capable of promoting and “watching over” the fair ness of nego-
ti a tions? In partic ular, is such support avail able to facil i tate the devel op ment of
specific agree ments, multi-stake holder manage ment bodies, and/or good rela-
tion ships between govern ment agen cies and commu ni ties? Are there specific
forms of support to facil i tate partic i pa tion of under-priv i leged sectors of the
commu nity?).

n Adequacy of capac i ties and means (are the co-manage ment struc ture and
processes legally recog nised and “secured” from the perspec tive of all its parties?
Are the human and finan cial resources adequate to sustain the gover nance option,
espe cially in its trans ac tion-inten sive initial phases? Is the income stream suffi -
cient to sustain recur rent costs of social commu ni ca tion, nego ti ated deci sion-
making, collec tive oper a tions and moni toring?).

n Extent of power sharing and effec tive collab o ra tion among the involved parties
(e.g. govern mental agen cies, indig e nous and local commu ni ties and other
stake holders).

The above list of char ac ter is tics does not describe all features of a protected area, or
even of its rela tion ship with local people. But it can be used to distin guish between
“strong” and “weak” co-manage ment models. For instance, a regional review in South-
East Asia90 iden ti fied some very weak and some less weak models. In Malaysia,
Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia, protected area agen cies have recently begun to involve
concerned commu ni ties in the manage ment of protected areas, but only for protected
area buffer zones and surround ings. Similar devel op ments are underway in West Africa,
for example in Burkina Faso, Niger and Bénin. Such manage ment partic i pa tion is not
codi fied in law and is left to the discre tion of indi vidual managers. Exam ples of a rather
stronger co-manage ment models are found in the Phil ip pines, where each protected area
is required by law to be run by a Manage ment Board composed of govern ment offi cers,
NGOs and commu nity repre sen ta tives – though this has been hampered by a lack of
docu ments in local languages, limited resources for meet ings and work shops, and the
common unwill ing ness of local people to voice their concerns in the pres ence of the
chair person of that board, who is appointed by the govern ment.91
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90 Ferrari, 2002.
91 Ferrari and De Vera, 2003.



In Australia, strong co-manage ment arrange ments for protected areas have been
devel oped over the last twenty years, following legis la tion that recog nised Aborig inal
rights to land and natural resources. In 1981, Gurig National Park became the first
jointly managed National Park in Australia; since then, further co-manage ment
arrange ments have been devel oped for other parks in various states and terri tories,
according to several models (see Table 4.1). Co-manage ment repre sents a trade-off
between the rights and inter ests of tradi tional owners and the rights and inter ests of
govern ment conser va tion agen cies and the wider Austra lian commu nity. In the most
sophis ti cated arrange ments, land owner ship is trans ferred to Aborig inal people in
exchange for the peoples’ agree ment that the area will remain under protected status as
a national park for the fore see able future and that respon si bility for park manage ment
will be shared. Often, a key element in these arrange ments is the use of leases or other
legal mech a nisms, under which the land for protec tion is simul ta neously returned to
Aborig inal owner ship and leased back to a govern ment conser va tion agency under a
co-manage ment board, with all parties commit ting to arbi tra tion in case of disputes.
The most recent form of protected area estab lished volun tarily on existing Aborig inal-
owned land – the Indig e nous Protected Area described in Chapter 5 – is even more
advanced in terms of self-deter mi na tion and self-manage ment by the Aborig inal
owners.92

In Latin America, there has been a recent growth in exper i men ta tion with models
where civil society and state share respon si bility for protected area manage ment, with
numerous inspiring exam ples,93 in partic ular in the Andean region. In Central America,
79 cases have been analysed,94 revealing a variety of manage ment types that take advan-
tage of the rela tively dynamic and open state of legis la tion and poli cies in the region. 

Else where, some states have legis la tion that works against co-manage ment. For
instance, Swedish legis la tion requires the state to buy the land from the legal owners
before a national park can be declared; yet the rela tion ship with neigh bouring commu ni ties
remains impor tant and protected area staff are requested to take it care fully into account in
their work.95 Several coun tries, such as Argen tina, the Demo cratic Republic of Congo,
Germany, India, Iran and Romania are in an “exper i mental” stage of co-manage ment.
Others, such as Australia, Bolivia, Canada, France, Italy, the Phil ip pines and the UK,
have already accepted and recog nised co-manage ment as a valu able and effec tive
model.

Some common features of Co-managed Protected Areas

Before turning to the options for co-manage ment, it is useful to reflect on the key
features that are common to all co-manage ment arrange ments:

n Co-manage ment is an arena of social engage ment, encounter and exper i men ta-
tion. Many protected area co-manage ment arrange ments are rela tively new, and
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92 So much so that it actu ally is a CCA rather than a Co-managed Protected Area. 
93 Oviedo, 2002.
94 Solis Rivera et al., 2003.
95 Gunnar Zettersten, personal commu ni ca tion, 2002.



even those that have had one or several decades of exper i men ta tion are still
exploring struc tures and options. As such, they are inter esting arenas for learning
and change. It is often sensible to adopt a flex ible and adap tive approach while the
various players adjust them selves to the new arrange ments.

n Co-manage ment capi tal izes on multi plicity and diver sity. Co-manage ment is
usually a multi-party but also a multi-level and multi-disci plinary endeavour.
Different social actors possess different capac i ties and contribute different
strengths to manage ment. A part ner ship stresses and builds upon these comple -
men tary roles. Different social actors, however, may also possess contrasting
inter ests and concerns. The chal lenge is to create a situ a tion in which the pay-offs
for everyone are greater when collab o ra tion occurs rather than compe ti tion.

n Co-manage ment is based upon a nego ti ated, joint deci sion-making approach and
some degree of power-sharing, sharing of respon si bil i ties, and distri bu tion of
bene fits among all insti tu tional actors. While the type and extent of power-
sharing and benefit distri bu tion vary from situ a tion to situ a tion, all actors acquire
some voice and receive some bene fits from their involve ment. This fact alone
may help to empower the least powerful stake holders, thus redressing soci etal
imbal ances and fostering social justice.

n Co-manage ment is more of a flex ible process than a stable and defin i tive end point.
It requires on-going review and improve ment rather than the strict appli ca tion of a
set of rules. Its most impor tant result is not a manage ment plan but a manage ment
part ner ship, capable of responding to varying circum stances and needs. And co-
manage ment agree ments and orga ni za tions have a healthy tendency to evolve. This
allows them to strive towards ever more effec tive and equi table arrange ments and
to main tain the live li ness and flex i bility to respond to change.
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Table 4.1 Four manage ment ‘mod els’ in Australia
(adapted from Smyth, 2001)

Gurig model Uluru model Queensland model Witjira model

Aboriginal ownership Aboriginal ownership Aboriginal ownership Ownership of land
remains with the
government

Equal representation of
traditional owners and
government representatives on 
board of management

Aboriginal majority
on board of
management

No guarantee of
Aboriginal majority on
board of management

Aboriginal majority on
board of management

No lease-back to
governmentAgency

Lease-back to
government agency
for long period

Lease-back to
government agency in
perpetuity

Lease of the national
park to traditional
owners

Annual fee to traditional
owners

Annual fee to
traditional owners,
community council or 
board

No annual fee paid

Example: Gurig National Park Examples: Uluru-
Kata Tjuta, Kakadu,
Nitmiluk, Booderee
and Mutawintji
National Parks

Examples: none
finalised

Example: Witjira
National Park



Options for action and advice

Agencies managing or co-managing protected areas have a number of options for action that
they can take to enhance effec tive ness and equity. Basic to all these options is the recog ni tion
that, where protected areas affect the live li hoods and inter ests of local commu ni ties, it is
impor tant to gain their support if protected areas are to achieve their conser va tion aims.
Further more, it is increas ingly recog nised that it is unac cept able for protected areas to dis-
empower or impov erish their resi dent commu ni ties. These points were emphasised at the
2003 World Parks Congress in Durban,96 enshrined in its Recom men da tions and later re-
affirmed by the 2004 CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas.97

The process of engaging commu ni ties as manage ment part ners should ideally begin at
the stage of plan ning and design, encourage the effec tive partic i pa tion of all inter ested
parties at every stage, and provide mean ingful responses to their concerns. The key
options for action for this (see below) can actu ally be seen as steps in this process, as one
often depends on the fair accom plish ment of the other. By adopting a posi tive approach
to the involve ment of local commu ni ties, a national protected area agency and/or a local
protected area admin is tra tion can “move along the continuum” of Figure 3.1 and
develop stronger co-manage ment models. Each model, however, should be tailored to
the unique circum stances of the rele vant country and commu ni ties.98

4.1 Share infor ma tion, advice and conser va tion bene fits with the concerned
commu ni ties

The sharing of infor ma tion, advice and bene fits is the first and essen tial step to be taken
in any manage ment setting: it can be consid ered as the “foun da tion” for co-manage ment.

4.1.1 Consult with rele vant commu ni ties regarding the need for, objec tives
and manage ment prior i ties of any new protected area

Too often, protected areas have been declared without consul ta tion with commu ni ties who
are tradi tion ally asso ci ated with the area and its resources. This was almost invari ably the
case in the past and is still quite common. Yet, such consul ta tions should take place well in
advance of setting up any new protected area. The consul ta tions should address the need
for, objec tives, manage ment prior i ties, fore seen arrange ments and any other impor tant
aspect of the proposed protected area. According to what is socially and cultur ally appro -
priate, they may involve public hear ings, focus group meet ings with specific sectors of the
commu ni ties, mail and phone-based ques tion naires, open debates in the local press, and
the like. The neces sary docu ments for mean ingful consul ta tion need to be provided to the
commu ni ties in advance and in local languages. Oral means of infor ma tion need to be
stressed wher ever formal literacy is low. Even tually, a consul ta tion process should
produce a broad social consensus on whether or not to estab lish the protected area, and – if
so – what should be its main objec tives, its manage ment prior i ties, etc.
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96 Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau, 2003; Brockington, 2003.
97 For instance in Activity 2.1.1 of goal 2.1 and activity 2.2.5 of goal 2.2.
98 Some Commu nity Conserved Areas are also moving along the continuum of Figure 3.1, but in the opposite

direc tion (from right to left)!  In this case, the rele vant commu ni ties engage state agen cies and other parties to
contribute to the manage ment of the areas and resources of concern to them, e.g. through novel contrac tual
agree ments and/or the inscrip tion of customary rights in national legis la tion.



4.1.2 Consult with rele vant commu ni ties on the tech nical deci sions about
protected areas

Protected area agen cies often assign to profes sional staff and experts the task of devel-
oping tech nical docu ments, such as manage ment plans, zoning arrange ments, specific
regu la tions and prohi bi tions, the range of permitted activ i ties in the protected area, etc.
While such deci sions are under consid er ation – and also after they are taken – staff
may wish to hear the views of the rele vant stake holders. It is there fore neces sary to
dissem i nate rele vant infor ma tion and set a period of time for comments and suggested
changes. In this option, the agency takes this feed back into account while main taining
full authority for final deci sions, which is often consid ered conve nient by several
parties. The manage ment agency has only the burden of dissem i nating infor ma tion
fairly, while other actors can make their view known with the minimum invest ment of
time. Prob lems with the option concern the lack of effec tive power sharing and the lack
of a “space” where different actors can speak with one another and develop new ideas
in an artic u lated, nego ti ated mode. In other words, this option may “defuse” conflicts
but has little chance of tack ling them in substan tial and durable ways.99

4.1.3 Share protected area infor ma tion promptly and fully though social
commu ni ca tion events that allow open discus sion and mutual learning

Even the most basic type of involve ment depends on infor ma tion. Logically, then, if
indig e nous and local commu ni ties are to be posi tively engaged, they must be well-
informed about the protected areas of concern to them. Protected area policy makers
and staff should provide them with offi cial and “scien tific” infor ma tion on the area’s
char ac ter is tics and values, the factors affecting these, current manage ment objec tives
and gover nance regimes, rele vant legis la tion, poli cies and by-laws, the rights and
respon si bil i ties conferred on different parties, and how affected parties can express
their inter ests, concerns and griev ances, as well as how they may them selves make
proposals.

But infor ma tion should not flow in one direc tion only. Managing agen cies should not
assume that they hold all the facts about the protected area, but rather use social commu-
ni ca tion meth od ol o gies and infor ma tion sharing as oppor tu ni ties for mutual learning.
Indig e nous commu ni ties, for example, may know more than formal biol o gists about the
socio-economic situ a tion in an area, may have a wealth of obser va tional data, and may
make signif i cant contri bu tions to biolog ical moni toring and surveil lance that can assist
protected area staff. A posi tive atti tude and versa tility in any local languages on the part
of protected area staff are also impor tant. What are needed are oppor tu ni ties for staff and
local people to listen to one another, even across knowl edge systems and ways of
commu ni cating. Social commu ni ca tion events and venues provide occa sions for people
not only to receive infor ma tion but also to share it, discuss it and make sense of it in a
collec tive way.
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99 A fuller account of this “consul ta tion option” in connec tion with manage ment plan ning is set out in Chapter 5 of
Guide lines for Manage ment Planning of Protected Areas (Thomas and Middleton, 2003). 



4.1.4 Share protected area bene fits with rele vant commu ni ties through ways
and means proposed by protected area agen cies

Protected areas generate both costs and bene fits, which should be, in a general sense,
equi tably distrib uted. One limited but still powerful way of engaging commu ni ties in
conser va tion is the distri bu tion of bene fits to them, including economic bene fits from
gate fees, other tourism-related reve nues, jobs for local people and access to natural
resources on a pref er en tial basis. As impor tant to local stake holders as these economic
bene fits are, local people often attach more impor tance to the spir i tual and cultural
values asso ci ated with a protected area’s land and resources, the social and/or legal
recog ni tion of their rights, the oppor tu nity to partic i pate in deci sion-making, and
consid er ations of live li hood secu rity.100

The type and extent of benefit sharing can be proposed, decided upon and
controlled by protected area author i ties and admin is tered primarily as a form of
“compen sa tion” for costs incurred and impacts felt by certain stake holders.101 When
under taken in this manner, benefit sharing may be effec tive but rather pater nal istic,
engaging commu ni ties as “bene fi cia ries” rather than part ners, and its sustainability
in the long term and under changing condi tions is ques tion able. In more partic i pa tory
models, the sharing of costs and bene fits arising from protected areas is estab lished
through a nego ti ated agree ment among stake holders and protected area author i ties
(see options under 4.3 below).
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Box 4.4 First steps towards collab o ra tive manage ment of Retezat National 
Park (Romania)
(adapted from Stanciu, 2001)

A small area of outstanding beauty and biodiversity – 100km2 of untouched forest and alpine
areas within the Retezat Massif – was declared a National Park in 1935. The area around the
park is rich in natural and cultural resources and the local people are largely engaged in tradi-
tional agri cul ture. Roma nian and foreign visi tors travel to this remote area mostly in the
summer. The Retezat National Park Manage ment Authority (PMA) was estab lished in
November 1999 with the help of a GEF-supported biodiversity conser va tion project. Early in
2000, the park area was enlarged and a stake holder anal ysis was under taken. In 2001, a
Consul ta tive Council was estab lished, with 25 repre sen ta tives from the main inter ests
concerned: local commu ni ties, forest districts, NGOs, moun tain rescue teams, school
inspec tor ates, local scien tific bodies and county level insti tutes. All impor tant manage ment
deci sions are supposed to be made only after consulting the Council and, if neces sary, the
public at large.

During the first meet ings of the Council, short training sessions were held on partic i pa tory
approaches and “how to work together”. The local people are the bearers of the cultural and
tradi tional values of the area, which contribute much to the land scape and biodiversity of the
national park, so their under standing and collab o ra tion are essen tial. But the partic i pa tory
approach is new to them, and quite different from that adopted under the former commu nist
admin is tra tion. To develop local peoples’ confi dence in a more partic i pa tory role, a
“learning by doing” route has been taken by the PMA.

100 Harmon, 2003.
101 See, for instance, Okello et al., 2003 and Baldus et al., 2003.



4.2 Empower indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties to
partic i pate in protected area manage ment

A second step towards co-manage ment is the strength ening of commu ni ties through a
process of analysing the rele vant issues, leading to self-organ ising and capacity building
according to their needs.102 Indig e nous and local commu ni ties and their orga ni za tions
may require new capac i ties and resources to be able to relate effec tively to govern ment
agen cies and conser va tion NGOs in formal settings, and to assume new roles and
respon si bil i ties. Simi larly policy makers and on-the-ground staff of conser va tion
agen cies may also benefit from training and support in working with indig e nous and
local commu ni ties (see sections 4.4.1 and 6.4).

4.2.1 Engage commu ni ties in assessing the biolog ical and social situ a tion of
the protected area at stake and devel oping a joint vision of its desired future

Provi sion of infor ma tion through written mate rials, brief ings or even discus sion sessions
may not be suffi cient to arouse the interest of commu ni ties and their will ing ness to adopt
conser va tion action. A more empow ering way to engage commu ni ties is through partic i-
pa tory assess ment and visioning exer cises, exam ples of which have been used with
success in many coun tries and commu ni ties.103 The methods gener ally encourage a
process by which local commu ni ties analyse the condi tions, prob lems and oppor tu ni ties
they face, sketch the future they desire for them selves and subse quent gener a tions,
explore strat e gies to reach that future and address options and threats along the way. In
this process, external experts with infor ma tion on possible threats to the local natural
resource base, and to other biolog ical and ecolog ical trends, can be seen as allies, and not
as outsiders attempting to use envi ron mental scare tactics on local stake holders. These
exer cises can be initi ated regard less of the legal and policy situ a tion, but their effec tiveness
is stronger if people feel confi dent that the results of their commu nity assess ments and
visioning exer cises will be seri ously consid ered and respected. Partic i pa tory processes
such as these can become the foun da tion of long-term alli ances for sound natural
resource manage ment.104 They should not, however, be taken lightly. Engaging a
commu nity in a diffi cult and engrossing process and then ignoring the results of
consul ta tion can be a recipe for later conflict.

4.2.2 Support commu ni ties to orga nize and build their capac i ties, as they see fit

Commu nities and other non-insti tu tion al ized actors may need support to orga nize
them selves effec tively and engage with others in deci sions and action. It is not always
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102 The process of strength ening commu ni ties for an effec tive role in nego ti a tion and some lessons learned thereby
has been recently summa rised by Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004 (in press).

103 For instance, the tribes of Matavén in the Orinoco region of Colombia have had a chance to go though some
facil i tated internal partic i pa tory processes and develop their “life plans”.  This has been an empow ering expe ri-
ence for them, which they have used to guide any subse quent inter ac tion with local, regional and national
govern ments. The “life plans” are based on the history of the indig e nous group and on tradi tional, elders’
knowl edge.  On those bases, the commu ni ties develop a vision of their desired future and iden tify a path towards
achieving it – their “life plan”, which is a local agenda, dealing with health, educa tion, iden tity pres er va tion and
sound envi ron mental manage ment.  For the Matavén people, the agenda explic itly includes a combi na tion of
sustain able use and pres er va tion of terri to ries and resources (Luque, 2003).

104 For an exten sive library and links on partic i pa tory rural appraisal methods, see www.eldis.org/partic i pa tion and
http://nrm.massey.ac.nz/changelinks  For infor ma tion on commu nity mapping methods, see Poole, 1995;
Momberg et al. 1996; Barton et al., 1997.



the case that a commu nity is clear about all of its inter ests and concerns regarding the
estab lish ment or manage ment of a protected area and/or its rela tion to it. This may be
due to a lack of infor ma tion or even lack of time or oppor tu nity to discuss the issues and
agree on how to get them selves “repre sented” in discus sions with others. NGOs may
claim to speak for local commu ni ties, self-appointed leaders may claim to speak for their
peoples, or an industry owner may claim to speak on behalf of a whole economic sector,
but such “repre sen ta tion” should always be inde pend ently veri fied. Even when
protected areas’ author i ties have “consulted” with a local or indig e nous commu nity,
they may have used a route that the commu nity does not recog nise – a fact that can easily
give rise to prob lems.

It would there fore be better if inde pendent bodies, such as an NGO or, excep tion ally, the
protected area agency itself, provided encour age ment, facil i ta tion, tech nical advice and
finan cial support to help the commu ni ties to orga nize them selves and avoid speaking on
their behalf to the maximum extent. In this, they can help by assisting commu ni ties to
meet, discuss issues, decide on prior i ties and a strategy to follow, iden tify their repre sen-
ta tives, facil i tate input from all commu nity members, perhaps acquire a legal status as a
local asso ci a tion, and estab lish records, lines of commu ni ca tion, a regular meeting place
and so forth. An example of commu nity-represen ta tive asso ci a tion that effec tively nego -
ti ated a co-manage ment plan is provided in Box 4.5. As part of the organ ising process, it is
likely that the commu ni ties also iden tify what new capac i ties they need, ranging from
literacy, numeracy and basic manage ment skills to legal support to develop a recog nised
commu nity asso ci a tion with the neces sary powers.

Over coming time and travel constraints is a mundane but impor tant element of
capacity building for many stake holders. Partic i pa tion can be expen sive for local and
indig e nous commu ni ties (as it is for local offi cials of poorly funded protected area
agen cies and local govern ment units!). Travel can be diffi cult, time-consuming and/or
expen sive, partic u larly in the remote rural regions. Taking time off from work to
attend meet ings is not an option for many rural people unless the process is designed
with their partic ular needs in mind. So it is best to avoid sched uling meet ings during
harvest time, key fishing times or reli gious and cultural events. Another step may be to
reim burse travel costs for all parties that cannot afford them on their own: for example,
in the Inuvialut Final Agree ment for Co-manage ment of the Cana dian Western Arctic,
the costs of indig e nous peoples’ partic i pa tion are covered for attending meet ings.105

4.3 Engage the concerned commu ni ties in nego ti a tion processes and
manage ment insti tu tions

This third step signals a signif i cant change: moving from a situ a tion in which protected area
agen cies are “in charge”, to one in which authority and respon si bil i ties are effec tively shared.

4.3.1 Inte grate local/tradi tional and national/modern prac tices and knowl edge

In areas with strong tradi tions of natural resource manage ment by indig e nous peoples
and local and mobile commu ni ties, successful co-manage ment models inte grate local/
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105 Larsen, 2000.
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Box 4.5 The Dayak people co-manage the Kayan Mentarang National Park: 
a first in Indo nesia!
(adapted from Ferrari, 2002; Eghenter and Labo, 2003)

The Kayan Mentarang National Park (KMNP) situ ated in the inte rior of East Kalimantan
(Indo ne sian Borneo) lies at the border with Sarawak to the west and Sabah to the north.
With 1.4 million ha, it is the largest protected area of rain forest in Borneo and one of the
largest in South east Asia. The history of the land scape of the park is inter twined with that
of its people. About 16,000 Dayak people live inside or near the park. These are still
commu ni ties largely regu lated by customary law, or adat, in the conduct of their daily
affairs and the manage ment of natural resources in their customary terri tory (wilayah
adat). The chief (kepala adat) and council (lembaga adat) admin ister the customary law.
All elected offi cials at village level and prom i nent leaders of the commu nity are members
of the customary council, which declare tradi tional forest areas with protec tion status or
strict manage ment regime. These are referred to as tana ulen, i.e. land to which access is
restricted. Such lands cover primary forest rich in natural resources, such as rattan
(Calamus spp.), sang leaves (Licuala sp.), hard wood for construc tion (e.g., Dipterocarpus
spp., Shorea spp., Quercus sp.), fish and game, all of which have high use value for the
local commu nity.

In 1980, the area was estab lished as a Nature Reserve, under a strict protec tion status
that allowed no human activity. Later on, a study that included commu nity mapping exer -
cises showed that the Dayak commu ni ties had rightful claims to the land and its resources.
This study recom mended a change of status from Nature Reserve to National Park, where
tradi tional activ i ties are allowed. A WWF project iden ti fied the lack of tenure secu rity as a
major concern: this had trans formed the Dayak’s forest into an “open access forest”, where
the state could decide to allo cate exploi ta tion rights or estab lish a conser va tion regime
without their prior consent. Because of this, the Dayak commu ni ties had little power to
defend the forest or secure their economic live li hoods against logging compa nies, mining
explo ra tion, or outside collec tors of forest prod ucts. The project there fore decided to help
the Dayak to obtain the recog ni tion of adat claims and adat rights, so that indig e nous
commu ni ties could continue to use and manage forest resources in the protected area.
From 1996 to 2000, the project helped them in a number of tasks, including biolog ical and
economic inven to ries, partic i pa tory plan ning work shops (to iden tify precisely the tana
ulen forests, and include this knowl edge in zoning recom men da tions), redrawing the
bound aries of the park, compiling and recording their customary rules, strength ening their
own orga ni za tions, etc.

The Alli ance of the Indig e nous People of Kayan Mentarang National Park (FoMMA)
was formally estab lished on October 2000 by the leaders of the ten customary lands of the
park. This created a forum for indig e nous commu ni ties to debate issues and convey their
views on the manage ment of natural resources in the customary lands of the KMNP.
FoMMA is concerned with guar an teeing protec tion of the forest and the sustain able use of
natural resources in the ten customary lands of the national park area, as well as with the
protec tion of the rights of indig e nous people and their economic pros perity in and around
the park area. FoMMA now legally repre sents the concerned indig e nous people in the
Policy Board (Dewan Penentu Kebijakan), a new insti tu tion set up to preside over the
park’s manage ment. The Policy Board includes repre sen ta tives of the central govern ment
(the agency for Forest Protec tion and Nature Conser va tion), the provin cial and district
govern ments and FoMMA. The oper ating prin ci ples of the board emphasise coor di na tion,
compe tence, shared respon si bil i ties, and equal part ner ship among all stake holders. The
board was formally estab lished in April 2002 with a Decree of the Ministry of Forestry,
which offi cially declared Kayan Mentarang National Park to be managed through this
collab o ra tive arrange ment.



tradi tional and national/“modern” systems, poli cies and prac tices. The first step is fortradi tional and national/“modern” systems, poli cies and prac tices. The first step is for
protected area agen cies to study and docu ment commu nity conser va tion values, knowl -
edge, skills, resources and insti tu tions. Such studies should not be under taken lightly or
super fi cially, as local cultures are often sophis ti cated, complex and very different from
each other in terms of values and belief systems. The results of the studies should be
discussed among the concerned parties, begin ning with the holders of tradi tional knowl-
edge them selves. It is impor tant to examine how the results of the studies can best be
taken into account in plan ning and deci sion-making, for example whether and how the
local tradi tional natural resource manage ment systems can be adapted and/or merged
with conven tional “scien tific” knowl edge, resources and insti tu tions to solve the
concrete prob lems faced by each protected area. In this context, prac tical solu tions speak
more than many lofty decla ra tions of intent.

4.3.2 Nego tiate co-manage ment plans and comple men tary agree ments with
commu ni ties and other parties

Commu nities can be involved in deci sion making in various ways, from being part of a
tech nical body autho rized to develop protected area plans, rules and regu la tions, to being
members of the protected area manage ment board in charge of deciding upon and imple-
menting such rules. A multi-party forum is essen tial for commu ni ca tion, dialogue and
consen sual deci sions. The persons or orga ni za tions convening and facil i tating the
nego ti a tion process106 must be skilled and perceived as fair. If the convener or facil i tator
is viewed as biased towards the inter ests of one of the parties, the process may lose cred i-
bility. The convener or facil i tator should draw upon a variety of flex ible mech a nisms for
nego ti ating agree ment, such as detailed zoning for conser va tion and resource use,
detailed condi tions for allowed resource use, leases, compen sa tion arrange ments,
comple men tary projects, finan cial incen tives, etc. The ability to manage and resolve
contro ver sies through medi a tion and effec tive compro mise is invalu able.

In some cases, the contro ver sies that engulf protected area agen cies and indig e nous
and local commu ni ties are so serious and long standing that it may be better to engage in
formal legal proceed ings, or to take the case before a tribunal, a human rights body or a
Truth and Recon cil i a tion Commis sion. Such proceed ings should not be feared but
actu ally promoted by agency staff, since a festering conflict may be much more
disrup tive in the long run than a diffi cult but fair court judge ment.

Nego ti a tion of co-manage ment plans and comple men tary accords is not limited to a
one-time-only event, but should be seen an ongoing process in which protected area
staff, commu ni ties and other legit i mate stake holders plan and imple ment activ i ties
together and learn by doing. As part of this, the costs and bene fits of estab lishing and
managing a protected area should be assessed. Then a fairer and more sustain able
balance should be reflected in appro priate poli cies in subse quent co-manage ment plans
and comple men tary agree ments.
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106 The process of nego ti ating co-manage ment agree ments for natural resources and the lessons learned thereby
have been recently summa rised in Part II of Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004 (in press).



4.3.3 Develop and support a co-manage ment insti tu tion capable of
responding through time to the changing needs of a protected area and its
rele vant manage ment part ners

A protected area manage ment insti tu tion is gener ally based on a set of rules (e.g. a
manage ment plan, including zoning and detailed condi tions of resource use) and one or
more orga ni za tions in charge of devel oping, inter preting and imple menting such rules
on an on-going basis, responding to varying circum stances and needs. In a co-manage ment
setting, such bodies comprise, in a more or less formal way, repre sen ta tives of the govern -
ment staff, the indig e nous and local commu ni ties and all other rele vant stake holders.107

In iden ti fying the compo si tion of these bodies, it is impor tant that a fair distinc tion is
made between stake holders and rights-holders. For instance, indig e nous peoples and the
local and mobile commu ni ties who tradi tion ally owned, occu pied or used lands and
resources within a protected area may claim customary and/or legal rights to such lands
and resources based on ancient posses sion, conti nuity of rela tion ship, histor ical ties,
cultural ties and direct depend ency on the resources. It would not be right to assign to
them and to other inter ested groups (e.g. newcomers and oppor tu nistic resource users)
“equal weight” in deci sion-making insti tu tions or for the purpose of benefit sharing.
Criteria, such as those listed in Box 4.1, help to distin guish between primary and other
stake holders and rights-holders. A successful example of giving priority in the manage ment
to those with long standing rights is given in Box 4.5.

Co-manage ment orga ni za tions come in all shapes and sizes, with different
mandates, regu la tions and char ac ter is tics. Many lessons about their effec tive ness and
sustainability have been derived from accu mu lated expe ri ence.108 For example, the
form of such bodies should be devel oped through a nego ti a tion process rather than
prescribed in a top-down fashion or according to a pre-deter mined format. It is also
known that they work best when they are rather small, inter nally diverse, and fully
account able; that they require time to develop an effec tive internal dialogue; and that a
wise balance is needed between flex i bility and “social exper i men ta tion” on the one
hand, and having rules that are respected and enforced on the other. Overall, the most
impor tant char ac ter istic of co-manage ment insti tu tions seems to be their own orien ta tion
to learning and capacity to learn. All of the above can be sought after and nurtured by
the agen cies in charge.

4.3.4 As appro priate, nego tiate the resti tu tion of land and resources to the
rightful indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties or devolve
manage ment authority and respon si bility to them

In a number of coun tries it has been possible in the past to impose protected areas
status on terri to ries inhab ited by indig e nous and local commu ni ties without any form
of consul ta tion, agree ment or compen sa tion. Today, some such coun tries are engaged
in processes of land resti tu tion to the rele vant commu ni ties, the result of govern mental
changes, as in South Africa, or court deci sions that made it illegal to remain in the
status quo, as in Australia. Polit ical or finan cial decen tral iza tion and devo lu tion
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108 See Part III of Borrini-Feyerabend et al., [in press].



processes are also underway in many coun tries, and these offer oppor tu ni ties for
govern mental agen cies and commu ni ties to work together in new and effec tive ways.
Provided that respect, commu ni ca tion and some viable economic options exist, resti tu tion,
recog ni tion and devo lu tion of commu nity rights may signal posi tive rather than nega tive
conser va tion outcomes (see Box 6.3). Such outcomes, however, do not arise over-
night, but occur only when the transfer of rights has been appro pri ately prepared,
promoted, nego ti ated and supported by the agen cies relin quishing control over land
and resources.

In some cases, land and resource resti tu tion may be accom pa nied by support to
commu ni ties so that they can set up their own forms of conser va tion. This is the most
advanced form of involving commu ni ties in conser va tion – empow ering them to decide
and act inde pend ently. Indig e nous and local commu ni ties are then no longer mere
partic i pants in initia tives initi ated and controlled by protected area staff or other stake -
holders, but auton o mous and respon sible actors, who utilise a variety of means to
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Box 4.6 Gwaii Haanas: a successful example of co-management from
Canada
(adapted from Gladu et al., 2003)

In the Haida language, gwaii haanas means “islands of wonder and beauty”. The Gwaii
Haanas National Park Reserve, located within the Queen Char lotte Islands off the coast of
British Columbia, was estab lished in 1986 under an agree ment between Parks Canada and
the Council of the Haida Nation. The Haida them selves initi ated the process, after their
land and culture started to disap pear due to heavy logging in their tradi tional terri to ries.
Through alli ances with conser va tion orga ni za tions, the Haida people drew inter na tional
atten tion to the spec tac ular beauty and diver sity of their home land and the need to protect
it. The dual Park-Reserve status stems from the land owner ship dispute. Both the govern -
ment of Canada and the Haida claim owner ship of the land. Fortu nately, both sides have
been able to put aside their differ ences regarding owner ship and promote instead their
common inter ests and goals. The Haida intent is to protect the area from envi ron mental
harm and degra da tion and continue tradi tional resource uses. The federal govern ment’s
intent is to protect the area as a natural cultural envi ron ment as part of the national
protected area system. Such objec tives are perfectly compat ible, leading to a rela tion ship
based on respect, reci procity, empow er ment and effec tive coop er a tion. In fact, Gwaii
Haanas is now governed by a joint Manage ment Board, made up of two Haida repre sen ta-
tives and two Parks Canada repre sen ta tives, working by consensus. This may slow down
some deci sions but assures that they are all well thought out and widely accepted.

The connec tion between land and culture is vital for the Haida, who are dependent on the
natural resources for live li hood (through fishing, hunting and trap ping) but also for
medi cines and the expres sion of their cultural iden tity through art. Five heri tage sites within
the borders of Gwaii Haanas are of partic ular high value to the Haida and are care fully
protected. All this has been recog nised and supported by Parks Canada. Consul ta tion during
the estab lish ment and manage ment of the protected area was adequate, and the process was not
rushed (it took five years to come to an agree ment). The estab lish ment of the Park has
promoted a shift in the local economy from logging to tourism. Employ ment oppor tu ni ties
have also been created by the park (more than 50% of park staff is Haida people). The only
remaining chal lenge is to acknowl edge the Haida pres ence, rights and partic i pa tion in the
manage ment of the boundary waters of Gwaii Haanas. To the Haida, there is no sepa ra tion of
land and sea. Parks Canada, on the other hand, is promoting new federal legis la tion that
could disrupt the Haida Nation’s ability to move freely between the land and the sea by
intro ducing different levels of protec tion for various areas and restricting the fishing rights in
some of those areas.



initiate, develop and run their own conser va tion initia tives and decide them selves
whether or not to take advan tage of the incen tives and forms of support the govern ment
may provide. Such inde pendent initia tives, now known as “Commu nity Conserved
Areas”, are the subject of Chapter 5 in these Guide lines.

4.4 Promote learning at various levels

On-going learning is the neces sary fourth step and a crucial compo nent of adap tive
manage ment, vital in protected areas which include some of the most precious and
valu able envi ron ments and resources.

4.4.1 Enhance aware ness and rele vant tech nical capac i ties of protected area
staff

Some agency staff appre ciate the bene fits that collab o ra tive rela tion ships with indig e nous
peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties could even tu ally bring about, but may be
over whelmed by what they perceive as the complex i ties, the chal lenging demands and
long-term nature of the related efforts. If a protected area has existed for some time, it is
likely to be set on well-estab lished prac tices and may be resis tant to new ideas, in
partic ular regarding power sharing. If a protected area has yet to be estab lished, the most
pressing need of poli ti cians may be to expe dite deci sions, for instance to sign an agree -
ment with inter na tional donors, and not to set aside the time and resources for social
commu ni ca tion, nego ti a tion meet ings and reaching a consensus with the local affected
parties. When this happens, indig e nous and local commu ni ties may be thought of as an
obstacle or threat to conser va tion rather than as enti tled actors with their own capac i ties,
prior i ties and values.

Even when profes sionals are sincerely inter ested and concerned, scarce tech nical and
human capac i ties may still block effec tive collab o ra tion. In partic ular, too few protected
area staff are prop erly trained to relate to people rather than to ecosys tems, wild life and
infra struc tures. Addressing this will call for capacity building initia tives, including
training, over the long term. These need to begin from revised basic curricula for natural
resource managers (see option 6.4.1). In contin uing educa tion initia tives, this could
include conven tional training sessions, in partic ular to raise aware ness of commu nity
conser va tion values, knowl edge, skills, resources and insti tu tions (see also option 4.3.1).
In general, however, field-based learning, exchanges among profes sionals engaged in
similar processes, and “learning by doing” on the job (see option 4.4.2) are the most
effec tive. Manuals and guide lines at the disposal of protected area staff should also
specif i cally refer to the rational and appro priate methods of engaging various stake-
holders in conser va tion.109

4.4.2 Promote “learning by doing” by all stake holders in each protected area
and mutual learning and sharing of expe ri ences among protected areas in
similar circum stances

Adap tive manage ment emphasises on-going learning through iter a tive processes and
fitting solu tions to specific contexts. It is based on system atic exper i men ta tion and
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careful anal ysis of feed back to manage ment inter ven tions and poli cies. A co-manage -
ment regime ought to follow its tenets: the more the co-manage ment actors invest in joint
learning processes, the more their collab o ra tion becomes rele vant and effec tive. Insti tu-
tional learning bene fits from rela tion ships based on mutual respect, a non-threat ening
envi ron ment, sound exper i men ta tion, crit ical thinking skills, and skills in recording,
applying and dissem i nating lessons. All of these can be fostered at an indi vidual
protected area level through partic i pa tory moni toring and eval u a tion exer cises; and it
can be encour aged through a manage ment atti tude of open ness to learning.

Shared learning among sites with similar circum stances, needs and oppor tu ni ties is
partic u larly effec tive and bene fi cial. Networking, exchange visits, and oppor tu ni ties
to share expe ri ences and advice are a great element of support for both conser va tion
agency staff and their part ners, most of all the repre sen ta tives of commu ni ties engaged
in Co-managed Protected Areas. Learning networks, in partic ular, can be promoted at
a land scape level among the managers of protected areas and Commu nity Conserved
Areas that benefit both from biolog ical connec tivity and from devel oping new lines of
social and tech nical support. Such networks can be promoted at the national level,
region ally and inter na tion ally, for instance to address bio-geograph ical concerns (e.g.
the network of marine protected areas in West Africa or the network of Co-managed
Protected Areas in the Congo Basin), to foster meth od olog ical exchanges (e.g. the
network of profes sionals included in the IUCN/CEESP Co-manage ment Working
Group),110 or to support exchange programmes that link protected areas in different
regions.111

4.4.3 Facil i tate partic i pa tory eval u a tion processes and protected area
certif i ca tion by inter na tional bodies

Involving protected area staff, commu ni ties and other rele vant stake holders in a review
of protected area accom plish ments and prob lems can help to clarify issues and iden tify
oppor tu ni ties for joint action. Most such reviews have dealt with envi ron mental results,
but they can also include gover nance prac tices and approaches (e.g. through the
appli ca tion of “good gover nance” criteria112). An inter esting option, recently coming to
the fore, regards regional or inter na tional review of the gover nance prac tices adopted in
protected areas.113 Such reviews would be oriented “posi tively” towards providing a
label of quality to the best governed protected areas rather than singling out the ones that
performed poorly. They repre sent a powerful avenue through which manage ment
effec tive ness and good gover nance may become more widely under stood and promoted
for the benefit of all protected area parties.
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110 See: www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Wkg_grp/CMWG/CMWG.htm  Policies in support of national and inter na-
tional networking are discussed also in Chapter 6.

111 For a fuller account of the poten tial of protected area exchange programmes, see Hayes and Shultis, 2001.
112 See Chapter 2 and Graham et al., 2003.
113 Abrams et al., 2003.



5. Guide lines for Commu nity
Conserved Areas

In the early 2000s, the expe ri ence and concerns for conser va tion and equity that
prompted the devel op ment of TILCEPA gener ated intense debates and exchanges,
leading to the emer gence of new conser va tion concepts. Among the most signif i cant is
that of the Commu nity Conserved Area, which intro duces nothing new but recog nises
and seeks the legit i mi za tion of some of the oldest conser va tion expe ri ences and prac tices
in the world.115 Commu nity Conserved Areas have been defined as:

“natural and modi fied ecosys tems, including signif i cant biodiversity, ecolog ical
services and cultural values, volun tarily conserved by indig e nous peoples and
local and mobile commu ni ties through customary laws or other effec tive
means”.

Commu nity Conserved Areas have three essen tial char ac ter is tics:

n Some indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties are “concerned”
about the relevant ecosys tems – usually being related to them cultur ally and/or
because of live li hoods.

n Such indig e nous and local commu ni ties are the major players (and hold power) in
deci sion making and imple men ta tion of deci sions on the manage ment of the
ecosys tems at stake, implying that some form of commu nity authority exists and
is capable of enforcing regu la tions.

n The volun tary manage ment deci sions and efforts of such commu ni ties lead
towards the conser va tion of habi tats, species, ecolog ical services and asso ci ated
cultural values, although the protec tion status may have been set up to meet a
variety of objec tives, not neces sarily related to the conser va tion of biodiversity.

Although not all Commu nity Conserved Areas may be clas si fied as protected areas,
all of them make an impor tant contri bu tion to conser va tion, and as such they require
recog ni tion and support from national govern ments and the conser va tion commu nity,
espe cially in cases where they face threats from different forces and when commu ni ties
are in a situ a tion of vulner a bility.

Many Commu nity Conserved Areas are based entirely on customary rules and agree -
ments, with no inter ven tion by govern ment agen cies, no rela tion to offi cial poli cies and
no incor po ra tion in formal legis la tion. Indeed in some cases the commu nity main tains a
degree of confi den ti ality over the exact loca tion, bound aries and resources; very often,
Commu nity Conserved Areas are informal arrange ments and offi cially un-recog nised.
Their contri bu tion to a coun try’s conser va tion system there fore goes un-noticed and
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unsup ported. Offi cial protected areas may have been estab lished, know ingly or unknow ingly,
on top of pre-existing Commu nity Conserved Areas, putting tradi tional prac tices and
manage ment systems at risk, without substi tuting effec tive new rules. This can have
serious nega tive results for both the conser va tion status of the resources and the live li-
hoods of people.116

When existing Commu nity Conserved Areas are offi cially recog nised by the state,
there are several possible conse quences:

n recog ni tion does not substan tially reduce the autonomy and deci sion-making
power of the local commu ni ties. The area’s conser va tion status is strength ened
and the commu nity bene fits from some legal authority to enforce its deci sions (for
instance, an ordi nance for the control of fishing could be issued for an area that a
local commu nity has declared as its own marine sanc tuary);

n recog ni tion implies a signif i cant degree of sharing of authority and respon si bility
with govern mental agen cies; this alters the gover nance situ a tion and trans forms the
Commu nity Conserved Area into a Co-managed Protected Area (see Chapter 4); or

n the situ a tion is in flux, with the power rela tion ship between the state and the
indig e nous peoples or local commu ni ties being nego ti ated on an ad-hoc basis.

Signif i cant exam ples of state recog ni tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas include the
Indig e nous Protected Areas of Australia (IPAs – see Box 5.1) and the Alto Fragua-Indiwasi
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Box 5.1 Indig e nous Protected Areas – a new model for Australia
(adapted from Smyth, 2001)

A strong, offi cially-recog nised Commu nity Conserved Area model exists in Australia:
‘Indig e nous Protected Area’ (IPA) – see www.ea.gov.au/indig e nous/ipa/index.html

The first IPA was formally proclaimed in August 1998, over an Aborig inal-owned prop erty
called Nantawarrina in the northern Flinders Ranges of South Australia. Several more IPAs
have been proclaimed since.

IPAs recog nise that some Aborig inal land holders are prepared to “protect” their land, and
part of the Australia National Reserve System, in return for govern ment support. They can
estab lish formal conser va tion agree ments under state or terri tory legis la tion, or under Indig-
e nous Law. Aborig inal land owners can use various legal mech a nisms to control activ i ties on
their land, including local by-laws and privacy laws. The decla ra tion of IPAs marked the first
occa sion when Aborig inal land owners volun tarily accepted protected area status over their
land. Because the process is volun tary, Aborig inal people can choose the level of govern ment
involve ment, the level of visitor access (if any) and the extent of devel op ment to meet their
needs. In return for govern ment assis tance, Aborig inal owners of IPAs are required to
develop a manage ment plan and to make a commit ment to manage their land (and/or waters
and resources) with the goal of conserving its biodiversity values. IPAs are attrac tive to some
Aborig inal land owners because they bring manage ment resources without a loss of
autonomy, provide public recog ni tion of the natural and cultural values of Aborig inal land,
and recog nise the capacity of Indig e nous Peoples to protect and nurture those values. IPAs
are attrac tive to govern ment conser va tion agen cies because they effec tively add to the
nation’s conser va tion estate without the need to acquire the land, and incur the cost of the
infra struc ture, staffing, housing, etc., required of a national park.

116 An example is given in Box 1.1.



National Park in Colombia (see Box 5.2) These are now fully inte grated into the respec tive
national protected area systems, and have similar char ac ter is tics to other offi cial protected
areas in terms of size, ecolog ical condi tion, and manage ment objec tives, although they are
managed primarily by the rele vant commu ni ties. The protected area system of most other
coun tries, on the other hand, does not yet appear to “include” or take full advan tage of the
commu nity protected ecosys tems for conser va tion aims (see Box 5.3).

Some Commu nity Conserved Areas involve lands tradi tion ally belonging to
indig e nous or rural commu ni ties that in the past were incor po rated into govern ment
prop erty and now, through a variety of processes, are being “restituted”.117 These
processes may give way to various forms of co-manage ment agree ments and insti tu tions
(see Chapter 4 and also Box 6.3). In other cases, the rele vant commu ni ties strive for full
state recog ni tion of their own Commu nity Conserved Area regime, which would allow
them more auton o mous deci sion-making power (see Box 5.4).

National govern ments gener ally estab lish and manage protected areas with conser va-
tion objec tives in mind. On the other hand, many indig e nous and local commu ni ties tend
to estab lish their own conserved areas (or enter into a part ner ship to manage protected
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Box 5.2 Alto Fragua-Indiwasi – the govern ment of Colombia recog nises a
Commu nity Conserved Area as National Park
(adapted from Oviedo, 2002; Zuluaga et al., 2003)

The Alto Fragua-Indiwasi National Park was created in February 2002, after nego ti a tions
involving the Colom bian govern ment, the Asso ci a tion of Indig e nous Ingano Coun cils and
the Amazon Conser va tion Team, an envi ron mental NGO focusing on projects to assist the
Ingano Indians and other indig e nous groups in the Amazon basin. The park is located on the
piedmont of the Colom bian Amazon on the head wa ters of the Fragua River. Inven tories
conducted by Colom bia’s von Humboldt Insti tute showed that Indiwasi National Park –
formally known in Spanish as Parque Natural Nacional Alto Fragua-Indiwasi – is part of a
region that has the highest biodiversity in the country and is one of the top hotspots of the
world. The site will protect various ecosys tems of the trop ical Andes, including highly
endan gered humid sub-Andean forests, endemic species such as the spec tacled bear
(Tremarctos ornatus), and sacred sites of unique cultural value.

Under the terms of the decree that created the park, the Ingano are the prin cipal actors in its
design and manage ment. The area, whose name means “House of the Sun” in the Ingano
language, is a sacred place for the indig e nous commu ni ties. This is one of the reasons why
tradi tional author i ties have insisted that the area’s manage ment should be entrusted to them.
Although several protected areas of Colombia share manage ment respon si bil i ties with indig-
e nous and local commu ni ties, this is the first one where the indig e nous people are fully in
charge. The creation of Indiwasi National Park has been a long-time dream of the Ingano
commu ni ties of the Amazon Piedmont, for whom it makes a natural part of their Life Plan
(Plan de Vida), that is, a broader, long-term vision for the entirety of their terri tory and the
region. In addi tion, the creation of the Park repre sents an historic prece dent for the indig e-
nous people of Colombia, as for the first time an indig e nous commu nity is fully recog nised
by the state as the prin cipal actor in the design and manage ment of an offi cial protected area.
It is all the more remark able that this commu nity-promoted refuge has been devel oped in a
context of armed violence, drug traf ficking, and many other social prob lems that affect
surrounding areas.

117 MacKay (2002) reports instances of land resti tu tions in Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and the USA. 
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Box 5.3 Italian tradi tional insti tu tions support healthy land scapes and
wealthy commu ni ties
(adapted from Merlo et al., 1989; Jeanrenaud, 2001;www.magnificacomunitafiemme.it; Stefano
Lorenzi, personal commu ni ca tion, 2004; www.regole.it)

Long-estab lished tradi tions of commu nity forestry and pasture manage ment in the north of
Italy date from the Middle Ages and some can be traced to well before the Roman conquest.
In some places, such as the Fiemme Valley, the commu nity control over forests was
maintained thanks to the armed strug gles of local resi dents in the mid 19th century, when the
nascent Italian state was attempting to incor po rate all forests into the national demanio. Such
strug gles took place all over Italy, but only in the north were they so serious and prolonged as
to convince the govern ment to create special excep tions in the national law.

An example of commu nity forestry that still exists today thanks to such legal excep tion is
the Magnifica Comunità di Fiemme. In the Magnifica Comunità the forest-managing insti tu-
tions are strong, main tain a spirit of mutual assis tance and soli darity, and provide an impor tant
cultural basis for the use of the forest resources. Legally, the forest is owned by “all people of
the Fiemme Valley” who comprise the “vicini” of 11 town ships (a vicino is a person who has
been living in the valley for 20 years at least, or who is a descen dant of a vicino). Commu nity
forests are inalien able, indi vis ible and collec tively owned and managed. Tradi tionally, wood
was distrib uted according to the citi zen’s need to build a house (once in a life time) and for
main te nance work and heating (once a year). Today, the finan cial income from the sale of
timber is used to support commu nity needs. If in the past those needs were related to road
building or health care, today they mostly comprise socio-cultural activ i ties and incen tives for
people to remain in rural areas. The sawmill indus tries currently exploiting the collec tively-
owned forest resources are among the best performing in the whole country, for quality and
income. And the forest resources are excel lently and sustainably managed.

Another example is the Regole d’Ampezzo of the Ampezzo Valley (where the famous
Cortina resort is located), which has a recorded history of approx i mately 1,000 years. The
Regole manage the common prop erty resources initially made avail able by the exten sive
work of the early Regolieri (pasture creation and main te nance out of the orig inal woods). To
date, the Regolieri comprise only the descen dants of the early founders of the commu nity
and their sons who remain resi dents in the valley, a more strin gent require ment than in the
case of the Magnifica Comunità di Fiemme. They hold the prop erty under inalienable and
indi vis ible title. Their general assembly takes manage ment deci sions after exten sive discus-
sion and by a “qual i fied majority”, a proce dure more akin to consensus than voting. The deci-
sions and rules (which, inci den tally, is the meaning of the word “regole”) are care fully crafted
to use the resources sustainably and in non-destruc tive ways. Unlike in the Fiemme Valley,
no divi dends are shared among the Regolieri and all the income from the natural resources
(e.g., from tourism, sale of timber) is re-invested in their manage ment.

Through time, the early inhab it ants of the Ampezzo Valley have main tained their rights of
occu pa tion and modes of local produc tion thanks to their skills as diplo mats (they managed
to ensure agree ments with the Vene tian Republic in 1420 and, later, with the Austrian
Emperors). In 1918, the end of the First World War saw the Ampezzo Valley incor po rated
within the Italian state. From then to the present, the Regole have often had to struggle to
main tain their rare auton o mous status under special excep tions in the national legis la tion and
regional laws, a feat that depended on a combi na tion of personal skills of the Regolieri and
the impor tance and visi bility of the land scape they have managed to conserve. About 15
years ago, the Regole finally received major recog ni tion as the sole and full legal managers
of the Parco Naturale delle Dolomiti d’Ampezzo. Thus this regional protected area is estab -
lished on the land and the resources the local commu nity has conserved through the centu -
ries. From an economic point of view, the Regole are today less directly reliant on the natural
resources that they manage, although the unique tourism and real estate value of their valley
depends on the magnif i cent land scape they have main tained. It is notable that they have
obtained tax-free status from the Italian govern ment, and secured major project funds and
subsi dies from the Euro pean Union, the Italian state and the Veneto regional govern ment.



areas estab lished by other social actors or the state) to address a variety of inter ests and
concerns, such as:

n to secure a sustain able provi sion of goods related to live li hoods (e.g. wild life or
water);

n to satisfy reli gious, iden tity or cultural needs (e.g. honouring the memo ries of
ances tors or the deities present in sacred sites, guarding burial sites and protecting
ritual places from external inter fer ence);

n to main tain crucial ecosystem func tions (e.g. soil stability or hydro log ical
cycles);

n to protect wild life popu la tions for ethical reasons;

n to safe guard their own phys ical secu rity as well as the secu rity of their prop er ties
and settle ments, possibly in expec ta tion of harsh ecolog ical condi tions such as
droughts or floods; and

n to derive economic bene fits (as for the commu nity terri to ries recently dedi cated
to eco-tourism).
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Box 5.4 The Tagbanwa strive for the recog ni tion and main te nance of a
Commu nity Conserved Area in Coron Island (the Phil ip pines)
(adapted from Ferrari and de Vera, 2003)

The Tagbanwa people of the Phil ip pines inhabit a stun ningly beau tiful lime stone island for
which they have estab lished strin gent use regu la tions. The forest resources are to be used for
domestic purposes only. All the fresh water lakes but one are sacred. Entry to those lakes is
strictly forbidden for all except reli gious and cultural purposes. The only lake acces sible for
tourism is Lake Kayangan, which has regu la tions concerning the number of people allowed
in, garbage disposal, resource use, etc. Until recently, the Tagbanwa’s terri to rial rights were
not legally recog nised, leading to encroach ment by migrant fishers, tourism oper a tors,
poli ti cians seeking land deals and govern ment agen cies. This caused several prob lems, the
main one of which was the impov er ish ment of the marine resources, essen tial to local
live li hoods. In the mid–1980s, however, the islanders orga nized them selves into the
Tagbanwa Foun da tion of Coron Island (TFCI) and started lobbying to regain manage ment
control over their natural resources.

They first applied for a Commu nity Forest Stew ard ship Agree ment (CFSA), which was
granted in 1990 over the 7748 hect ares of Coron Island and a neigh bouring island, Delian,
but not over the marine areas. The Tagbanwa continued their struggle and, in 1998, they
managed to get a Certif i cate of Ances tral Domain Claim for 22,284 hect ares of land and
marine waters. Finally, in 2001, after having produced a high quality map and an Ances tral
Land Manage ment Plan, they managed to obtain a Certif i cate of Ances tral Domain Title
(CADT), which grants collec tive right to land.

Despite their successful manage ment achieve ments, the Tagnabwa CADT was later
reviewed, as the national poli cies and systems were being restruc tured. A govern mental
proposal was then advanced to add Coron Island to the National Inte grated Protected Area
System. Despite the fact that the govern ment proposes to set in place a co-manage ment
system for the island, the Tagbanwas are opposing these moves, as they fear that they would
lose control of their natural resources, and those would be less and not better protected. Very
impor tantly for them, they wish to remain “rightholders” – the owners and protec tors of their
terri to ries – and refuse to be clas si fied as one “stake holder” among others.



In this sense, the primary objec tives of the rele vant commu nity initia tives are more
often defined in rela tion to commu nity needs, well-being, an ethical world view and
sustain able use of natural resources than to the protec tion of biodiversity or wild life per
se. Yet, we speak of Commu nity Conserved Areas only when we see exam ples of effec tive
conser va tion.

Recently, some areas have also been volun tarily subjected to a conser va tion regime
by indig e nous and local commu ni ties with the explicit intent of securing land tenure, i.e.
obtaining legal recog ni tion of their customary rights to the land and gaining assur ance
from govern ments that it will be protected and not relin quished to a variety of forms of
exploi ta tion.118 In certain situ a tions a protected area regime can provide such secu rity,
and also attract donor funding, support, visi bility and/or income from tourism.119 The
commu nity iden tity and cohe sive ness neces sary to estab lish a Commu nity Conserved
Area (see Box 5.5) may also mean that they are better placed to get access to educa tion,
health, sani ta tion, etc. And Commu nity Conserved Areas may promote a more just and
egal i tarian society, as they require joint initia tives among different classes and castes
and some degree of trans par ency and account ability in gover nance matters. Under
favour able condi tions, there fore, the economic and non-economic bene fits of estab lishing
Commu nity Conserved Areas can be substan tial.

An emphasis on commu nity bene fits does not imply that biodiversity conser va tion is
not valued by commu ni ties, but that biodiversity is placed in the perspec tive of human
well-being and peaceful devel op ment. The case of the Alto Fragua-Indiwasi National Park
in Colombia (Box 5.2) is an excel lent example. In another case in the Ecua dorian Andes,
indig e nous commu ni ties have estab lished use restric tions and manage ment regu la tions in
areas adja cent to San Pablo Lake in order to prevent further dete ri o ra tion of the lake’s
envi ron ment – a genuine conser va tion objec tive and yet fully related to commu nity live li-
hoods.120 In parts of India, commu ni ties have in recent times declared forests or grass lands
as sacred, so as to conserve them in support of their live li hoods.

So commu ni ties have many reasons for protecting areas and resources, and the
language and concepts they use to convey these objec tives may often be different from
the objec tives that distin guish the IUCN protected area manage ment cate go ries. None -
the less, it is possible to find Commu nity Conserved Areas that bring about similar
results to those aimed at under each of the manage ment objec tives spec i fied by the IUCN
manage ment cate go ries (see Table 5.1).

The recog ni tion and status of Commu nity Conserved Areas depend on the partic ular
local, national and regional context. In the Horn of Africa, for example, conser va tion
initia tives conceived and imple mented by local commu ni ties through their own
exclu sive means are rela tively common. These initia tives are culture-based and culture-
specific as they relate in complex ways to the ethnic iden tity of a commu nity, including
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118 See the case of Indig e nous Protected Areas in Australia (Box 5.1) and the one of co-manage ment in Bolivia (Box
4.3).

119 Jones (2003) reports that some commu nity conser van cies in Namibia manage several million hect ares of land
with large animal popu la tions and impor tant habi tats, some of which have been set aside as core wild life and
tourism areas.  The Torra Conser vancy has one up-market tourism lodge gener ating approx. US$50,000 annu -
ally. Trophy hunting is worth nearly US$18,000 annu ally and a sale of springbok in 2002 raised US$13,000.

120 Oviedo, 2002.



its gover nance systems, norms, symbolic construc tions and rituals.121 Unfor tu nately,
these prac tices are rarely recog nised and supported by state govern ments; indeed it has
been argued that the poli cies of a succes sion of domi nant polit ical powers and devel-
opers have under mined commu nity-based conser va tion in the Horn of Africa. Some
pockets within broad land scape-based Commu nity Conserved Areas have lately been
granted offi cial protected area status, but the recog ni tion in most cases arrived long after
the tradi tional manage ment prac tices, which had assured their conser va tion, had already
been under mined (see Box 5.6).

In contrast to events in the Horn of Africa, Commu nity Conserved Areas have fared
well in South America. In that region, they are making a signif i cant contri bu tion to
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Box 5.5 Restoring a Commu nity Conserved Area of nomadic pasto ral ists –
live li hoods, nature conser va tion and cultural iden tity
(adapted from Borrini-Feyerabend et al. 2004, in press)

The Kuhi – one of about 20 sub-tribes of the Shish Bayli Tribe of the Qashqai nomadic
pasto ral ists of southern Iran – have been engaged for a few years in partic i pa tory action
research about their own “sustain able live li hoods” and the conser va tion of biodiversity
in their land scape. Their action-research is focused on a resource manage ment unit
comprising their summering and wintering grounds and their asso ci ated migra tion routes
in between. The Kuhi held several work shops and one of the major prob lems they iden ti-
fied has been the break down of the tradi tional strength of the sub-tribes. They analysed
their situ a tion in some depth and decided to recreate their auton o mous orga ni za tion in a
manner that would also be able to respond to modern chal lenges, including notions of
partic i pa tory democ racy. Extended nego ti a tions among them led to the “Council for
Sustain able Live li hoods of the Kuhi Migra tory Pasto ral ists” and its asso ci ated Commu -
nity Invest ment Fund, which is now pursuing initia tives in each of the five cate go ries of
prob lems/needs iden ti fied by the sub-tribe. The new idea that excited them the most,
however, is about restoring natural resources to their common prop erty care and control.

A unique oppor tu nity in this sense is the Chartang-Kushkizar wetland, extending some
9km in length, shared between the Kuhi and the Kolahli Sub-tribes. This has been a commu-
nity-conserved wetland from time imme mo rial. The Kuhi know that they obtain many
“ecosystem bene fits” from this wetland, including water reserves, reeds for hand i crafts, fish, 
medic inal plants, micro-climate control and wild life. The govern ment had earmarked part of
the area in a contro ver sial plan to be divided up among house holds for agri cul tural use. The
newly consti tuted Council believes it is better to preserve this area as a qorukh or local
reserve – equiv a lent to a hema in other parts of the Middle East. It has thus submitted a peti -
tion and a proposal to the rele vant govern ment author i ties to declare the wetland and the
surrounding range lands as a Commu nity Conserved Area with use rights being regu lated by
the sub-tribe elders. The peti tion is currently being reviewed by the govern ment and has so
far received encour aging support.

In terms of IUCN cate go ries, the overall Commu nity Conserved Area, covering the Kuhi
wintering and summering grounds together with the access routes, could be consid ered as a
Cate gory V protected area (i.e., dedi cated to land scape protec tion), with the wetland portion
as Category II (i.e., dedi cated to ecosystem protec tion). This initia tive is showing how
nomadic live li hoods can be recon ciled with conser va tion and how the cultural iden tity and
orga ni za tion of the rele vant indig e nous and local commu ni ties are neces sary prereq ui sites for
their full involve ment in conser va tion.

121 Bassi (2003) refers to these CCAs as prime exam ples of “ethnic conser va tion”.
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Box 5.6 The making of unsus tain able live li hoods: eroding the Commu nity-
Conserved Land scape of the Oromo-Borana (Ethi opia)
(adapted from Tache, 2000; Tache and Bassi, 2002)

The whole ethnic terri tory of the Borana, in Ethi opia, can be consid ered a Commu nity
Conserved Area. The terri tory has been managed for centu ries through rules that assured the
sustain able use of renew able natural resources. Biodiversity conser va tion and the sound
manage ment of natural resources were promoted through inclu sion/exclu sion rules applying
to all pastoral activ i ties and known as seera marraa bisanii – “the law of grass and water”.
The Borana “law of grass” shares the basic prin ci ples of most East African pastoral groups. It
differ en ti ates between dry season pastures (with perma nent water points) and wet season
pastures (with good grass, but only acces sible during rains), imposing the maxi mi za tion of
use of wet-season pasture when ever possible (during rains), to mini mize pres sure on the
most intensely utilized range lands served by perma nent water points. The “law of water” is
pecu liar to the Borana: their envi ron ment is char ac ter ized by numerous well complexes (the
tulaa wells being the most famous among them). This law is well artic u lated, regu lating in
various ways the social and economic invest ment neces sary to develop tradi tional wells and
water points, access and main te nance. Through the normal cycle of well exca va tion and
collapse, over-exploited dry season areas are aban doned and new ones are devel oped.

The juniper forests found in Borana lands have a special role, which is common to many
East African forests used by pasto ral ists. Being too humid, they are not suit able for
perma nent pastoral settle ment. Some open patches, however, contain excel lent pasture and
the forest also provides perma nent springs. For centu ries, such forests have never been
perma nently inhab ited but reserved as dry-season pasture. They were impor tant as a last
refuge for grazing in case of drought, a reserve for medical and ritual plants and for their
overall symbolic and ecolog ical signif i cance. They were not subject to special manage ment
provi sions apart from a very strict prohi bi tion on fires, but were an inte gral and essen tial part
of the survival system of the Borana. Basically, the Borana managed their envi ron ment as a
commu nity conserved land scape, with detailed zoning and regu la tions.

Until the 1970s, this envi ron men tally sound manage ment of natural resources on Borana
land assured the conser va tion of a unique biodiversity heri tage (including 43 species of
mammals, 283 species of birds and many unique plants and habi tats), despite the exis tence
for many years of several small towns close to the main forests. However, the Borana
envi ronment was then confronted with major land use changes: the govern ment limited
move ment within the terri tory and promoted agri cul ture. The situ a tion dete ri o rated further
after the change of govern ment in 1991, with the polit ical marginalization of the Borana.
UN-backed reset tle ment programmes and other devel op ments meant that more and more
outsiders came into the area, diluting the Borana pres ence and disrupting their tradi tional
land use systems.

In effect the Borana’s ethnic terri tory had been treated as if their common prop erty land
was ‘no-man’s land’, to be assigned to whoever claimed it. As customary common prop erty
and Commu nity Conserved Areas are not recog nised by the Ethi o pian govern ment, the
Borana have been squeezed into the driest pockets where their grazing land was bound to
dete ri o rate, all the while their last resort forests were exploited for commer cial purposes,
with no regard to sustainability. Drought during the last decade arrived on top of all these
prob lems and produced devas tating effects and acute live stock desti tu tion. The only possible
survival strategy for the Borana has been to engage in farming in the remaining least suit able
places, further increasing the amount of land put under culti va tion and alien ated to the
pastoral mode of produc tion. As everyone should have known, the tradi tional land of the
Borana is not suit able for agri cul ture due to both low and irreg ular rain fall. Now the Borana
have joined millions of other pasto ral ists and agro-pasto ral ists in Ethi opia who survive more
and more often on food dona tions from abroad. A unique social system, sustain able land
manage ment and dependent biodiversity have all been effec tively destroyed.



biodiversity conser va tion. Indeed national govern ments are using them to bring more
national lands under a conser va tion regime.122 The TILCEPA regional review of cases
from Spanish-speaking South America reports that large protected areas overlap
substan tially with tradi tional commu nity lands. Indeed, it is esti mated that about 84% of
the lands now lying within South Amer ica’s National Parks are indig e nous and commu -
nity lands, and in many of these areas commu ni ties are regaining legal land and
manage ment rights. Soon, a very large propor tion of existing protected areas of the
region may be indig e nous or commu nity-managed, totally or partially.123
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Table 5.1 Exam ples of Commu nity Conserved Areas relating to each of the
IUCN Cate go ries
(adapted from Kothari, 2003)

IUCN Category and
Description

Community Conserved Area type Field examples
124

Ia. Strict Nature
Reserve and Ib.
Wilderness Areas:
Protected area
managed mainly for
science or wilderness
protection.

Sacred/forbidden or otherwise ‘no-use’
groves, lakes, springs, mountains,
islands, etc. with prohibition on uses
except in very particular occasions, such 
as an annual ceremony, once-a-year
collective hunting or fishing strictly
regulated by the community. A special
case here may be the territories of un-
contacted peoples (e.g. in the
Amazons). The main reasons for the
communities to protect the area may be
cultural or religious rather than
wilderness or science per se.

n Coron Island, Palawan, Philippines
(sacred beaches, marine areas, lakes) (see 
Box 5.4)

n Life Reserve of Awa People, Ecuador
n Forole sacred mountain of Northern Kenya
n Hundreds of sacred forests and wetlands,

India
n Mandailing Province, Sumatra, Indonesia 

(forbidden river stretches)
n Intangible Zones of Cuyabeno-Imuya and 

Tagaeri-Taromenane, Ecuador

II. National Park:
Protected area
managed mainly for
ecosystem protection
and recreation.

Protected watershed forests above
villages, community declared wildlife
sanctuaries, community-enforced
protected reefs and no-take fishing zones.
The main objective of community
protection may be to obtain the
sustainable provision of a resource, such
as water, fish, or income from tourism.

n Tinangol, Sabah, Malaysia (forest
catchment)

n Isidoro-Secure National Park, Bolivia
n Safety forests, Mizoram, India
n Alto Fragua-Indiwasi National Park,

Colombia (see Box 5.2)

III. Natural
Monument: Protected 
area managed mainly
for conservation of
specific natural
features.

Natural monuments (caves, waterfalls,
cliffs, rocks) protected by the local
communities for religious, cultural, or
other objectives of specific ethnic or
local relevance.

n Mapu Lahual Network of Indigenous
Protected Areas (Coastal Range
Temperate Rainforests), Chile

n Limestone Caves, Kanger Ghati National 
Park and elsewhere, India

n Sites of ancestor graves, Madagascar

IV. Habitat/Species
Management Area:
Protected area
managed mainly for
conservation through
management
intervention.

Village waterbodies harbouring
waterbird nesting colonies or aquatic
wildlife, turtle nesting sites, community
managed wildlife corridors and riparian
vegetation areas. Local management
objectives may be related to spiritual or
cultural values and other objectives of
specific ethnic or local relevance rather
than species protection per se.

n Pulmarí Protected Indigenous Territory,
Argentina (proposed)

n Kokkare Bellur, India (heronry)
n Sacred crocodile ponds throughout West

Africa

122 See, for instance, Luque, 2003.
123 Oviedo, 2002.
124 The inclu sion of a Commu nity Conserved Area in this table does not indi cate that it will neces sarily be recog -

nised as a protected area, but that it may achieve a similar outcome and can be equally valu able to conser va tion.

124 The inclu sion of a Commu nity Conserved Area in this table does not indi cate that it will neces sarily be recog -
nised as a protected area, but that it may achieve a similar outcome and can be equally valu able to conser va tion.



Char ac ter is tics of Commu nity Conserved Areas

Commu nity Conserved Areas can be analysed in various ways. Apart from the objec tives
of manage ment (partially reflected in the IUCN manage ment cate gory, and supple mented
by live li hood/cultural objec tives), key distin guishing features are the following:

n Size of the area and/or extent of the resources being protected. The size of area
may range from as small as a hectare, as for the sacred Peguche falls in Ecuador,
to as large as entire moun tains, lakes or valleys, as for Lake Titicaca in Peru/
Bolivia; simi larly, resources may range from a single species (such as the painted
stork or glob ally threat ened spot-billed pelican whose nesting sites are strictly
protected by some villages in India) to broader classes of flora or fauna (such as
Ficus tree species and groves, also in India).

n Intrinsic biodiversity value and natu ral ness of the area and resources being
protected (this is highly vari able; for the purpose of the defi ni tion of a Commu nity
Conserved Area used here, the biodiversity/ecolog ical values should be evident,
and protec tion of this value should be aimed at or achieved).
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V. Protected
Landscape/Seascape:
Protected area
managed mainly for
landscape/ seascape
conservation and
recreation.

Traditional grounds of pastoral
communities/mobile peoples, including 
rangelands, water points and forest
patches; sacred and cultural landscapes 
and seascapes; collectively managed
river basins; (such natural and cultural
ecosystems have multiple land/water
uses integrated into each other, and
given a context by the overall sacred/
cultural/ productive nature of the
ecosystem; they include areas with
high agricultural biodiversity among
crops and livestock).

n Migration territory of the Kuhi nomadic
tribe (Iran), including the Chartang-
Kushkizar community protected wetland
(see Box 5.5)

n Palian river basin, Trang Province,
Thailand (rainforest, coast, mangroves)

n Thateng District, Sekong Province, Laos
(agriculture and forestry mosaic)

n Potato Park, Peru (see Box 5.7)
n Island of Eigg (United Kingdom)
n Natural Park of Dolomiti d’Ampezzo,

Italy (see Box 5.3)
n Coron island, the Philippines (see Box 5.4)
n (ancient) Borana territory, Oromo Region, 

Ethiopia (pastoral territory, with protected
savannah, forest, and volcanic areas of
Category Ib and III) (see Box 5.6)

VI. Managed
Resource Protected
Area: Protected area
managed mainly for
the sustainable use of
natural ecosystems.

Resource reserves (forests, grasslands,
waterways, coastal and marine
stretches, including wildlife habitats)
under restricted use and communal
rules that assure sustainable harvesting
through time.

n Community forests in the Val di Fiemme, 
Italy (see Box 5.3).

n Takietà forest, Niger
n Pathoumphone District, Champassak

Province, Laos (NTFP-based)
n Pred Nai, Thailand (mangrove

regeneration)
n Amarakaeri Communal Reserve, Peru
n Kinna, Kenya (bordering Meru National

Park; use of medicinal plants)
n Jardhargaon, Mendha-Lekha, Arvari, and 

100s of others, India (fodder, fuel, water,
NTFP, medicinal plants) (see Boxes 5.12
and 5.13)

Table 5.1 Exam ples of Commu nity Conserved Areas relating to each of the
IUCN Cate go ries (cont.)



n Length of time the protec tion effort or prac tice has been sustained (was the area
estab lished in the distant past or is it a more recent phenom enon? Was conser va tion
enforced regu larly or sporad i cally?).

n Length of time the initia tive is likely to be sustained in the future (are impending
changes likely to affect the Commu nity Conserved Area? Are there serious
threats?).

n History, including espe cially the occa sion for estab lishing the Commu nity
Conserved Area (did the area orig i nate through internal or external initia tive?
Was it a response to a crisis, a threat or a severe shortage in resources? Have the
partic ular time and occa sion vanished from memory yet the prac tice remains a
part of local culture and mores? Or has the area emerged as part of a process of
local empow er ment, regaining rights of self-rule, including control over natural
resources?).

n Extent of commu nity support (is the Commu nity Conserved Area valued as an
essen tial compo nent of commu nity iden tity and culture? Is it crucial for the live li-
hoods of people? Has the commu nity demon strated a strong will to preserve it,
and resil ience in facing change that could poten tially alter it?).

n Effec tive ness, legit i macy and embedded equity of its manage ment struc ture
(are all inter ested actors capable of influ encing deci sions? Are deci sions being
imple mented and respected? Are deci sions gener ally mean ingful and produc tive?
Is trans par ency upheld as a crucial manage ment char ac ter istic? Are bene fits and
costs being equi tably distrib uted?).

n Ecolog ical perfor mance (is the Commu nity Conserved Area effec tive in
protecting biodiversity and crit ical ecolog ical services?).

n Social and economic perfor mance (is the Commu nity Conserved Area effec tive
in meeting the various needs and aspi ra tions of the commu nity?).

The char ac ter is tics above are impor tant as they could make a differ ence for the
survival of Commu nity Conserved Areas in many coun tries, for instance by deter mining
the level of recog ni tion and support the state and other social actors may be willing to
grant it. State recog ni tion and support can also be used to clas sify Commu nity
Conserved Areas, for instance through:

n Extent of legal backing and govern ment support (is the area recog nised in
stat u tory law or recog nised only custom arily? Is it supported by govern mental
agen cies?).

n Tenure secu rity (does the commu nity have legal owner ship and/or control over
the area and its resources? Is the Commu nity Conserved Area facing external
threats, for instance by private oper a tors?).

n Avail ability of tech nical support (is the area supported by govern mental or non-
govern mental orga ni za tions or other agen cies that can facil i tate partic i pa tory
research or provide needed manage ment resources, training, etc.?).
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As in the case of Co-managed Protected Areas, various combi na tions of char ac ter is tics
have been used to distin guish between “strong” and “weak” Commu nity Conserved
Areas. For instance, the regional review commis sioned by TILCEPA in South-East
Asia125 anal yses a series of cases ranging from weak Commu nity Conserved Areas (an
exter nally-orig i nated, commu nity-based initia tive in Myanmar/Burma, which secured
only tempo rary tenure rights through a 25 year lease) to strong Commu nity Conserved
Areas (an inter nally-orig i nated initia tive to protect an ances tral domain in the Phil ip pines,
fully backed by local prac tice and culture, strongly supported by NGOs, and with the
commu nity enti tled with owner ship rights because of rele vant national legis la tion).
Other strong models of this kind have been described in Boxes 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3
(Australia, Colombia and Italy).

Many commu nity initia tives inte grate the manage ment of both ‘wild’ and ‘domes ti cated’
species. Some may look at them as part of a continuum, from predom i nantly wild to
semi-wild, semi-domes ti cated and predom i nantly domes ti cated126 (see Box 5.7).
Tradi tional prac tices that make best use of the full range of biodiversity include some
Indian villages, where farmers are both involved in forest conser va tion and reviving a
range of agro-biodiversity prac tices, including trials of hundreds of vari eties of rice,
beans and other crops; they believe that these two prac tices are closely connected and
mutu ally bene fi cial.

Many Commu nity Conserved Areas stretch our under standing of the concept of
“area”, as the terri to ries under protec tion do not at all times have clear borders, being
asso ci ated with forces of nature or influ enced by the seasons and climatic
phenomena. This is partic u larly true in the case of mobile indig e nous peoples, who
relate to very broad terri to ries and resources affected by varying climatic condi tions.
Since time imme mo rial, mobile indig e nous peoples utilised prac tices, such as hema,
whereby an area is subtracted from use – and thus actively protected – only for a deter-
mined number of months or years. More gener ally, ethnic conser va tion127 – i.e. the
conser va tion prac tices proper to an ethnic group, based on their unique insti tu tions and
cultural norms – does not tend to work through exclu sive asso ci a tions between a
given commu nity and a given terri tory or marine area, but commonly includes over-
lap ping entitlements, where different commu ni ties, tribes and clans have legit i mate
rights and respon si bil i ties related to different resources, types of uses, timings etc.
Several ethnic groups may be concerned about the same terri tory and their combined
manage ment prac tices may be effec tive for conser va tion. In other words, a terri tory
or marine area may simul ta neously be a Commu nity Conserved Area for more than
one commu nity (see Box 5.8).
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125 Ferrari, 2002.
126 For a fuller account of the rela tion ship between the conser va tion of agro-biodiversity and Cate gory V protected

areas, see Phil lips (2002).
127 Bassi, 2003.



Some common features of Commu nity Conserved Areas

The following features are common to most Commu nity Conserved Areas:

n They are tied to the commu nity’s sense of iden tity and culture. The estab lish ment
of a Commu nity Conserved Area is usually linked to the collec tive purposes and
aspi ra tions of the rele vant commu nity, and most Commu nity Conserved Areas
are managed as part of a commu nity’s ethical norms, cultural features and plans
for the future.

n They relate closely to the commu nity’s long-term live li hood and land/water
manage ment strat e gies. Protec tion measures are gener ally connected to spaces
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Box 5.7 The Potato Park, Peru
(from a personal commu ni ca tion by Alejandro Argumedo, 2003)

In the high lands of Peru, six commu ni ties of the Quechua peoples have estab lished a Potato
Park (Parque de la Papa) in a unique initia tive to conserve domes ti cated and wild
biodiversity. Over 8,500 hect ares of titled communal land are being jointly managed to
conserve about 1,200 potato vari eties (culti vated and wild) as well as the natural ecosys tems
of the Andes. Since this region is the one of origin of the potato, the effort is of global
signif i cance.

The Potato Park was initi ated by an indig e nous-run orga ni za tion, the Quechua-Aymara
Asso ci a tion for Sustain able Live li hoods-ANDES. The villages entered into an agree ment
with the Inter na tional Potato Insti tute to repa triate 206 addi tional vari eties, and have a long-
term goal to re-estab lish in the valley all of the world’s 4,000 known potato vari eties. Tradi -
tional tech niques are being augmented by new ones, including green houses, educa tion on
potato vari eties through video filming in the local language, produc tion of medi cines for
local sale, and estab lish ment of a data base. Native species are being used to regen erate
forests, and a form of “agro-ecotourism” is being devel oped. The initia tive has brought
together commu ni ties that had land conflicts, in part also through the revival of the village
boundary festival, in which the bound aries are “walked”. The Potato Park is a powerful
example of an inte grated protected land scape, suit able for IUCN’s Cate gory V desig na tion
(and is cited as such in IUCN’s guide lines on Cate gory V protected areas – Phil lips (2002)).
Despite this, it has not yet received a formal status in Peru’s protected area system.

Box 5.8 Forole, the sacred moun tain of the Galbo people, Ethi opia
(adapted from Bassi, 2003)

Forole is a sacred moun tain just north of the border between Kenya and Ethi opia where the
Galbo peoples (a sub-group of the Gabbra) hold the jila galana cere mo nies. Most of the
Galbo live in Kenya, but they move in pilgrimage to the Forole on the occa sion of the cere -
mony. The trees of Forole Moun tain are totally protected by the Gabbra and access to the
upper part is only allowed to a few people who preside over the cere mony of the sacri fice to
the Sacred Python. The lower part of the moun tain provides perma nent water and is used as
reserve grazing area by both the Gabbra and the Borana pasto ral ists. Some times there are
tensions over pastoral resources between the two groups, but the Borana fully respect the
sacred ness of Forole Moun tain and the inherent restric tions, indi rectly assuring its conser va-
tion. This Commu nity Conserved Area is thus not unequiv o cally asso ci ated with a single
ethnic group.



and activ i ties dedi cated to mate rial and cultural produc tion. The high manage-
ment stan dards achieved by many commu ni ties are a result of the tangible bene -
fits derived from the good manage ment of resources. Because of the connec tion
between Commu nity Conserved Areas and live li hoods, supporting these areas
may help to reduce poverty.

n They involve areas and resources under common prop erty, or under private
prop erty that are subject to commu nity rules; and they possess rela tively simple
proce dures for admin is tra tion and deci sion-making. Commu nity Conserved
Areas are sanc tioned and managed within commu nity insti tu tions, where
commu nity members discuss the bene fits, costs and trade-offs of different
initia tives and make deci sions that grad u ally become inte grated into commu nity
norms. Such a direct form of gover nance, effec tive as long as the commu nity is
cultur ally cohe sive, can be adapted to local circum stances and does not depend
so much on external factors.

n They safe guard many struc tural and func tional features of ecosys tems and the land-
scape. The segre ga tion of areas for protec tion within tradi tional lands is normally
not based on valu a tion of biodiversity “excep tions” and unique ness (endemism,
rare species, etc.) but on cultural values that reflect complex ecolog ical processes
(species migra tions, repro duc tion areas, genetic flows via corri dors, etc.), many of
which go beyond the border of the specific Commu nity Conserved Area. Protec tion
is provided to wide strips of forests, zones of water recharge, migra tory routes and
the like, thereby offering wide and effec tive safe guards for the contin u a tion of long-
term evolu tionary processes.128

n They main tain costs (espe cially finan cial) at rela tively low levels. Costs of main -
taining Commu nity Conserved Areas are normally largely covered by the
economic activ i ties of the commu ni ties them selves and by their various existing
systems and struc tures. These costs, and espe cially those of surveil lance and
protec tion, are low compared to the costs of offi cial, state-managed protected
areas of compa rable size that need to employ sala ried staff. The oppor tu nity costs
of Commu nity Conserved Areas – such as land taken out of produc tion and
volun teer labour – can be signif i cant, however, and mate rial and non-mate rial
bene fits need to be achieved to justify the social invest ments.

Options for action and advice

As staff of national or local protected area agen cies, author i ties at various levels, rele vant
NGOs and commu nity leaders become aware of the exis tence and conser va tion value of
Commu nity Conserved Areas, they may wish to see their profile raised and support to
them increased. What options do they have, and what advice do they need? Within the
context of the broad policy options reviewed in Chapter 6, some actions can be of crucial
help. Ideally, protected area agen cies and orga ni za tions should begin by under taking a
compre hen sive programme to inven tory, map, study and support all Commu nity
Conserved Areas in the region or country. This work, however, can also be under taken
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for smaller geograph ical units, or for a sample only of all the Commu nity Conserved
Areas. Close study of, and support for, a single Commu nity Conserved Area can be a
useful first step for an orga ni za tion wishing to learn about this form of conser va tion,
leading to a fuller programme of co-oper a tion with many more such areas in future.
Readers concerned with an indi vidual Commu nity Conserved Area or a number of
existing and/or poten tial such areas at the land scape level are invited to review the menu
of options provided below, and to select and adapt those options that best fit their
circum stances.

5.1 Gain a broad initial under standing of the rele vant Commu nity
Conserved Areas

Given the rela tively recent intro duc tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas into formal
conser va tion thinking (indeed, in many coun tries, the concept has yet to arrive),
avail able back ground infor ma tion is likely to be scat tered and scarce. So the best way to
begin may be to collect the basic infor ma tion needed for a broad initial under standing of
what Commu nity Conserved Areas exist. Even in the case of a single Commu nity
Conserved Area, it is always advis able to inves ti gate the land scape/seascape to which it
belongs and find out whether the case in point is unique or fits a general pattern.

5.1.1 Carry out an initial inven tory and mapping of the Commu nity Conserved
Areas

An initial inven tory of Commu nity Conserved Areas can be based on infor ma tion
collected from various sources, including commu ni ties them selves (their elders in
partic ular), but also repre sen ta tives from various local ethnic groups, govern ment
offi cials, and anthro pol o gists, histo rians, conser va tion ists and envi ron mental scien tists.
At this stage, it is helpful to adopt a broad under standing of what a “commu nity
conserved area” may be and list all possible cases encoun tered in the land scape/
seascape. This list will contain mostly specific places but should also note rele vant
features in the land scape (e.g., ancient subter ra nean water chan nels), rele vant stories and
names (e.g., consid ering that a given species is a bearer of luck) or the persis tence of
rele vant rules and prac tices (e.g., the fruits of a certain type of tree are consid ered
common prop erty in the region and not commer cial ized). A prelim i narily list might even
contain a number of places where it is not imme di ately apparent that conser va tion is in
fact taking place, nor how much control the commu nity has. It is likely that – within a
partic ular land scape or seascape – a number of possible Commu nity Conserved Areas
will be iden ti fied in various “states of health”, some still vibrant and alive, others jeop ar-
dised or in the process of fading away, and still others existing only in local memory or
other form of record.

Infor ma tion for the Commu nity Conserved Areas inven tory can be gath ered through a
call to the public, using as far as possible local languages and different media, and
drawing on various docu ments, such as anthro po log ical and histor ical accounts of local
commu ni ties, forestry or fish eries records, gazettes and records kept by various author i ties
in national and sub-national archives. Natural resource manage ment initia tives that do
not explic itly or primarily deal with conser va tion, such as partic i pa tory forestry or
fish eries, may also contain valu able exam ples of Commu nity Conserved Areas. In India
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and Nepal, for instance, commu nity forestry initia tives at a number of sites have become
excel lent forest habi tats with consid er able conser va tion value, volun tarily managed by
the local commu ni ties.

Even more impor tant than lists and inven to ries are maps depicting the loca tion (and
other data) of Commu nity Conserved Areas. These could be compiled at the land scape
level or for a given Commu nity Conserved Area: in either case the exer cise should be
done by and/or with the rele vant commu ni ties.

5.1.2 Iden tify the key commu ni ties and commu nity repre sen ta tives managing
the Commu nity Conserved Areas

A human commu nity is always central to any Commu nity Conserved Area initia tive.
This may appear obvious but merits re-state ment since some case studies of Commu nity
Conserved Areas have listed names of sites and ecolog ical infor ma tion but little or no
infor ma tion on the rele vant commu ni ties.129 Thus, even at the initial stage of gath ering
infor ma tion, it is crucial to iden tify the commu ni ties managing the Commu nity
Conserved Areas, and the key insti tu tions that may exist for the purpose. Ideally, the
contact details of one or more indi vid uals who may act as contact points for each area
should also be iden ti fied.130

5.1.3 Trace the histor ical context of the Commu nity Conserved Areas

Most coun tries and regions have a history of land and water use by indig e nous peoples
and/or local commu ni ties. A consid er able part of this history may not be docu mented, or
may only be repre sented by biased accounts produced in colo nial or modern state times.
Never the less, what does exist may provide useful infor ma tion on Commu nity
Conserved Areas and illu mi nate the histor ical context within which these existed. This
would include accounts of tradi tional and customary systems of land/water manage ment
and the rela tion ship of such systems with rulers and state insti tu tions, indig e nous knowl-
edge systems, etc. Rather than an in-depth under standing of the history of any partic ular
site or Commu nity Conserved Area of concern, at the initial stage it would be best to
compile infor ma tion about the broad histor ical context within which Commu nity
Conserved Areas should be under stood.

5.1.4 Assess the bio-geographic and bio-cultural coverage of Commu nity
Conserved Areas

An initial Commu nity Conserved Areas inven tory and mapping exer cise can be super-
imposed on bio-geographic and socio-cultural maps (e.g. maps reporting the distri bu tion
of different ethnic and cultural groups, including their terri to ries, resources and routes of
mobility) at the level of the rele vant land scape. This provides a rough idea of the ecolog-
ical and social coverage provided by Commu nity Conserved Areas, of possible link ages
with offi cial protected areas and other natural resource bodies, and of key gaps.
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129 As revealed in many of the case studies received in the current compi la tion of a direc tory of Commu nity
Conserved Areas in India (Pathak et al., 2004).

130 These persons may not neces sarily repre sent the entire commu nity nor provide a full under standing of the
commu nity conser va tion initia tive, so it is impor tant to consider them only as initial points of contact.



5.2 Support commu nity-led studies and demar ca tion of the rele vant
Commu nity Conserved Areas

After gaining an initial under standing of any Commu nity Conserved Areas in the land -
scape/seascape of concern, the protected area agen cies, author i ties, NGOs and other
leaders may wish to enter into direct contact with the commu ni ties concerned. At the
request of the commu ni ties – and always with their informed consent – they could do so
by supporting studies and assess ments. These should be carried out by the rele vant
commu ni ties on their own, or with outside agen cies.

5.2.1 Support commu nity-led in depth assess ments of Commu nity Conserved
Areas

Commu nity-led studies are needed for each Commu nity Conserved Area, to provide
greater depth to the infor ma tion in the initial broad inven to ries (Section 5.1). The studies
may cover the various char ac ter is tics described above as well as addi tional ones and
others more specific, such as the ones listed in 5.11.

In collecting data of this kind, the commu nity should itself be free to decide whether
to request or accept tech nical, finan cial or tech no log ical inputs (e.g. GIS tools and
carto graphic equip ment, see Box 5.13). The results of such assess ments can be used in
many ways, such as to improve the commu nity’s own under standing of the envi ron ment,
to iden tify new resources and ways to use them sustainably or to rein force existing
manage ment prac tices that have been shown to help conserve biodiversity (see Box 5.9).
The scale of such work can be consid er able: in Canada for example, the Nunavut atlas
contains 27 commu nity maps covering land use and wild life descrip tions for 58 regions;
similar land use and ecolog ical knowl edge data bases have been estab lished by the Inuit
in Labrador combined with infor ma tion on envi ron mental impact assess ments.131 By
working with scien tists and other govern mental or NGO staff, the commu nity may be
able to develop indi ca tors to help them to “build up their case”.

Finally it should be stressed that, as part of the study and through mapping exer cises, the
commu nity will have to confirm or re-define their under standing of the land and resources
that belong to the Commu nity Conserved Area. This is likely to strengthen the commu-
nity’s sense of rela tion ship with it, and clarify its collec tive vision for the area’s future.

5.2.2 Support the demar ca tion of the terri to ries and resources of indig e nous
peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties.

In tradi tional land tenure, perma nent phys ical bound aries are often less impor tant than
resource bound aries, which are changing and adapt able. Under modern legal systems,
however, the recog ni tion of land rights requires the iden ti fi ca tion of perma nent phys ical
bound aries. This is the process known as demar ca tion, which involves not only the
physical iden ti fi ca tion and signal ling of borders, but a complex process of recog ni tion
and mapping of a terri tory, often carried out together with a biodiversity inven tory.

Either as a precon di tion for the legal recog ni tion of owner ship and access rights, or as
a provi sional alter na tive to it, demar ca tion is a central require ment for tenure secu rity of
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Check list 5.1 Features to be covered in commu nity-led in-depth
assess ments of Commu nity Conserved Areas (CCAs)

n The ecolog ical and biolog ical features, including habitat and species inven to ries, and
trends in ecolog ical status.

n The natural resources in the area and an anal ysis of the ecolog ical impacts of resource
use and other human activ i ties.

n The social and economic features of the area, including its histor ical devel op ment,132

socio-cultural resources and socio-cultural rele vance, current entitlements (both
private and collec tive,133) economic bene fits and costs, and equity issues.

n The objec tives for which the area is managed.

n As appro priate, the rele vant IUCN manage ment cate gory to which the CCA could in
theory be assigned.

n The body of customary and modern laws and rules that commu ni ties have evolved to
govern the area,134 and the extent to which such laws and rules are known and
respected within and outside the commu nity of concern.

n The key local actors and orga ni za tions that manage the area, including an anal ysis of
their current vitality and effec tive ness.

n The differ en tial rights and respon si bil i ties assigned to different groups within the
commu nity, in partic ular regarding socially disad van taged groups such as women,
ethnic and reli gious minor i ties, the land less and mobile peoples.

n The history of rela tion ship between the commu nity and offi cial agen cies, including
how conflicts have been iden ti fied and dealt with.135

n The extent to which the commu nity manage ment prac tices manage to main tain
ecolog ical values and address socio-cultural and economic needs.

n A threat assess ment for the CCA, noting threats from both within and outside the
commu nity, including to the sustainability of their manage ment prac tices.

n An iden ti fi ca tion of conser va tion needs and oppor tu ni ties, including needs to protect
and restore ecosys tems, and of the commu nity’s collec tive vision for the future of the
area.

n Extent and form of internal and external recog ni tion and support given to the CCA,
and by whom; and an assess ment of the impor tance of such recog ni tion and support.

132 Here the commu nity’s own oral histor ical knowl edge should be collected together with any docu men tary
sources.

133 The distinc tion between common and private prop erty is often blurred, depending on specific resources, seasons
and prac tices. An area may be common prop erty for grazing, but its trees may be under private prop erty.  See the
illu mi nating example provided by Baird and Dearden, 2003.

134 This includes iden ti fying indig e nous terri to ries and ances tral domains, and any trea ties or long-standing agree -
ments relating to these.

135 For instance, have land reforms or offi cial land owner ship patterns taken common prop erty owner ship into
account or has emphasis been on indi vidual land titling only?

132 Here the commu nity’s own oral histor ical knowl edge should be collected together with any docu men tary
sources.

133 The distinc tion between common and private prop erty is often blurred, depending on specific resources, seasons
and prac tices. An area may be common prop erty for grazing, but its trees may be under private prop erty.  See the
illu mi nating example provided by Baird and Dearden, 2003.

134 This includes iden ti fying indig e nous terri to ries and ances tral domains, and any trea ties or long-standing agree -
ments relating to these.

135 For instance, have land reforms or offi cial land owner ship patterns taken common prop erty owner ship into
account or has emphasis been on indi vidual land titling only?



indig e nous and local commu ni ties. It also provides the basis for the legal recog ni tion of
commu nity terri to ries and Commu nity Conserved Areas in partic ular. In recent years, in
the Amazon region and else where, there has been a strong engage ment in the demar ca tion
of collec tive terri to ries, in many cases carried out by indig e nous peoples with the
support of external orga ni za tions.136

As part of the demar ca tion exer cise, commu ni ties often iden tify areas where they
would like to see protec tion measures estab lished and make deci sions about strength-
ening or creating their Commu nity Conserved Areas.137 Once demar ca tion is done, steps
need to be taken for its legal recog ni tion, partic u larly for areas iden ti fied for special
conser va tion purposes. This is most impor tant where local commu ni ties, and areas that
they conserve, are in danger from conflicts over lands and resources, and where external
forces may resort to violence, abuse and encroach ment into commu nity lands. Effec tive
protec tion of commu nity terri to rial bound aries could start with aware ness-raising
campaigns directed to the general public but also to govern ment agen cies and decision-
makers, whose “devel op ment plans” may pose serious threats to commu nity terri to-
ries.138

5.2.3 Support the partic i pa tory moni toring and eval u a tion of Commu nity
Conserved Area initia tives

Commu nities often have their own ways of assessing the success or failure of their
Commu nity Conserved Area. They ask ques tions like “Has fuel/fodder/fish output
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Box 5.9 Indig e nous manage ment revi tal ized for a coastal area in Cuvu
Tikina (Fiji Islands)
(from Hugh Govan, personal commu ni ca tion, 2003)

The South Pacific Islanders relate with their coastal resources through a vast body of tradi -
tional ecolog ical knowl edge and manage ment systems. In the second half of the 20th century
the state of these coastal resources greatly dete ri o rated in parallel with the erosion of tradi -
tional manage ment of these areas. Fortu nately, in recent years there has been a revi tal iza tion
of indig e nous coastal manage ment prac tices around the Pacific, for example in Vanuatu, Fiji
and Western Samoa.

In Cuvu Tikina (Fiji), the commu ni ties and a local NGO worked together to map and
eval uate the natural resources, to generate and exchange infor ma tion and to plan together.
Besides local manage ment plans, the commu ni ties agreed to estab lish closed fishing areas,
to set up an envi ron ment committee and to hire fish wardens (trained and supported by the
Fish eries Depart ment) to take care of day to day manage ment. The closed fishing areas are
based on the tradi tional system of “taboo” in which areas or species can be restricted for
differing lengths of time. These systems were reviewed and re-appre ci ated as part of the
plan ning process. Results so far are very encour aging and include the recovery of some
species’ popu la tions and the strength ening of rela tions between the commu nity and various
regional and govern mental insti tu tions and tourist oper a tors.

136 See for example Plant and Hvalkof, 2001. Simeón Jiménez, an indig e nous Yekuana from Vene zuela, concludes
from his expe ri ence that, for biodiversity and cultural conser va tion, demar ca tion comes first. The Yekuana
Nonodü self-demar cated their terri tory in the mid-90s (Gonzalez and Arce, 2001).

137 The San Miguel-Bermejo Ecolog ical Reserve of the Cofan people in Ecuador is a good example (Oviedo, 2002).
138 Those campaigns that cannot be run by the commu ni ties them selves and should be the respon si bility of govern -

ment agen cies and supporting orga ni za tions.



increased?”; “Has the forest cover increased?”; “Have water sources become more
reliable?”; “Have popu la tions of target species increased?”; or “Have the local people
gained more secure live li hoods?” The indi ca tors they use will depend on the objec tives
for which the area is being managed and the extent of commu nity knowl edge. Useful
inputs can be made by outside agen cies through the intro duc tion of addi tional indi ca tors,
the advice of non local experts, training on new methods and tools (e.g. GPS/GIS/
computers) to generate infor ma tion, and an overall inde pendent, fresh input into the
moni toring and eval u a tion process. Some rele vant ques tions to explore are listed in
Check list 5.2.

5.3 Support commu ni ties’ efforts to have Commu nity Conserved Areas
legally recog nised and, if appro priate and commu ni ties so desire,
incor po rated into offi cial protected area systems

Many commu ni ties that manage Commu nity Conserved Areas lack legal support for
their initia tives. Most Commu nity Conserved Areas are not recog nised as a protected
entity under stat u tory law, and few existing legal frame works are able to accom mo date
collec tive and customary rights and respon si bil i ties in natural resource manage ment.
This makes it much easier for outsiders (and for some commu nity members) to violate
the norms laid down by the commu nity. Lack of legal recog ni tion can also be a
hindrance to gaining wider social recog ni tion and the finan cial, admin is tra tive, or
polit ical support that Commu nity Conserved Areas need. Policy reforms that may
encourage support for commu nity-based conser va tion include the inte gra tion of
Commu nity Conserved Areas into national protected area systems through new legis -
la tion, new inter pre ta tions of existing legis la tion, the estab lish ment of new or
reformed protected area insti tu tions designed to work more closely with commu ni ties,
and the adop tion of new agency poli cies with similar aims. The suggested steps below
address agen cies, NGOs and commu nity leaders working to assist Commu nity
Conserved Areas within an existing policy milieu, while Chapter 6 sets out a fuller
discus sion of the devel op ment of an appro priate legis la tive and policy frame work for
Commu nity Conserved Areas.

5.3.1 Upon commu nity request, assist commu ni ties in gaining offi cial
recog ni tion of the conser va tion value of indi vidual Commu nity Conserved
Areas

In some cases, Commu nity Conserved Areas have signif i cant conser va tion value, but it
may not be suit able to incor po rate them into the national or sub-national protected area
system for a variety of reasons. However, they may still acquire legal recog ni tion in other
ways. For example, it may be possible to desig nate them as ‘biodiversity heri tage sites’,
‘con ser va tion sites’ or give some other kind of national or local protec tion, perhaps under
biodiversity legis la tion.139 Addi tionally, partic i pa tory forestry laws in some coun tries
make provi sions for legal backing of commu nity managed sites. And laws relating to
decen tral iza tion can also provide space for recog ni tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas,
or could so be inter preted with suit able guide lines. Other agree ments or contrac tual
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139 Note that the CBD specif i cally allows for this, since Article 8(a) raises the impor tance of areas other than
protected areas, “where special measures need to be taken to conserve biodiversity” (see also Box 5.12).



arrange ments for the manage ment of Commu nity Conserved Areas could be in the form
of long-term leases or conser va tion ease ments, incor po rating the recog ni tion of mutual 
obli ga tions between the state and the commu nity. In all such cases, the indig e nous peoples
and local and mobile commu ni ties should be able to “demon strate” to the rele vant
author i ties the conser va tion value of the site and its resources, and be clear as to what
results they would like to obtain from offi cial recog ni tion.

5.3.2 Upon commu nity request, assist commu ni ties in obtaining the
incor po ra tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas into the national or sub-national
protected area systems

The legal recog ni tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas as part of the national protected
area system could provide them with the same status as govern ment-estab lished
protected areas, and would be suit able where such areas meet the defi ni tion and the
criteria of a protected area under national legis la tion and policy; or it could be used to
recog nise them as sepa rate, comple men tary conser va tion initia tives. In all cases, it is
imper a tive that the form of legal recog ni tion is appro priate to the context and that it safe-
guards the right of commu ni ties to retain or develop their own gover nance and manage -
ment arrange ments rather than forcing them to follow a single national model.

It may be tempting for conser va tion author i ties to declare Commu nity Conserved
Areas on their own. This could be counter-produc tive, however, as it may go against the
process by which commu ni ties become comfort able with all that is entailed in gaining
legal recog ni tion and, possibly, see their area as part of the conser va tion system. There -
fore legal recog ni tion of a Commu nity Conserved Area should be pursued only at the
request of the concerned commu nity, and with its prior informed consent.

Providing legal recog ni tion to an indi vidual Commu nity Conserved Area as part of a
national protected area system could proceed according to the steps outlined in Check list 5.3.

5. Guide lines for Commu nity Conserved Areas

71

Check list 5.2 Ques tions to explore in partic i pa tory moni toring and
eval u a tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas (CCAs)

n Is the commu nity fully in control of gover nance and manage ment of the CCA?
Does it possess all the neces sary capac i ties?

n Is the CCA, as currently governed and managed by the commu nity, likely to
be sustained in the long run in finan cial, insti tu tional and social terms?

n Is the CCA well-managed? Is it helping to conserve ecosys tems, species and
envi ron mental services?

n Is the CCA improving the commu nity’s social, economic, and polit ical
situ a tion?

n Are the cultural, intel lec tual, and other values and skills of the commu nity
being protected and enhanced because of the CCA?

n Are the less priv i leged sectors of the commu nity adequately involved in
deci sion making about the CCA and bene fiting from it? Are ineq ui ties
being reduced?



A partic u larly chal lenging situ a tion is presented by Commu nity Conserved Areas
that lie within existing govern ment-desig nated protected areas but where there is no
formal recog ni tion of the commu ni ties’ ties to them and/or the manage ment history
and current prac tices. Such areas might still be managed by commu ni ties – or the
commu nity may no longer do so but still feel that the area is impor tant and strongly
related to them. Support to commu ni ties wishing to gain recog ni tion of Commu nity
Conserved Areas that are now within desig nated protected areas requires explo ra tion
of both the state’s and the commu ni ties’ claims and concerns. National protected area
agen cies may be amenable to recog nising commu nity claims if they can, at the same time,
retain signif i cant conser va tion guar an tees. In short, the part ner ship between state and
commu nity in such cases is likely to be stron gest when both rights and respon si bil i ties
are recog nised (see Box 5.11).

5.3.3 Upon commu nity request, assist commu ni ties in gaining inter na tional
recog ni tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas

The recog ni tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas as valid enti ties for conser va tion by the
CBD140 has opened up the possi bility of their inclu sion in rele vant inter na tional systems.
In cases where these areas are also protected areas, commu ni ties can be helped to give
these areas inter na tional standing by:

n Nomi nating them for inclu sion in the World Data base of Protected Areas;

n Nomi nating them for inclu sion in the United Nations List of Protected Areas (this
would normally be done through a national protected area agency);

n Providing infor ma tion on Commu nity Conserved Areas for inclu sion in any
future reporting on the state of world’s protected areas (e.g. to future World Parks
Congresses);
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Box 5.10 Wirikuta, the Huichol Sacred Space in the Chihuahuan Desert of
San Luis Potosi, Mexico, becomes a govern ment-recog nised Sacred Natural 
Site
(adapted from Otegui, 2003)

The Wirikuta sacred land of the Huichol people is located in the state of San Luis Potosi of
Mexico, expanding through the munic i pal i ties of Catorce, Matehuala, Villa de Paz and Villa
Guadalupe. “Wirikuta” comes from the Huichol word wirima, which means to anoint or to
touch, for the Huichols consider that different deities and ances tors that dwell in this sacred
place touch them magi cally.

This sacred land is a tradi tional pilgrimage route, which the Huichol people have used and
preserved for centu ries. However, most of the land within the route lies outside legal Huichol
lands. This was for a long time a reason for concern to the Huichol, as they had no legal or
polit ical power to influ ence manage ment of the areas outside their lands. After a lengthy
process of nego ti ating with the state govern ment and stake holders, Wirikuta was finally
decreed as a Sacred Natural Site in June 2001 by the govern ment of the state of San Luis
Potosi. It currently belongs to the San Luis Potosi Network of Protected Areas, made up of a
total of 19 protected areas.

140 As set out in the CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas, 2004.
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Check list 5.3 Steps towards gaining recog ni tion of indi vidual Commu nity
Conserved Areas (CCAs) within the national or sub-national protected area
system

n Deter mine whether a CCA and its current gover nance system fit within the protected
area defi ni tion and/or criteria under national legis la tion and policy, as well as under
IUCN and CBD defi ni tions for the purposes of inter na tional regis tries and
clas si fi ca tion.

n If so, deter mine whether it fits within the existing protected area cate go ries of the country
concerned. Could the CCA qualify as a national park, sanc tuary, game reserve, or other
existing PA cate gory? Impor tantly, would such a cate gory allow for the commu nity’s
own gover nance system to continue? Would it allow for manage ment objec tives that
may be concep tu ally and/or prac ti cally different from conser va tion per se?

n When national legis la tion and poli cies are fully compat ible with local prac tice, conser -
va tion agen cies should grant, or formally recog nise, that authority and deci sion-making
powers for the manage ment of the CCA should rest with local commu ni ties. Impor-
tantly, this will enable them to enforce their deci sions (as in the case in which an ordi -
nance for the control of fishing may provide the needed legal backing to a commu nity-
declared marine sanc tuary).

n When there is incom pat i bility between commu nity manage ment and national
protected area cate go ries, legal and policy adjust ments will be required to the current
stat u tory provi sions so that the rele vant commu nity can retain its gover nance system.
Often, what the commu ni ties request is a guar antee of customary tenure, use and
access rights, usually sanc tioned through a demar ca tion of terri to ries and resources.
For that to happen, however, it may be neces sary that the commu nity insti tu tion in
charge of the manage ment of the CCA be recog nised as a legal persona. This may
result in changes in the ways a commu nity orga nizes itself and manages the area. It is
impor tant that the commu nity itself deter mines such matters.

n After the incom pat i bility is removed, the agency should embark on a process of
nego ti a tion, which may end in a contrac tual arrange ment between the commu nity
concerned and the national or sub-national conser va tion author i ties. This contrac tual
arrange ment may recog nise the CCA and provide to it some form of legal protec tion or
support. In other cases, it may trans form the area into a de facto Co-managed Protected
Area.

n Once agree ment has been reached between the commu nity and the protected area
agency about recog nising the CCA as a protected area, jointly agreed rules and regu la-
tions are needed for managing it. These may simply involve recording the commu-
nity’s existing rules, without inter fer ence from the state agen cies, or incor po rating new
advice, methods and tools. The rules should specify what kind of land and resource
zoning exist, what commu nity and indi vidual rights (including owner ship) exist, what
insti tu tional struc tures manage the area, whether and how sustain able resource
harvesting is allowed to take place (e.g. with limits on quan tity, species and seasons). It
may also be useful to clarify and record the subdi vi sion of rights and respon si bil i ties
within the commu nity itself and to specify provi sions against the misuse of rights and
power on the part of both the commu nity and govern ment author i ties.

n Clarify how the CCA bound aries are to be effec tively enforced and protected against
external threats. What kind of commu nity-based surveil lance and enforce ment mech a-
nisms are recog nised by the state? For instance, can commu nity members appre hend
viola tors? Who judges in the event of contro ver sies? Who is respon sible for the infor -
ma tion campaigns needed for the general public to respect CCAs?



n Providing case studies and infor ma tion on Commu nity Conserved Areas to the
CBD Secre tariat for dissem i na tion and discus sion in CBD meet ings and events.

5.4 Provide various forms of support to Commu nity Conserved Areas in 
an empow ering and capacity building mode

Indig e nous and local commu ni ties and their orga ni za tions may require new and rather
sophis ti cated capac i ties and resources in order to interact effec tively with govern ment
agen cies and conser va tion NGOs in a formal setting.141 And, when they are fully accepted
as co-managers or managers, they face new roles and respon si bil i ties for which they may
not be entirely prepared. Assis tance to local insti tu tions to gain legal recog ni tion is one
means of supporting Commu nity Conserved Areas, but finan cial, tech nical, insti tu tional
or secu rity-related support may also be warranted. What is crucial, however, is that these
inputs are provided upon the request, or with the prior informed consent, of the commu ni-
ties concerned, and based on a good under standing of the local situ a tion. In some excep-
tional situ a tions there may be a case for external inputs or inter ven tions, such as when a
Commu nity Conserved Area faces an immi nent threat from an external or internal agent,
but these should rarely happen, be based on the best avail able knowl edge, and always be
under taken in the inter ests only of conser va tion and the commu nity.

5.4.1 Build the capacity of commu ni ties according to their iden ti fied inter ests
and needs

Some of the new capac i ties needed for commu ni ties seeking offi cial recog ni tion for their
Commu nity Conserved Area, whether it be inside or outside a formal protected area
system, include:
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Box 5.11 Community Conserved Areas as systems of commu nity-based
rights and respon si bil i ties

Land and resource rights are funda mental to the socio-cultural and economic life of
indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties. They provide them some measure of
control over their own desti nies and make worth while their invest ment in those long-term
activ i ties that are needed for conser va tion and sustain able resource use. Different
commu ni ties claim different sets of rights to land and natural resources. Indig e nous peoples
may view Commu nity Conserved Areas as part of a broader bundle of terri to rial rights
connected to self-deter mi na tion, while other commu ni ties may be more specif i cally
concerned with accessing and using natural resources.

Most tradi tional rights are accom pa nied by corre sponding respon si bil i ties towards
nature, natural resources and fellow humans. Throughout all forms of possible legal recog-
ni tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas it is crucial that this dual approach to rights and
respon si bil i ties is main tained, guarding against the possible misuse of rights to alienate or
destroy natural resources, or conversely, ensuring that respon si bil i ties are not assigned without
the neces sary rights and powers to enable their fulfil ment. One of the major lessons learned in
the last decades of field-based conser va tion is that manage ment improves when the rights and
respon si bil i ties are assigned in a fair and balanced way to each of the parties to an agree ment.

141 And govern ment agen cies (policy makers and on-the-ground staff) benefit from training and support in order to
work effec tively with indig e nous and local commu ni ties.  These needs will be addressed in Chapter 6.



n The capacity to assess various aspects of their conserved areas and resources
(e.g. the bound aries, flora and fauna inven to ries, socio-economic and cultural
impor tance) through the use of conven tional data collec tion methods or more
inno va tive and partic i pa tory methods, such as commu nity resource assess ment
and mapping.

n The capacity to clarify the commu nity’s own inter ests and concerns regarding the
Commu nity Conserved Area.

n The capacity to involve different sectors of the commu nity, such as youth,
women, different lineages and clans, in the consul ta tive and deci sion-making
process.

n The capacity to interact effec tively with external groups such as other commu ni ties,
industry, NGOs and govern ment agen cies.

n The capacity to partic i pate in regional and national discus sions and hear ings on
protected area manage ment.

n The capacity to manage insti tu tions and finances, both inter nally and exter nally
derived.

n The capacity to handle appro priate tech nol o gies.

Many commu ni ties and their orga ni za tions will also benefit from acquiring problem
anal ysis and solu tion-building tech niques, which may also require literacy, numeracy
and basic manage ment skills. Since increased rights and respon si bil i ties for natural
resource manage ment affect the deci sion-making mech a nisms within or between
commu ni ties, it is crucial to strengthen the commu nity’s capacity to develop and apply
effec tive and equi table local insti tu tions, i.e. orga ni za tions and asso ci ated rules. A step-
wise approach to capacity building is recom mended for the govern mental agen cies,
author i ties, NGOs and leaders willing to assist in the process (see Check list 5.4).

5.4.2 Assist commu ni ties in gaining social recog ni tion

Commu nity initia tives in natural resource manage ment have been histor i cally devalued,
not least by some conser va tion poli cies and agen cies. Fortu nately, a reversal of this atti -
tude is underway in many coun tries, which is a welcome step towards strength ening
Commu nity Conserved Areas. Recog ni tion of the value of commu nity-based conser va tion
can be promoted in many ways, e.g. through media coverage, national or inter na tional
awards (see Box 5.12 below) and invi ta tions to commu nity members to address gath er ings
and confer ences and contribute to training initia tives.

As far as possible, the whole commu nity should be involved and recog nised, not just
indi vid uals from within it. The media has a tendency to focus on specific indi vid uals,
portraying them as the ‘heroes’ in the story. The achieve ments of excep tional indi vid-
uals should not be ignored, but these usually depend on some kind of collec tive commu-
nity effort, which should also be recog nised. Natu rally, when one or more indi vid uals
have achieved conser va tion despite a hostile local envi ron ment, the recog ni tion of their
excep tional achieve ments is fully justi fied.

An effec tive way to raise the profile is through the promo tion and support of links
among Commu nity Conserved Areas, and between such areas and govern ment and
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private protected areas. This may strengthen both the conser va tion outcome (e.g.
because of enhanced biolog ical connec tivity) and the social knowl edge and status of the
conser va tion initia tives.

5.4.3 Assist commu ni ties in gaining economic and finan cial support

Commu nities often lack the economic means to manage their Commu nity Conserved
Areas. However, it may be possible to generate the required support, for example through
the measures listed in Check list 5.5. Such measures may be devel oped by nego ti a tion
between the commu ni ties them selves, public agen cies and/or private spon sors.

Caution is always advis able in the case of finan cial support. Many commu ni ties in
econom i cally poorer parts of the world do not have the capacity to handle large sums of
money. If the funds are managed by one or a few indi vid uals within the commu nity, it
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Check list 5.4 Steps to strengthen commu nity capac i ties and have their
Commu nity Conserved Areas offi cially recog nised

n Assess the feasi bility of putting new capac i ties into prac tice and elicit the
commu nity’s felt needs. Several issues are crucial here. Are the neces sary human and
finan cial resources avail able within the commu nity and from external agen cies? Is the
policy envi ron ment supportive of commu nity insti tu tions playing their roles or is there
a risk of raising false expec ta tions? Is the commu nity prepared to take on new
capac i ties? Are there socio-cultural impacts to be expected as new capac i ties are
acquired? Have capacity building needs been iden ti fied by commu ni ties and local
orga ni za tions them selves or only by external part ners?

n Provide capacity-building initia tives as soon as possible. Capacity building activ i ties
can begin as soon as an agree ment to work together has been reached between
commu ni ties and the protected area agen cies. At the begin ning, key commu nity
repre sen ta tives may be asked to join infor ma tion semi nars and some training
sessions. Over time, commu nity capac i ties should be strength ened in a struc tured
and sequen tial manner, involving as many local actors as possible.

n Have clear and trans parent criteria about who should be involved. Rela tions within
and between commu ni ties should be taken into account in choosing whom to involve
in capacity building, as this may lead to strug gles for influ ence within commu ni ties. To
avoid this, clear and trans parent selec tion criteria are impor tant as well as relying on
more than one or a few indi vid uals only. The criteria should be elic ited from the
commu nity itself.

n Use locally appro priate methods, tailored to the specific situ a tion. Using locally
appro priate language and methods is crucial to effec tive learning. ‘Learning by doing’
and visu ally oriented meth od ol o gies are gener ally much better than lectures. Whereas
inten sive crash-courses and one-time training sessions can “trigger” new initia tives,
commu ni ties appear to benefit most from long-term support that is directly rele vant to
their specific situ a tion.

n Ensure that capacity building is accom pa nied by strength ened roles, respon si bil i ties
and concrete oppor tu ni ties to put new skills into prac tice. Building capac i ties without
effec tive avenues of using them may be frus trating for the commu nity.

n Monitor and eval uate the capacity-building exer cise in an on-going way. Learning
processes greatly benefit from self-assess ment and eval u a tion exer cises. Feed back can
then be used to adjust further initia tives in terms of capac i ties addressed, partic i pants,
methods, etc.



can strengthen those already in power, or create new power bases with resulting
conflicts. More over, the funds are also usually handled by men, adding to the disad van-
tages that women face – however some funding programmes require that finances are
handled by women, as this has been more reli able.142 Finan cial rewards and compen sa-
tion are also the easiest means for external agen cies to wield power over the commu nity.
For these reasons, supporting agen cies need to think care fully before embarking on
initia tives that provide finan cial inputs to commu ni ties.

5.4.4 Assist commu ni ties in gaining tech nical and tech no log ical support

Protected area agen cies and NGOs can play an impor tant role in providing tech nical and
tech no log ical support to Commu nity Conserved Areas. These may include support for:

n partic i pa tory assess ment studies (including mapping and demar ca tion processes
with the use of GIS tech nol o gies, for example as described in Box 5.13),
visioning, plan ning, nego ti a tion and eval u a tion;

n compiling biodiversity inven to ries and the docu men ta tion of ecosystem services
and commu nity initia tives (such as the Commu nity Biodiversity Regis ters main -
tained by several commu ni ties in South Asia); and

n initia tives to support commu nity live li hoods in sustain able ways through the
adop tion of conser va tion tech nol o gies that are ecolog i cally and socially appro-
priate and afford able (for instance turtle excluder devices for marine fisherfolk).
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Box 5.12 Bhaonta-Kolyala (Arvari) receives an award from the
Pres i dent of India
(adapted from Shresth and Devidas, 2001; Pathak et al., 2004)

In March 2000, the twin villages of Bhaonta-Kolyala in the arid region of Rajasthan,
western India, received an honour that perhaps no other village in India can boast of. The
Pres i dent of India visited their region to bestow on them an award for exem plary work in
conser va tion. The award was well deserved, for the resi dents of Bhaonta-Kolyala have
achieved in 15 years what many govern ment depart ments could not in decades. Their
commu nity orga ni za tion (Tarun Bharat Sangh) had revived their dying stream Arvari,
built decen tral ized water harvesting struc tures and protected catch ment forests above the
struc tures to mini mize silt ation. In 1995, a decade after starting the initia tive, the villagers
had declared 1200 hect ares of the regen er ating forest as a “public sanc tuary”, to match the
efforts of the govern ment in the nearby Sariska Tiger Reserve, and turned their area from a
water-defi cient to a water-surplus envi ron ment.

Bhaonta-Kolyala’s example has been emulated by several dozen villages in the region,
resulting in the revival of forests and wild life in a consid er able part of both the tiger reserve
and its surrounds. More gener ally, these initia tives are part of an enor mous array of
Commu nity Conserved Areas in India. There are perhaps thou sands of sacred sites, catch ment
forests, village wetlands, common pastures, moun tain and coastal ecosys tems including
turtle nesting sites, and other areas that are under the conser va tion manage ment of local
commu ni ties. A data base of about 300 such sites has recently been prepared, and more and
better efforts at docu men ta tion would undoubt edly yield many, many more.

142 This is the case for the Asso ci a tions Villageois de Gestion des Ressources de la Faune (AVIGREF) of Benin,
supported by the World Bank: only women are allowed to apply for the post of trea surer (Boukoukenin  Tamou
Nanti, personal commu ni ca tion, 2002).



5.4.5 Assist commu ni ties in strength ening their insti tu tional struc tures to
manage the Commu nity Conserved Area, or in estab lishing new ones

Most Commu nity Conserved Areas are governed by one or more insti tu tional struc tures.
They vary in age. Some are tradi tional bodies, such as indig e nous peoples’ or village
assem blies, which have retained their roles and effec tive ness through centu ries of
exis tence. Others may be more recently estab lished bodies, such as those set up under
formal state-spon sored or donor-spon sored programmes, or commu nity initia tives.

There is also a wide range of insti tu tional struc tures used to manage Commu nity
Conserved Areas. The entire commu nity may be involved in deci sion-making, or a smaller
set of repre sen ta tives may be assigned this respon si bility; those respon sible may be mixed
gender groups, or groups consisting only of women or men; they may be mostly youth or
mostly elders; there may be reli gious or spir i tual groups, or completely secular ones.

It is impor tant to recog nise, under stand and respect this diver sity of insti tu tional
arrange ments and build upon it, rather than attempting to replace such diver sity with
uniform, nation-wide insti tu tional struc tures. This may be a chal lenge for conser va tion
agen cies and any other bodies used to thinking in terms of stan dard models to be applied
across the country or region.

Support to the insti tu tional struc tures in charge of Commu nity Conserved Areas may
involve help to obtain legal recog ni tion (see Section 6), admin is tra tive support, finan cial
or mate rial aid to set up an office or take up other func tions, training and tech nical
support, support to networking with similar struc tures (see Section 6.4.3), etc. Any such
assis tance should ensure that existing arrange ments are not under mined. While consid -
er ations of social justice, equity and conser va tion may prompt supporting orga ni za tions
to attempt to change the nature of the customary or tradi tional insti tu tion, it is a fine line
between inter vening construc tively and inter fering in a destruc tive way. Change can be
stim u lated from outside, but it should only be carried out with the under standing and
support of the concerned commu nity.
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Check list 5.5 Exam ples of economic and finan cial measures to support
Commu nity Conserved Areas

n Cash and mate rial rewards for outstanding conser va tion achieve ments.

n Grants to support specific work for conser va tion and local live li hoods.

n Finan cial incen tives for conser va tion, including through compen sa tion for lost
oppor tu ni ties.

n Payment for services rendered by the commu nity to neigh bouring commu ni ties or the
wider world, e.g. protec tion of water catch ment or CO2 seques tra tion by forests, main -
te nance of genetic diver sity with actual or poten tial wider use in agri cul ture, medi cine,
industry and other sectors.

n Royalties or fees for the use of genetic resources or related knowl edge, devel oped or
main tained by the commu nity.

n Employ ment in works related to the conser va tion initia tive or other unre lated works.

n Exclu sive rights to busi ness initia tives, including tourist accom mo da tion and guiding,
trophy hunting, producing and selling hand i crafts.



5.4.6 Assist commu ni ties in addressing internal and external threats

A Commu nity Conserved Area may face a variety of threats emanating from within or
outside the commu nity. Internal chal lenges can arise from viola tions of the commu nity
rules and ethics by commu nity members. Externally-driven threats include ‘devel op ment’
projects, like mines, dams, roads, indus tries and urban expan sion that threaten the
biodiversity protected through the Commu nity Conserved Areas. Other external threats
may come from inva sive species, pollu tion, climate change and genet i cally modi fied organ -
isms. In some regions, dangers arise from war, ethnic violence and the conse quent influxes of
refu gees and migrants who are not neces sarily bound by the local norms and rules.

External threats are hard for the commu ni ties to tackle, espe cially when they come
from unknown and/or very powerful sources, and – as glob al iza tion processes render
commer cial-indus trial-mili tary forces all the more powerful – commu ni ties are under
ever greater pres sure. Yet, successful strug gles against external threats have been waged
by commu ni ties across the world, at times orga nized into large mass move ments.
Sympa thetic govern ment agen cies, author i ties, NGOs and local leaders can play a
crucial role in supporting commu ni ties facing powerful external threats.
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Box 5.13 Zoning as a product of a partic i pa tory GIS in the Amazon
(adapted from Saragoussi et al., 2002)

Jaú National Park is the largest National Park in Brazil and a World Heri tage site. Located in
the Amazon region, it is managed through an agree ment comprising an envi ron ment NGO
called Fundação Vitória Amazônica (FVA) and IBAMA, the Brazilian agency respon sible
for envi ron mental issues. The park resi dents (locally known as caboclos or riberenos) have
great knowl edge about natural resources but are gener ally illit erate and unac cus tomed to
deal with modern “manage ment plans” as under stood by the author i ties in charge. The FVA
chose to use a sophis ti cated Geograph ical Infor ma tion System (GIS) as means of involving
the commu nity in Jau’s manage ment.

Work began by digit ising a data base. This included phys ical features of the land scape
(vege ta tion cover, soil types, geology, etc.) taken from secondary data provided by the
govern ment. It also included social and economic char ac ter is tics of the park resi dent popu la-
tion, such as natural resource uses, demo graphic and migra tion indi ca tors, life history and
family rela tion ships – all drawn from primary data collected espe cially for the data base. The
infor ma tion from the resi dents was collected through partic i pa tory assess ment exer cises and
in meet ings where concepts such as “plan ning”, “zoning” and “sustain able use” were
discussed at length. The infor ma tion on the use of natural resources was incor po rated into
maps using small flags depicting vegetal fibres, game animals, fish, turtles etc. These maps
were then discussed in work shops among park dwellers, researchers, local deci sion-makers,
and FVA and IBAMA tech ni cians. Finally, the maps were used to delimit the special use
zone, where extrac tive activ i ties are now permitted. The remainder of the park was consid -
ered a prim i tive zone, except a small area indi cated by the dwellers as a recu per a tion zone.
Each zone has its own rules of access and use. Currently, the FVA and the local commu ni ties
are devel oping further zoning details with clearer day-to-day use deci sions. Overall, partic i-
pa tory GIS was shown to a very useful tool, which allowed the inte gra tion of infor ma tion
from several sources and the promo tion of the engage ment of different social actors.



5.4.7 Assist commu ni ties in managing conflicts, including conflicts between
commu ni ties, or between a commu nity and external actors

Most commu ni ties have their own mech a nisms for resolving or tack ling internal
conflicts (though some may have been displaced by external mech a nisms like courts).
However, even when such mech a nisms exist, they are often weakly devel oped or
inef fec tive in the face of external chal lenges, e.g. conflict between two commu ni ties, or
between a commu nity and an arm of the state, an indus trial enter prise or a mining
company. Many Commu nity Conserved Area initia tives have been plagued by conflicts
between the conserving commu nity and its less active neigh bours. In such situ a tions,
external agents like govern ment agen cies and NGOs can play a crit ical role in facil i tating
the manage ment of such conflict, for example by:

n providing plat forms for dialogue on neutral ground;

n making avail able external, qual i fied and neutral indi vid uals for arbi tra tion,
inves ti ga tion and commu ni ca tion; or

n facil i tating discus sion of alter na tive solu tions among the conflicting parties.

Most conflicts between a commu nity and other external actors can be resolved
through medi a tion processes. At times, however, it may be neces sary and bene fi cial to
refer to court proceed ings and/or to appeal to national or inter na tional Truth and
Recon cil i a tion Commis sions and other human rights mech a nisms.

5.4.8 Support local peace processes rooted in indig e nous and local
agree ments on NR manage ment

Violent conflicts bring not only human tragedy – they are also a major obstacle to
Commu nity Conserved Areas. They affect local orga ni za tional capa bil i ties, disrupt the
life of commu ni ties, impede partic i pa tory gover nance and often take away the most
qual i fied local leaders. Conflicts also promote internal and external displace ments,
forcing entire popu la tions to abandon their tradi tional terri to ries and occupy new
terri to ries as refu gees, often where they lack a useful knowl edge of the envi ron ment
and local resources. The dynamics of war estab lish new sets of prior i ties, with resource
conser va tion and sound ecolog ical manage ment usually at the bottom of the list. This
often leads to rapid and unsus tain able exploi ta tion of natural resources, usually by
newcomers and warring parties, or by peoples with low attach ment to the land.

Conflict affects commu nity involve ment in conser va tion in many coun tries. And yet,
commu nity conser va tion initia tives can be used as an oppor tu nity to iden tify a common
vision of the desired future and create peace-keeping ‘lab o ra to ries’. Inter-ethnic agree ments
for conser va tion and peace-keeping could be used more often for the benefit of both
conser va tion and the rele vant commu ni ties.143 The agree ments can be promoted and facil i-
tated by external agen cies when such agents are seen as neutral with respect to the conflict
itself. The external agen cies can offer an occa sion, a space and a set of basic rules by which
the parties can find it easier to come to a mutu ally satis fac tory peace agree ment. External
agen cies are well placed to remind the parties of the impor tance of sustain able manage -
ment of the natural resources on which their live li hoods and biodiversity depend.
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143 Marco Bassi, personal commu ni ca tion, 2000.



5.5 Help commu ni ties to tackle equity issues

The terms “indig e nous peoples” and “local commu ni ties” some times give the impres -
sion that these bodies are inter nally homog e nous enti ties. But in fact they differ greatly
along social (access to status), economic (access to resources), and polit ical (access to
power) lines. This may result in a range of ineq ui ties internal to the commu ni ties. Thus
women are often disad van taged compared to men, those without land compared to
land owners, the young vis-à-vis the elders, the ‘lower’ castes rela tive to the ‘higher’
ones, and the poorer sections compared to the rich. In mixed commu ni ties, indig e nous
people may be weaker rela tive to non-indig e nous ones. No such ineq uity is univer sally
valid, but all of them are signif i cant in many coun tries.

Conser va tion profes sionals should be knowl edge able about such ineq ui ties, as
conser va tion initia tives may rein force or reduce them (see Box 5.14). In turn, ineq ui ties
could have an impact on conser va tion efforts. For instance, the land less in a village
may want to conserve a common prop erty forest as their main source of live li hood, but
polit i cally more powerful sections may under mine such initia tives by selling the forest
or its timber. Conversely, powerful sectors that may benefit from the ecotourism
brought in by conser va tion may close off poor people’s access to the forest, thereby
increasing ineq ui ties and depri va tion. Expe ri ence from around the world suggests
that it is impor tant to recog nise and tackle ineq ui ties, both for the long-term
sustainability of conser va tion and to ensure that conser va tion initia tives do not to lead
to further marginalization. And yet, although social justice is a valid objec tive in itself,
national conser va tion profes sionals are neither mandated nor equipped to inter vene so as
to enhance social equity. They should never inflict social engi neering on commu ni ties,
but they should be aware of the intended and unin tended conse quences of their own
work.

5.5.1 Ensure that conser va tion initia tives reduce, or at least do not rein force,
ineq ui ties internal to the commu nity

The dynamic between ineq ui ties and conser va tion policy and prac tice can be the subject
of a joint anal ysis and dialogue with the people directly affected, who should have the
major say in deciding what reme dial steps should be taken. As much as possible, efforts
to prevent or diminish ineq ui ties related to conser va tion poli cies and prac tices should be
built on existing commu nity prac tices. They may involve:

n providing deci sion-making space to under-priv i leged groups, e.g. by ensuring
their repre sen ta tion on rele vant conser va tion or manage ment bodies;

n helping to improve the capacity of under-priv i leged groups; and

n ensuring that the bene fits of conser va tion and resource use initia tives accrue in fair
propor tion to econom i cally or socially under-priv i leged sections of the commu nity.
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5.5.2 Assist commu ni ties in tack ling external equity issues, including between 
the rele vant commu nity and neigh bouring commu ni ties, govern ment agen cies
and others.

Commu nity conser va tion initia tives can easily be under mined by a neigh bouring
commu nity, a govern ment deci sion or private corpo rate forces. A single commu nity is
often unable to with stand such conflicts, and in such situ a tions external support may be
crit ical to sustain the conser va tion effort. Govern ment agen cies could help the commu nity
to stop or regu late the access of outsiders to the commu nity’s resources. NGOs could
help it to resist a destruc tive ‘devel op ment’ project that the govern ment or others are
proposing for the area. Because of decen tral iza tion reforms, local author i ties may also
be in a strong posi tion to support or impede Commu nity Conserved Areas. For instance,
they could formally recog nise them or alter na tively dis-empower them by imposing
“manage ment solu tions” upon them.144 It is essen tial to analyse the problem with the
most directly affected group, and work to iden tify solu tions with them. Measures to
reduce or elim i nate ineq ui ties include:

n giving commu nity repre sen ta tives a place in rele vant deci sion-making bodies,
such as the district, state or national level bodies that are taking deci sions on
devel op ment projects for the area concerned;

n providing powers to the commu nity to restrict or stop outsiders from gaining
destruc tive access to its resources; and
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Box 5.14 Conser va tion improves the standing of lower caste people in
Saigata Village, India
(adapted from MoEF and Kalpavriksh, in press; Pathak et al., 2004).

The village of Saigata is situ ated in the central Indian strong hold of adivasis (tribal peoples)
in the state of Maharashtra. The commu nity is multi-caste, multi-reli gious and includes tribal
and non tribal people such as Adivasi Gonds, Govari, Mana, Mali, Lohar, Dhivar and
Kunbis. In the past, the village was surrounded by thick forests, but those forests were all but
wiped out between 1955 to 1975 by contrac tors and villagers them selves. Even villagers
started selling fuelwood in the market. Since the 1970s, however, the village has been
regen er ating and protecting forests under the lead er ship of an enter prising Dalit (an indi vidual
from histor i cally the most disad van taged section of Indian society). Villagers who grazed
their goats and sheep in the forest were convinced to sell their flock volun tarily, and 40 other
villagers who earned their live li hood through selling fuelwood started looking for alter na tive
sources of employ ment.

Since 1993, the village has become part of the offi cial Joint Forest Manage ment Programme
of the Maharashtra state. An area of about 270ha is now lush forest with consid er able
biodiversity, including threat ened species like leop ards. The fact that the struggle has been led
by a person from a “low” caste has increased the standing of disad van taged people in the
village. Else where in India there are other cases where ecolog ical struggle and regen er a tion
have promoted greater social equity. Thus the Chipko (Save the Forests) Move ment in the
Indian Hima layas has helped women achieve greater respect and deci sion-making power in
general village matters because of their lead er ship role in forest conser va tion.

144 Ferrari and de Vera, 2003.



n making it manda tory for all agen cies proposing projects in or around Commu nity
Conserved Areas, to hold public hear ings, make public all rele vant docu ments,
and receive the prior informed consent of affected commu ni ties.
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6. Overall policy chal lenges and
advice

Legis la tion and policy regarding natural resource manage ment are crucially impor tant
in directing who will manage biodiversity, as well as who will benefit from that
manage ment and how. Thus, they provide the foun da tion for long-term equi table and
sustain able rela tions between govern ment and commu ni ties in protected areas. In the
absence of appro priate and effec tive policy, prac tice can still provide inspiring exam ples
of collab o ra tion and action (and indeed prac tice is ahead of policy in many cases) but
those exam ples are less than secure.145

The current policy milieu regarding recog ni tion and support to commu nity involve ment
in conser va tion varies a great deal from region to region and from country to country, and
successful poli cies are gener ally tailored to the specific context of appli ca tion. Despite
this, it is possible to iden tify146 four broad policy recom men da tions that, across regions,
appear to encourage and strengthen the posi tive contri bu tion of indig e nous peoples and
local and mobile commu ni ties to the conser va tion of biodiversity, and to protected areas in
partic ular, namely:

1. strengthen the cultural iden tity of indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties, in partic ular regarding natural resource manage ment and
conser va tion;

2. secure the rights and respon si bil i ties of indig e nous peoples and local and
mobile commu ni ties;

3. ensure legis la tive and policy backing to Co-managed Protected Areas and
Commu nity Conserved Areas;

4. support capacity for co-manage ment and commu nity conser va tion.

For each of these recom men da tions some policy options and related advice are
discussed below; this is not an exhaus tive list.

6.1 Strengthen the cultural iden tity of indig e nous peoples and local and 
mobile commu ni ties, in partic ular regarding natural resource
manage ment and conser va tion

The natural resource manage ment and conser va tion systems of indig e nous peoples and
local and mobile commu ni ties, the stability and force of their insti tu tions and the rules
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145 It is also true that good policy does not auto mat i cally lead to good prac tice, as imple men tation capac i ties and
lack of polit ical will often act as obsta cles along the way.

146 This is the result of nine TILCEPA-spon sored regional reviews centred on the role of indig e nous and local
commu ni ties in conser va tion in different world regions, commis sioned and carried out in 2002–2003.  The
reviews and synthesis paper are avail able at www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Wkg_grp/TILCEPA/commu nity.htm.
On this see also Banuri and Najam, 2002.



and prac tices pertaining to their land and resource use are gener ally related to the
strength of their collec tive cultural iden tity. The policy options below are designed to
enhance such an iden tity, in partic ular regarding natural resource manage ment and
conser va tion.

Policy options

6.1.1 Docu ment and re-affirm the cultural dimen sion of conser va tion

Conser va tion poli cies can support the docu men ta tion, valuing and prac tical use of
various aspects of commu nity involve ment in conser va tion and local links between
cultural and biolog ical diver sity. This involves gath ering and dissem i nating infor ma tion,
for example through videos and audiocassettes that record inter views with commu nity
elders. It also involves research on indig e nous knowl edge, land-use systems and
insti tu tional arrange ments that are often as sophis ti cated as they are poorly under stood
and docu mented.147 It involves paying more atten tion to the cultural roots of conser va tion
in training insti tu tions and manuals for natural resource managers. Policies can also
promote aware ness of the cultural dimen sion of conser va tion using dedi cated confer-
ences, publi ca tions, media atten tion, etc.

6.1.2 Respect and employ existing ethnic and local natural resource
manage ment systems

Ethnic and local systems of natural resource manage ment involve complex combi na-
tions of: norms (e.g. customary law); proce dures (e.g. deci sional processes, conflict
manage ment and dispute settle ment); knowl edge, resources, skills and insti tu tions (e.g.
coun cils of elders); and indi vid uals playing specific roles (often the tradi tional leaders).
Most such systems repre sent tailored responses to the partic ular inter ac tions between
local ecosys tems, habi tats and species and local commu ni ties. Policies to revi talize and
strengthen such systems require a combi na tion of moral respect and mate rial support.
This begins with appro priate efforts at docu men ta tion (see option 6.1.1) and requires a
basic personal respect (language, etiquette) in inter ac tion with tradi tional leaders. It also
requires that authority and respon si bility for specific func tions and tasks be shared
between commu nity insti tu tions and state bodies. Policies, for instance, could value and
employ commu nity capac i ties though a pref er en tial use of indig e nous and commu nity
experts and could support the appli ca tion of local knowl edge, skills and tech nol o gies in
natural resource manage ment. Impor tantly, poli cies should discourage agen cies and
projects from imposing pre-conceived orga ni za tional models on commu ni ties148 and
rather allow indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties to orga nize
according to the models that best suit their culture and needs. The ecolog ical as well as
the social dangers of a top down approach are illus trated in Box 6.1.
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147 … and at times even thought as “prim i tive” or “destruc tive”.
148 It is common for conser va tion projects to impose on commu ni ties the creation of “local commit tees” to manage

natural resources whose compo si tion is deter mined by the project designers.  Such commit tees often perform
poorly and may engender social disrup tions and conflicts. In several coun tries, the struc ture of contem po rary
indig e nous orga ni za tions was imposed at colo nial times (exam ples are the Cabildos in Ecuador and the
Capitanias in Bolivia).



6.1.3 Promote broad social respect for indig e nous peoples and local and
mobile commu ni ties, starting from new and culture-sensi tive school curricula

This policy option goes well beyond the subject of conser va tion as it deals with
gener ating wider respect for indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties
within the society-at-large. This, however, provides a crucially impor tant context if
commu ni ties are to be encour aged to value their own capac i ties for conser va tion and
other live li hood objec tives. The re-orien ta tion of school curricula could help to
promote an appre ci a tion of cultural pluralism, and of the unique values and capac i ties
of each culture. A pluralist perspec tive on history and a thoughtful, non-ideo log ical
anal ysis of the pros and cons of devel op ment processes should underpin the devel op-
ment process in general.

More specif i cally in the area of conser va tion, protected area agen cies, NGOs etc. can
help by working with schools programmes to include field visits to commu ni ties
engaged in managing their natural resources; and by supporting “commu nity-based
envi ron mental educa tion initia tives” that at times make use of Commu nity Conserved
Areas as envi ron mental educa tion centres.149

86

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas

Box 6.1 Top down rule or local knowl edge?
(from Biksham Gujja, personal commu ni ca tion, 2003)

In Rajastan (India), Keoladeo National Park is a natural depres sion re-designed by local
kings (e.g., via small dams) to attract as many birds as possible. Throughout centu ries of
careful water manage ment, the site became an inter na tion ally famous bird sanc tuary and
began attracting more and more visi tors. These wetlands are also World Heri tage and
Ramsar sites. In 1982, after declaring the site as National Park, the govern ment constructed a
three metres wall topped with barbed wire around it to prevent access to people and, most
impor tantly, to stop buffalo grazing. Grazing, in fact, is not legally allowed inside Indian
National Parks. These measures were imple mented without consul ta tion with the local
commu ni ties, who saw their histor ical pattern of access and use suddenly becoming illegal.
Years of violent conflict, non-coop er a tion and passive resis tance ensued. Several people
died in numerous protest actions.

Several years later, however, an expen sive scien tific study “discov ered” that buffalo grazing
is essen tial for the main te nance of the ecolog ical char ac ter is tics that actu ally attract the birds,
some thing that the local peoples had known and fought for all along! With the help of WWF, a
new atmo sphere of dialogue and collab o ra tion is finally devel oping between the park manage-
ment and the local commu ni ties. A number of agree ments have been drawn to regu late fodder
collec tion and access to temples inside the park. Some welfare measures have been initi ated by
park author i ties and the tourist fees to visit the Park have been increased. The Park author i ties
are reported to be willing to allow controlled grazing inside the park, sharing of tourist reve -
nues with the local commu ni ties and setting up effec tive joint manage ment schemes. However,
the situ a tion is still not entirely clear as national park policy in India does not permit these kinds
of agree ments. So, while on the ground several such initia tives to engage local commu ni ties
have resulted in agree ments that are bene fi cial to people and ecosystem alike, there is a need to
modify the national legal frame work governing protected areas so as to provide an insti tu-
tion ally secure foun da tion for such agree ments.

149 An example is the Malay sian village of Kampong Endah.  The village has its own Envi ron mental Aware ness
Activity Centre run by the villagers them selves, which has been carrying out medic inal plants programmes, clean
up campaigns, recy cling compe ti tions, nature camps for schools and the public, and other activ i ties with the active
partic i pa tion of all social groups in the village.  Successful sessions based on tradi tional prac tices are carried out to
revi talize and appre ciate local culture.  Visi tors come from all over Malaysia and abroad (Ferrari, 2002).



Other ways to over come domi nant-society lack of infor ma tion and oppo si tion to
tradi tional values and life styles include promoting dialogues between commu nity
repre sen ta tives and sensi tive experts trained in modern tech nol o gies (radio and TV
programmes can be very useful here) as well as docu men ta ries, reports, and well-
produced fiction (e.g. street theatre, soap operas) showing with under standing and
respect the cultural differ ences that enrich society. At the most basic level, this policy
option ought to be grounded in the coun try’s consti tu tion, which should assign to all
citi zens the same basic rights and social respect. In addi tion, however, some form of
“affir ma tive action” may be neces sary, for example to coun teract the effects of racist
beliefs and of forms of primary educa tion that ignore, or deni grate, tradi tional cultural
values. Though such measures go far beyond conser va tion and are desir able for many
other reasons, they will help to create the envi ron ment which is condu cive to commu nity-
based conser va tion.

6.1.4 Promote the survival and vitality of local languages

Tradi tional knowl edge, customary laws and insti tu tions, and biodiversity names and
uses are inter con nected and insep a rable from local languages and dialects. In this sense,
the survival and vitality of indig e nous and local languages acquire a central role in main-
taining alive entire bodies of cultural and biolog ical knowl edge.150 Efforts at saving
languages that are on the way to extinc tion are thus extremely impor tant to conser va-
tion.151 Protected area agen cies can help here by adopting poli cies on the use of local
languages at meet ings, in offi cial docu ments, in educa tional programmes, etc. A simple
measure of great value for conser va tion is to main tain, respect and restore the local,
ethnic names of species and places, and of protected areas in partic ular.152

6.2 Secure the rights of indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties

Indig e nous and local and mobile commu ni ties are the “natural” and most ancient
managers of natural resources. It is around such resources (a forest, a water shed, a rich
coastal stretch, a wetland, a land scape suited for grazing … ) that they devel oped as
social units and evolved distinct cultural traits in response to common oppor tu ni ties
and chal lenges. These ancient rela tion ships are the roots of the perceived rights of
indig e nous peoples and of local and mobile commu ni ties to land and natural resources.
Yet, many contem po rary commu ni ties seem to have “lost” such rights. The process
started centu ries ago, with the so-called “enclo sure of the commons”153 by which
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150 An orga ni za tion dedi cated to exploring and acting upon this rela tion ship is www.terralingua.org.
151 The People’s Orga ni za tion of Tinangol, Sabah (Malaysia), for example, started a programme to intro duce the

local Rungus language into their kinder garten and have just finished preparing the first kinder garten book in
Rungus. To comple ment this, an elderly volun teer teaches the Rungus language once a week to village adults
who are inter ested in redis cov ering their mother tongue (Ferrari, 2002).

152 Very often, protected area managers and agen cies replace tradi tional names of places with foreign names that
have no meaning for the people of the region.  In the Southern Andes of Ecuador, for example, local people use
the name romerillo to refer to a specific species of tree.  Yet when a National Park was estab lished in an area with
many romerillo trees, protected area plan ners decided to name the area after the Latin name for the species
(Podocarpus spp.), instead of the local name, resulting in “Podocarpus National Park” – a name that means
nothing to local people. 

153 See, for instance, Polanyi, 1957.



powerful and wealthy indi vid uals seized common lands and brought them into what
they consid ered to be more produc tive and prof it able uses. Later on, nation states,
often through special ized agen cies, seized more “national lands and resources” for
devel op ment and conser va tion purposes. Finally, indi vidual and corpo rate owners and
even well-meaning conser va tion NGOs have bought land and resources, with a special
eye for those places that have great biodiversity and tourism value.

Much of this change – which is global, and of truly histor ical propor tions –
happened without regard to the customary rights of indig e nous peoples and local and
mobile commu ni ties. In some places, mostly in the devel oped world, the process is
basi cally completed and commu nity owner ship and resource manage ment have been
almost entirely replaced by those of the state and indi vidual and corpo rate land-
owners, who have thus become the managers of natural resources. In other coun tries,
mostly those in the South, the process remains unfin ished and contested, and a
conflict-rich inter face exists between tradi tional (commu nity-based) and “modern”
(state and prop erty-based) natural resource manage ment systems. Issues related to
the rights of commu ni ties go beyond the concern of the conser va tion sector, but some
contro ver sies are partic u larly rele vant to conser va tion, such as those concerning
land and resources incor po rated within offi cial protected areas through the forced
evic tion of their orig inal resi dents. Today, several govern ments are approaching the
problem of resti tu tion of the rele vant rights, although it is often impos sible to “go
back” to the orig inal condi tions and resti tu tion processes need to be coupled with
other initia tives. This is a unique occa sion for agen cies and commu ni ties to develop
strong and effec tive conser va tion alli ances.

Policy options

6.2.1 Recog nise the right of indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties to self-deter mi na tion and prior informed consent on conser va tion
initia tives affecting tradi tional terri to ries and, in partic ular, their Commu nity
Conserved Areas

Coun tries that have under taken to imple ment the CBD and rati fied the ILO Conven tion
169 are increas ingly facing consid er ation of the rights of self-deter mi na tion and prior
informed consent on matters of natural resource manage ment. Policies that recog nise
commu ni ties as legal enti ties and transfer to them authority and respon si bility for land
and resource manage ment contribute to the right to self-deter mi na tion. Exam ples
include stat u tory legis la tion that recog nises the collec tive rights of indig e nous peoples,
various forms of local autonomy, devo lu tion measures (see Box 6.2), support for
commu ni ties to demar cate and protect their land and resources against various forms of
threats and the provi sion of legal advice to speed up proce dures for legal titling of
commu nity lands.154 In conflict situ a tions over natural resources, some formal recog ni-
tion of ‘pri mary’ rights to land (prop erty or perma nent usufruct) could be provided to
commu ni ties with a long-standing local interest and who prac tice an ecolog i cally sound
model of sustain able resource use. This could help them re-affirm their rights versus
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154 The estab lish ment of the Amarakaeri communal reserve in Peru was delayed because of prac tical prob lems in
getting govern ment offi cials to clarify land tenure issues in the area. This could have been sped up with more
consis tent and effec tive legal support (FENAMAD, 2002). 



newcomers and oppor tu nistic users.155 At the inter na tional level, rele vant poli cies may
involve supporting the work of the UN Working Group on Indig e nous Peoples and its
Perma nent Forum on Indig e nous Issues.156

6.2.2 Recog nise land and resource rights and secu rity of tenure in all cases
where indig e nous and commu nity lands overlap with protected areas, including 
via land resti tu tion processes, as neces sary

Policies that recog nise customary rights with respect to protected areas begin with the
stat u tory require ment for agree ments between state govern ments and concerned
commu ni ties prior to protected area estab lish ment. Also very impor tant is the recog ni-
tion of commu ni ties as legit i mate co-managers in govern ment-estab lished protected
areas and as full managers in Commu nity Conserved Areas (see 6.3 below). In line
with CBD deci sions,157 conser va tion poli cies can explic itly renounce forc ible reset tle-
ment of indig e nous peoples (possibly extended to tradi tional local commu ni ties) and
forc ible ‘sedentarisation’ (or settle ment) of mobile indig e nous peoples for the purpose
of estab lishing protected areas. In place of this, poli cies can support commu ni ties to
make informed deci sions through partic i pa tory processes for assessing, plan ning and
eval u ating devel op ment and conser va tion initia tives.

Where protected areas already exist, the thorn iest issues often concern vulner able
natural resources that are essen tial for the phys ical or cultural survival of the commu ni ties
holding tradi tional rights. These resources may be located far from the state-recog nised
“resi dence” of the rele vant commu ni ties: this is espe cially so in the case of mobile
indig e nous peoples. The chal lenge, for policy and prac tice, is to develop tailored
agree ments among commu nity, private and state inter ests that manage to re-affirm
both the rights of conser va tion and the rights of commu ni ties. Exam ples of such
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Box 6.2 Decen tral iza tion, dele ga tion and devo lu tion
(adapted from Ribot, 2002)

Decen tral iza tion is an act by which a central govern ment formally cedes power to actors and
insti tu tions at lower levels in a polit ical-admin is tra tive and terri to rial hier archy. If the actors
and insti tu tions are local branches of the central state (e.g. prefec tures, local admin is tra tion
and tech nical minis tries) the process is often referred to as “admin is tra tive decen tral iza tion”
or “de-concen tra tion”. If they are private bodies such as indi vid uals, corpo ra tions or NGOs,
the process is called “privat iza tion” or “dele ga tion”. If they are local author i ties downwardly
account able to local people, the process is called “demo cratic decen tral iza tion” or “devo lu-
tion”.158

The powers that can be trans ferred are: legis la tive (elab o ra tion of rules), exec u tive (imple-
menting and enforcing deci sions), finan cial and judi cial. These powers and the finan cial
resources to imple ment actions are rarely trans ferred together in inte grated pack ages that
could create posi tive syner gies, a fact that compli cates the process and can generate
conflicts.

155 Bassi, 2003.
156 MacDonald, 2003.
157 CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas, COP 7, Kuala Lumpur, 2004.
158 Adapted from Ribot, 2002; and Alcorn et al., 2003.158 Adapted from Ribot, 2002; and Alcorn et al., 2003.



agree ments are being devel oped around the globe159 on the basis of land resti tu tion and
devo lu tion of wild life manage ment rights – see for example Box 6.3. Such poli cies do
not mean that land and wild life are lost to conser va tion. On the contrary, commu ni ties
often choose to retain their land under a protected area status and/or set up sustain able
use rules (an example is described in Box 6.4). Govern ments willing to go this route may
wish to set up a legal advi sory service, special ized in land rights, to assist commu ni ties to
secure their repa ra tion.

6.2.3 Clarify and protect the Intel lec tual Prop erty Rights of indig e nous
peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties regarding biolog ical resources in
protected areas and Commu nity Conserved Areas

Control over the collec tion and use of infor ma tion is a major concern for people whose
live li hoods depend on tradi tional knowl edge and skills.160 Coun tries that are signa to ries to
the CBD have an obli ga tion to develop poli cies that safe guard the tradi tional knowl edge
and prac tices of indig e nous and local commu ni ties, and ensure that such prac tices and
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Box 6.3 Co-manage ment with Even rein deer herders, Kytalyk Resource
Reserve, Russia
(adapted from Larsen, 2000 and Beltrán, 2000)

A co-manage ment agree ment has been nego ti ated between Even commu nity dele gates and
the Yakutian Ministry for Natural Protec tion in eastern Siberia, Russia. This involves the
estab lish ment of a Trustee Co-ordinating Council, which includes Even repre sen ta tives but
also employs Even rein deer herders in the ranger service. Under the agree ment, a number of
rules have been drawn up:

n The indig e nous popu la tion uses this area mostly in the winter, and leaves all the gear in 
the hunter’s cabins (traps and nets). The admin is tra tion of Kytalyk Reserve under takes
to protect the fishing and trap ping grounds and all the gear in the summer time, when
the main nesting habi tats of the Sibe rian White Crane are closed to the public (a zone of
624,625ha will be left entirely undis turbed through the season).

n Areas with no signif i cant concen tra tion of nesting white cranes acquire the status of a
Tradi tional Nature Resource Use Zone (141,050ha). In these areas, hunting of aquatic
birds and water fowl is banned, as is unau tho rized access for people not related to
tradi tional land use.

n At the request of the indig e nous people, the world-renowned mammoth ceme tery at
Berelyakh has been included in the reserve terri tory (6,570ha of sacred lands). The
indig e nous popu la tion has always worshipped this area, but lately the mammoth burial
ground has been subject to vandalism by tour ists and busi nessmen.

n The reserve will have an area for licensed wild rein deer hunting (28,125ha). This is a
tradi tional hunting area for one of the family commu ni ties. The reserve will also have a
small area where licensed fishing is allowed (7,000ha).

n Tracts of the eastern Sibe rian seacoast, including the Indigirka River Delta
(800,000ha), are to receive the status of a Reserved Terri tory.161

159 An example related to the Huichol indig e nous commu ni ties in the state of San Luis Potosi (Mexico) is described
in Box 5.10.  Legal frame works at the regional level may need to be adapted to under stand, accept and protect
tradi tional access use rights, and to facil i tate the imple men ta tion of measures to enforce them.

160 Dermot Smyth, personal commu ni ca tion, 2003.
161 For a fuller account, see Beltrán, 2000.161 For a fuller account, see Beltrán, 2000.



knowl edge are used by the wider society only with the consent of the rele vant commu ni-
ties and through equi table benefit-sharing arrange ments. Even in the absence of specific
legis la tion that recog nises and protects intel lec tual prop erty rights, there exist ways of
safe guarding these rights through specific agree ments and proce dures.162 These are of
partic ular rele vance as part of protected area co-manage ment arrange ments.

6.2.4 Promote sound gover nance in conser va tion at all levels, from the local
commu nity to the national govern ment

Sound gover nance is a complex concept involving respect for human rights, issues of fair
partic i pa tion, trans par ency and account ability in deci sion-making, equity in the sharing of
costs and bene fits of deci sions, perfor mance and vision.163 The prin ciple of “subsidiarity” –
which calls on govern ments to decen tralize/dele gate/devolve164 authority and
respon si bil i ties to the lowest possible level with capacity to assume respon si bility for the
rele vant social tasks – is also consid ered an indi cator of sound gover nance.165

The CBD has called atten tion to issues of gover nance in its COP 7 Programme of
Work on Protected Areas. Protected area policy can foster improve ments in conser va-
tion gover nance at various levels, from local commu ni ties to national policy-making
bodies. To begin with, it could promote the partic i pa tory eval u a tion of gover nance
struc tures, prac tices and mech a nisms as they relate to indi vidual protected area and
protected area systems.166 The eval u a tion exer cises would iden tify strengths to cele brate
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Box 6.4 Balancing the powers in Makuleke land
(adapted from Steenkamp, 2002)

In 1969, the Makuleke commu nity of the Limpopo Prov ince was forc ibly removed from a
tract of land in the north-eastern corner of South Africa. Their land was incor po rated into the
Kruger National Park and the commu nity relo cated some 70km towards the south. Close to
thirty years later, owner ship of the land was returned to them by way of a co-manage ment
agree ment with the South African National Parks (SANP). This settle ment was nego ti ated
under the auspices of the land reform programme launched by South Africa’s first post-
apart heid govern ment.

Land owner ship gave the Makuleke substan tial bargaining weight and the settle ment
funda men tally changed the balance of power between the two parties. The agree ment made
it possible for the Makuleke to pursue their inter ests in the land rela tive to those of the SANP
and the state. It also created a secure frame work for the longer-term conser va tion of the
excep tional biodiversity of the Makuleke land. The imple men ta tion of the agree ment did not
take place without inter vening conflicts, but all tensions were ulti mately dealt with within
the frame work of the agree ment.

162 Laird, 2002.
163 Graham et al., 2003.
164 See Box 6.1 for a defi ni tion of these terms.
165 The subsidiarity prin ciple has been re-affirmed by several national and inter na tional docu ments and agree ments,

including the guide lines for commu nity involve ment in protected area manage ment devel oped by WCPA, IUCN
and WWF (Beltrán, 2000) and some IUCN Reso lu tions.  Enhancing local autonomy in defining land scapes,
managing natural resources and plan ning and imple menting devel op ment and conser va tion initiatives is a
powerful means to awaken and utilise the capac i ties of civil society.

166 Abrams et al., 2003.



and prob lems to address. Typical gover nance prob lems encoun tered in rela tion to
protected areas are scarce stake holder partic i pa tion, poor trans par ency and account ability
in deci sion-making and unfair sharing of the costs and bene fits of conser va tion. These can be
addressed by poli cies that estab lish partic i pa tory manage ment regimes (such as Co-managed
Protected Areas, see Box 6.3) and foster the more equi table sharing of conser va tion bene fits
(see Box 6.5). Inter est ingly, some commu ni ties in areas beset by gover nance prob lems have
started to estab lish Commu nity Conserved Areas in an effort to protect at least a portion of
their terri to ries and resources from misman age ment and corrup tion.167
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Box 6.5 Who enjoys the bene fits of conser va tion? Who bears the costs?

From the perspec tive of some commu ni ties, the estab lish ment of protected areas has made
enor mous posi tive changes in terms of their own iden tity, secu rity and economic capacity.
Some protected areas have enshrined in national legis la tion the rights of indig e nous peoples
to live in and manage certain terri to ries.168 Others have helped poor commu ni ties
econom i cally, for instance by providing the basis for flour ishing tourism-based indus tries.169

And still others have protected the natural resources that the local commu ni ties depend on,
and which would other wise be at risk from destruc tive external forces.

In other cases, however, indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties harbour a
sense of resent ment, distrust and resis tance towards the protected areas in their midst.
Obvious exam ples include commu ni ties that were forced to relo cate or curtail tradi tional
resource uses because of the estab lish ment of the protected areas, with the conse quent
disrup tion of their live li hoods and well-being. This is why some commen ta tors main tain that
the cumu la tive nega tive impact of protected areas may have been under es ti mated.170

With more or less strength, depending on their own organ ising abil i ties, many affected
indig e nous and local commu ni ties have been claiming for the recog ni tion of past ineq ui ties
and the redress of injus tices. In a few cases, this has led to land resti tu tion from protected
areas which were estab lished without their prior informed consent – resti tu tion is in fact
slowly becoming more common.171 Consti tu tional recog ni tion of such rights would get them
involved as “rightful part ners” in protected area manage ment but it may take longer for them
to secure tangible bene fits, even after the estab lish ment of partic i pa tory manage ment
struc tures.172 In other cases, the local protected area admin is tra tors have responded by
agreeing to distribute some “conser va tion bene fits” to local commu ni ties, though this has not
always been done with their involve ment.173 Action of this kind includes adding a devel op-
ment compo nent to conser va tion initia tives,174 allowing the commu ni ties to extract care fully
deter mined quan ti ties of resources, for instance in the buffer zones,175 or sharing with
commu ni ties a fixed percentage of tourism reve nues from the protected area.176 It can only be
judged on a case-by-case basis whether these measures are equi table and effec tive.

167 This, for instance, has been happening in Cambodia (Ferrari, 2002).
168 Zuluaga et al., 2003.
169 The Parco Nazionale d’Abruzzo, in Italy, managed to rescue an entire region from secular economic under-

devel op ment.
170 Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau, 2003.
171 See Box 6.2.
172 Larsen, 2000.
173 Borrini-Feyerabend and Sandwith, 2003.
174 Worah, 2002.
175 Okello et al., 2003, 
176 Bajimaja, 2003; Luckett et al., 2003.

168 Zuluaga et al., 2003.
169 The Parco Nazionale d’Abruzzo, in Italy, managed to rescue an entire region from secular economic under-

devel op ment.
170 Cernea and Schmidt-Soltau, 2003.
171 See Box 6.2.
172 Larsen, 2000.
173 Borrini-Feyerabend and Sandwith, 2003.
174 Worah, 2002.
175 Okello et al., 2003, 
176 Bajimaja, 2003; Luckett et al., 2003.



6.3 Ensure crucial legis la tive and policy backing to Co-managed
Protected Areas and Commu nity Conserved Areas

Poor collab o ra tion between commu ni ties and conser va tion agen cies is often rooted in
the lack of supportive laws and poli cies, despite the exis tence of broad and vague
inten tions to “enhance commu nity partic i pa tion”. Some times protected area staff are
placed in a diffi cult posi tion, being encour aged to exper i ment in partic i pa tion, but
offered little in terms of new resources and left to bear the respon si bility of the conse -
quences. Yet collab o ra tion between conser va tion agen cies and commu ni ties is crucial. It
can be fostered through a range of poli cies that can be tailored to the specific situ a tion.

Policy options

6.3.1 Promote the formal recog ni tion of indig e nous peoples and local and
mobile commu ni ties, and of the diver sity of their customary collec tive
insti tu tions

National legis la tion and poli cies may or may not be oriented to involve commu ni ties in
conser va tion. This is because civil law varies in several crucial aspects. First, it may or
may not recog nise the exis tence and pecu liar char ac ter is tics and rights of indig e nous
peoples in the country. Second, it may or may not offer a legal status to natural commu -
ni ties (and not only to formal asso ci a tions of indi vid uals, such as coop er a tives). Third, it
may or may not recog nise the collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties of such commu ni ties
(including secu rity of tenure over natural resources). Recog ni tion of indig e nous peoples,
natural commu ni ties and collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties are basic legal and policy
condi tions to secure commu nity engage ment in conser va tion. When these are still
wanted, specific proposals and amend ments need to be devel oped and infor ma tion on
them dissem i nated, espe cially among lawmakers and poli ti cians (see Box 6.6), to raise
aware ness of the rele vant oppor tu ni ties and obsta cles to commu nity engage ment in
conser va tion.177 And even where there is favour able legis la tion, it may need to be better
dissem i nated and imple mented.178

In shaping laws and poli cies, the complexity of customary natural resource manage-
ment systems should not be under es ti mated. Policies to support them should be flex ible
enough to allow site-specific arrange ments through which commu ni ties can retain or
develop their own insti tu tional and manage ment arrange ments rather than being forced to
follow a single national model. Developing appro priate laws and poli cies will often
require in-depth partic i pa tory anal yses of existing natural resource manage ment systems,
along with dialogue and agree ments among all parties concerned.179 For conser va tion
purposes, it is useful to recall that a lack of recog ni tion of local customary insti tu tions has
often under mined the sense of terri to rial secu rity required to substan tiate commu nity
commit ments to conser va tion and aggra vated or prompted conflicts. In recog ni tion of this,
several coun tries have adopted legal provi sions and measures to devolve conflict manage -
ment respon si bil i ties to tradi tional insti tu tions on matters related to land/water and
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177 This is partic u larly impor tant in coun tries deriving their legal tradi tion from Roman Law, where incor po ra tion of
customary ruling tends to be more diffi cult than in common-law coun tries.

178 In India, for instance, the govern ment has repeat edly not publi cized and some times not imple mented the
devolutionary laws and poli cies approved by the Parlia ment (Pathak, 2003).
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Box 6.6 Recog nising indig e nous and local commu ni ties as legal enti ties –
a crucial step towards engaging them in conser va tion

Policies are not always the prin cipal reason why the rela tion ship between commu ni ties and
conser va tion is prob lem atic. At times, deeper and more struc tural obsta cles are found in
legis la tion (e.g. civil code, rural code, pastoral code) that does not offi cially recog nise indig-
e nous and local commu ni ties as legal enti ties and cannot there fore accom mo date their
collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties. According to some legis la tion, only indi vid uals, busi-
nesses and the state “exist”. Rarely is there a simple and effec tive legal status for natural
commu ni ties willing to manage and conserve their natural resources. Even rarer is a legal
status that allows local commu ni ties not only to manage resources, but to derive an economic
profit from them “as a commu nity”.

Local collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties are at the core of land tenure and resource
access patterns in most tradi tional soci eties. They are usually designed to accom mo date
multiple and changing needs and are based on a mosaic of land uses that include conser va-
tion but are not limited to it. From a conser va tion perspec tive, collec tive – as opposed to
indi vidual rights and respon si bil i ties – can be very bene fi cial. In phys ical terms, they tend
to avoid frag men ta tion, main taining the land’s ecolog ical integ rity and conserving
biodiversity. In social terms, they provide a strong basis for the main te nance and func tioning
of commu nity insti tu tions, indis pens able for long-term manage ment. They also strengthen
the role of customary law as related to land manage ment and of tradi tional knowl edge as
applied to broader terri to rial and land scape units. Most tradi tional collec tive tenure systems
have been altered by succes sive inter ven tions that appro pri ated (“enclosed”) land into
private prop erty or state-prop erty and erased collec tive forms of tenure. More over, in much
of the world, collec tive customary rights have weak legal recog ni tion.180 In some cases even
the commu nity memory of collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties has eroded, due to cultural
change and the domi nating influ ence of indi vidual rights and formal law. In some coun tries,
however, these collec tive tenure systems continue to this day, usually in the form of
tradi tional rights and respon si bil i ties extending over specific terri to ries and resources
and recog nised as essen tial compo nents of local culture and live li hoods.181 In others they are
being revived as part of decen tral iza tion and devo lu tion poli cies.182

179 For instance, customary/ethnic gover nance systems often ascribe land and resource tenure to several actors at
the same time.  These include fami lies, extended fami lies, villages, lineages, clans, etc.  Thus attempting to
prescribe a single level of prop erty or use rights for empow er ment and plan ning purposes is to over-simplify a
complex issue.  Usually, customary land use patterns recog nise over lap ping claims on a given terri tory, and such 
claims are connected to collec tive iden ti ties of different impor tance and defined by different types of rights.
Most often, the overall regu lating unit has an ethnic basis – the sharing of a common iden tity and cultural values
– and elab o rates specific devices (norms on circu la tion of people and access to resources, deci sional coun cils,
rituals, myths, etc.) to ensure sustain able live li hoods.  An ethnic group is thus in control and solves conflicts
within its own struc ture of authority.

180 Do customary tenure systems have to be formally codi fied?  From the perspec tive of tradi tional cultures and
commu ni ties it would appear that the answer is ‘no’, as such systems are gener ally well under stood and accepted
in the specific local context.  From the perspec tive of the broader society, however, codi fi ca tion may be needed
so that all actors, within and outside the commu ni ties, know, accept, value and respect them.  If the answer is
‘yes’, then, which collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties would be best codi fied?  Some commu ni ties wish to revi-
talize collec tive land tenure over histor ical monu ments or symbolic natural features to strengthen their own
sense of iden tity and social values. Others wish to retain collec tive tenure over “exten sive” resources, such as
high-alti tude grazing areas, forests, water or fish eries but prefer indi vidual owner ship over “inten sive use”
resources, such as agri cul tural land.  Impor tantly, formally recog nised collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties may
be essen tial for Commu nity Conserved Areas and Co-managed Protected Areas (see also Oviedo, 2002).

181 Roldan, 2002; Plant and Hvalkof, 2001.
182 Maldidier, 2000.

180 Do customary tenure systems have to be formally codi fied?  From the perspec tive of tradi tional cultures and
commu ni ties it would appear that the answer is ‘no’, as such systems are gener ally well under stood and accepted
in the specific local context.  From the perspec tive of the broader society, however, codi fi ca tion may be needed
so that all actors, within and outside the commu ni ties, know, accept, value and respect them.  If the answer is
‘yes’, then, which collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties would be best codi fied?  Some commu ni ties wish to revi-
talize collec tive land tenure over histor ical monu ments or symbolic natural features to strengthen their own
sense of iden tity and social values. Others wish to retain collec tive tenure over “exten sive” resources, such as
high-alti tude grazing areas, forests, water or fish eries but prefer indi vidual owner ship over “inten sive use”
resources, such as agri cul tural land.  Impor tantly, formally recog nised collec tive rights and respon si bil i ties may
be essen tial for Commu nity Conserved Areas and Co-managed Protected Areas (see also Oviedo, 2002).

181 Roldan, 2002; Plant and Hvalkof, 2001.
182 Maldidier, 2000.



resource use, partic u larly where these concern internal conflicts and rela tion ships with
neigh bouring commu ni ties.183

6.3.2 Ensure legit i macy and support to commu ni ties willing to engage in Co-
managed Protected Areas

Several types of legis la tion and policy can provide support to commu ni ties to partic i pate
effec tively in protected area co-manage ment arrange ments.

The first type of supportive legis la tion is at a very broad, consti tu tional level. In this
sense, civil law may recog nise the right of citi zens to partic i pate in deci sion-making
processes and gover nance bodies at various levels.184 In addi tion to voting and dele gated
democ racy, the prin ciple of subsidiarity185 can be explic itly enshrined in law and pursued
through decen tral iza tion, dele ga tion and devo lu tion poli cies (see Box 6.2). Basic law
can also ensure free access to infor ma tion, including infor ma tion related to the manage -
ment of natural resources and to the protec tion of the envi ron ment. An example from
Europe, with poten tially wider appli ca tion, is given in Box 6.7. As mentioned in 6.3.1,
the basic provi sions need also to recog nise indig e nous peoples and local and mobile
commu ni ties as legal subjects with customary rights and char ac ter istic rela tion ship to
national resources. A national legal and policy frame work comprising such provi sions
most natu rally supports co-manage ment processes for natural resources in general and
for protected areas in partic ular.

The second type is legis la tion and policy that does not specif i cally address
protected areas but has an impact on them. This includes national level finan cial and
economic policy (including trade policy) that can be geared towards equity rather
than profit and designed to combat poverty, putting limits to the concen tra tion of
economic power in produc tion and supply sectors and reducing social and economic
inequality. As part of this, economic incen tives (e.g. tax rebates, jobs, economic
oppor tu ni ties, ease ments, priority consid er ations in devel op ment plan ning) can be
given to commu ni ties willing to engage in conser va tion. And market mech a nisms
can be devised to combine ecolog ical certif i ca tion, socio-cultural certif i ca tion, and
fair trade networks.186

The third type is national legis la tion specif i cally for protected areas. Such legis la tion
can, for instance, require that all protected areas in the country be governed by a
Manage ment Board composed of repre sen ta tives of the key rele vant actors (as in the
case of a number of coun tries referred to in Chapter 4). Or the national system for the
clas si fi ca tion of protected areas could reflect various degrees and forms of commu nity
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183 In many coun tries, the water manage ment authority has been appro pri ated by state govern ments from commu ni-
ties and local land owners, with the argu ment that water is a resource of national interest. In spite of good inten -
tions, the demise of tradi tional rights and respon si bil i ties that used to regu late water use and sharing, espe cially
in moun tain and other areas subject to cyclical scar city, can create a sense of inse cu rity and may rekindle or
prompt conflicts among commu ni ties.  Following this, some coun tries, notably in South America, devolved
conflict-manage ment respon si bil i ties to tradi tional insti tu tions on matters related to land and water resource use
(Oviedo, 2002). This could be imple mented with success in other coun tries.

184 Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2004 (in press).
185 See section 6.2.4 above.
186 The Awa people of Ecuador, for instance, have devel oped a powerful benefit-gener a tion system through sustain-

able forest manage ment.  A commu nity insti tu tion controls trading of timber and non-timber prod ucts, handles
certif i ca tion processes, and main tains links with fair trade markets. 



involve ment in the manage ment of natural resources.187 Even in the absence of legis la tion
to this effect, poli cies could be “exper i mented with” in pilot sites.

Finally, a policy frame work of great impor tance for co-manage ment is at the level of
inter na tional instru ments and agree ments, such as inter na tional conven tions or provi -
sions, guide lines and condi tion ality estab lished in bilat eral rela tion ships. In many
respects, the most funda mental inter na tional instru ment in support of co-manage ment
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Box 6.7 The Aarhus (UN/ECE) Conven tion on Access to Infor ma tion, Public 
Partic i pa tion in Deci sion-Making and Access to Justice in Envi ron mental
Matters
(adapted from WRI, 2003)

The Aarhus Conven tion is an envi ron mental treaty that turns the 1992 Rio Decla ra tion’s
vague commit ments to the prin ci ples of access to infor ma tion into specific legal obli ga tions.
Since its nego ti a tion in 1998 (at Aarhus, Denmark) as a regional agree ment among the coun-
tries of the United Nations Economic Commis sion for Europe (UNECE), 24 nations in
Europe and Central Asia have become Parties to the treaty, and 40 have signed it. The treaty
entered into force in October 2001, and is now open to signa ture by all nations of the world.

The Aarhus Conven tion recog nises the basic right of every person of present and future
gener a tions to a healthy envi ron ment and spec i fies how the author i ties at all levels will
provide fair and trans parent deci sion-making processes, access to infor ma tion, and access to
redress. For example, the conven tion requires broad access to infor ma tion about the state of
air and atmo sphere, water, land, and biolog ical diver sity; infor ma tion about influ ences on
the envi ron ment such as energy, noise, devel op ment plans, and poli cies; and infor ma tion
about how these influ ences affect human health and safety. A person does not need to
prove “legal standing” to request infor ma tion or to comment on offi cial deci sions that
affect the envi ron ment, and the conven tion requires that govern ments respond to requests
for infor ma tion from any person of any nation ality within one month. The conven tion also
gives citi zens, orga ni za tions, and govern ments the right to inves ti gate and seek to curtail
pollu tion caused by public and private enti ties in other coun tries that are parties to the
treaty. For example, a Hungarian public interest group could demand infor ma tion on
airborne emis sions from a Czech factory. For most signa tory coun tries, meeting the stan -
dards of the treaty will require author i ties to change how they dissem i nate envi ron mental
infor ma tion to the public, to create new systems of envi ron mental reporting by busi nesses
and govern ment, to improve the prac tice of public noti fi ca tion and comment, and to
change judi cial processes.

Adopting and imple menting the Aarhus Conven tion’s prin ci ples beyond its Euro pean
base could provide a straight for ward route to better access to infor ma tion at a global level.
But while there is growing interest in endorsing the Aarhus prin ci ples in Latin America,
southern Africa, and the Asia-Pacific region, many coun tries perceive the treaty’s concepts
of demo cratic deci sion-making about the envi ron ment as too liberal or threat ening to
commer cial confi den ti ality. Some coun tries are also reluc tant to adopt a treaty that they did
not have a chance to shape initially. None the less, the Aarhus Conven tion stands as an
example of real prog ress toward a global under standing of what access is and how it can be
mani fested in national laws and prac tices.

187 By an amend ment to its Wild Life (Protec tion) Act in 2002, India expanded its protected area system to include
two new cate go ries in addi tion to national parks and sanc tu aries: commu nity reserves and conser va tion reserves.
Both were intended to expand the role of commu ni ties in conser va tion. However, the provi sions related to these
new cate go ries are extremely restric tive and would not go far in achieving this objec tive (Pathak and Bhushan,
2004).



remains the Universal Decla ra tion of Human Rights (UDHR), but in recent years inter-
na tional agree ments have specif i cally addressed issues of gover nance, partic i pa tion,
equity and benefit sharing in the manage ment of natural resources and protected areas
in partic ular. The most impor tant of these is the CBD Programme of Work on
Protected Areas (see Chapter 2), adopted in 2004. All these instru ments stress the need
to recon cile protec tion and sustain able use and provide the condi tions for commu ni ties
to engage fully in natural resource manage ment and conser va tion.

6.3.3 Ensure legit i macy and support to commu ni ties willing to manage
Commu nity Conserved Areas and recog nise their contri bu tions to national
protected area systems, transboundary protected areas and inter na tional
conser va tion agree ments

National poli cies can strengthen commu nity conser va tion initia tives through various
forms of formal recog ni tion. This could begin by some national inven tory188 followed
by local consul ta tion and deci sion making at the level of each Commu nity Conserved
Area, which should allow the expres sion of a variety of concerns and entitlements.
Great care should be taken so that the orig inal commu nity purposes and means are not
distorted or under-valued in the process.189 The most straight for ward arrange ments are
possible when commu ni ties are recog nised as legal enti ties and can be entrusted with
the authority and respon si bility to conserve their common land and resources in conti-
nuity with estab lished patterns and struc tures. Where this is not legally feasible, some
inno va tive ways of recog nising Commu nity Conserved Areas have been devised.190 An
espe cially impor tant step is for appro priate Commu nity Conserved Areas to be “incor-
po rated” in the national system of protected areas (as is clearly encour aged now in the
CBD Protected Areas Programme of Work),191 as well as receiving support though
recog ni tion of their role in National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans.192 Policies
that achieve this allow an impor tant level of protec tion to Commu nity Conserved
Areas (for instance, they can help to fend off the nega tive impact of large scale devel -
op ment initia tives on local live li hoods and conser va tion systems).193
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188 This is being done, or at least initi ated by NGOs, in Australia, Colombia, India, Iran and Italy. 
189 Commu nity Conserved Areas should remain under the manage ment and control of the rele vant commu ni ties and

be allowed to retain their primary manage ment purpose (which may not be conser va tion per se but actu ally
achieve conser va tion).  Estab lished local insti tu tions and prac tices should be respected and not tampered with,
though they might be “renamed” as neces sary to garner legal recog ni tion.  In some cases, terri to ries and
resources are regu larly visited/“used” and “managed” by several commu ni ties.  This is the case for sacred
moun tains or rivers, at times distant from the commu ni ties’ perma nent settle ments but never the less places of
funda mental impor tance to them.  Commu nities are extremely reluc tant to accept a loss of rights over these
areas, even when they recog nise that they cannot have full owner ship over them. Creative solu tions need to be
found in these cases, for example in the form of joint use agree ments and decla ra tions of a ‘Joint Commu nity
Conserved Area’.

190 In Kenya, the elders guard ians of the Kaya forests have retained a primary role in protecting their forests
through national legis la tion on Natural Monu ments backed by the legal and field assis tance provided by an
external project. In other cases, commu ni ties acquired a legal status by estab lishing them selves as an asso ci a-
tion or private corpo ra tion to manage their own conserved areas. This helps over come bureau cratic obsta cles
but also runs the risk of distorting the nature of the manage ment system.  Interim strat e gies can also be devel -
oped to allow Commu nity Conserved Areas to acquire some form of recog ni tion in the short and medium
term, thereby allowing for de facto solu tions to be put in place while de jure solu tions are in the making.

191 Borrini-Feyerabend, 2003; Oviedo, 2003a. 
192 The final tech nical report of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan in India, for instance, devotes an

entire section to Commu nity Conserved Areas, recom mending a series of actions for docu menting, studying,
supporting, and giving legal backing to such initia tives (MoEF and Kalpavriksh, 2004, in press).



At the inter na tional level, the following steps could help to raise the profile of
Commu nity Conserved Areas:

n Where appro priate, recog nising them as transboundary protected areas (this is
partic u larly impor tant for the tradi tional migra tion terri to ries of mobile indig e-
nous peoples), or as part of such transboundary areas.194

n Draw on appro priate deci sions of multi lat eral envi ron mental agree ments and
instru ments, such as the CBD, Wetlands of Inter na tional Impor tance (Ramsar),
World Heri tage, and the Man and Biosphere Programme of UNESCO, to legit i-
mize and support commu nity conser va tion.

n Act on the recom men da tion adopted at the Durban World Parks Congress
(5.19) that called for a revi sion of the 1994 Guide lines on Protected Area
Manage ment Cate go ries to include a way of showing how protected areas,
“which are assigned to their cate gory by primary manage ment objec tives, can
also be described by refer ence to the orga ni za tion respon sible for their
gover nance … ”

n Provide data on those Commu nity Conserved Areas that are recog nised as
protected areas to the World Data base of Protected Areas (held by UNEP-
World Conser va tion Moni toring Centre), while ensuring that any sensi tive
infor ma tion is included only with the prior informed consent of the commu -
nity concerned.

6.3.4 Involve commu ni ties in conser va tion policy and plan ning and promote
the inte gra tion of Commu nity Conserved Areas within their land scapes/
seascapes

Policies can support the involve ment of commu ni ties195 in policy and plan ning exer cises
for sustain able devel op ment and conser va tion at various admin is tra tive levels and
geograph ical scales, specif i cally in national and sub-national fora dedi cated to natural
resource manage ment and biodiversity conser va tion (e.g. in National Biodiversity
Strategy and Action Plans). Through direct repre sen ta tion, commu ni ties can argue for
their Commu nity Conserved Areas to be recog nised and included in land scape/seascape
conser va tion poli cies and plans, legit i mizing their expe ri ence and promoting better
conser va tion prac tices overall.
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193 The IUCN Recom men da tion 2.82 from the Amman World Conser va tion Congress (2000) calls for a total prohi-
bi tion on mining inside protected areas of Cate go ries I to IV, and natu rally applies to those Commu nity
Conserved Areas that are recog nised as protected area in those cate go ries.

194 The contri bu tion that can be made by transboundary initia tives to support the efforts of local commu ni ties to
conserve biodiversity is described in Sandwith et al., 2001.

195 In India, for instance, several village forest coun cils (van panchayats) in the state of Uttaranchal, and dozens of
forest protec tion commit tees in the state of Orissa, have come together to press for common demands,
exchange expe ri ences, and strengthen each others’ initia tives. It is impor tant in such cases that commu nity
repre sen ta tives be allowed to partic i pate in their own language and with their own param e ters of discourse, to
ensure that they are not simply token partic i pants at meet ings and in deci sion-making processes. It is also
impor tant that Commu nity Conserved Area repre sen ta tives be chosen by the commu ni ties them selves rather
than by outside agen cies.



6.4 Support agency and commu nity capac i ties for co-manage ment and 
commu nity conser va tion

“Capac ities” comprise complex combi na tions of atti tudes, knowl edge, skills, resources
and insti tu tions, and depend on a supportive context for their appli ca tion. Govern ments
and other social actors willing to support the conser va tion role of indig e nous peoples and
local and mobile commu ni ties are there fore chal lenged first to recog nise and under stand
these capac i ties, and then to provide the enabling legal and polit ical context for their
appli ca tion. Through poli cies, they can also encourage and support the improve ment of
capac i ties of key conser va tion actors, in partic ular agency staff and commu ni ties but
also other poten tial part ners.

Policy options

6.4.1 Support multi-disci plinary learning and ‘learning by doing’ of natural
resource profes sionals

Staff of conser va tion agen cies, at both the national and indi vidual protected area level,
are crucial actors in fostering (or impeding) the contri bu tions of indig e nous and local
commu ni ties to conser va tion. Profes sional training is a good starting point. Much
conven tional educa tion curricula of natural resource managers deal exten sively with
biolog ical and envi ron mental subjects but much less so with social and economic
matters. A tendency still wide spread in some quar ters portrays manage ment as an
exact science, which needs to be imple mented in a top down fashion rather than tested
or discussed on the basis of unique and dynamic local contexts. Other training courses,
however, have begun to advo cate adap tive manage ment as the option of choice and to
recog nise that new profes sional capac i ties are needed to carry this out. The new natural
resource managers need inter-disci plinary knowl edge, crit ical anal ysis and commu ni-
ca tion skills, and the capacity to deal with the “social face” of conser va tion.196 These
are best devel oped through multi-disci plinary learning, and contin uing educa tion
initia tives based on a “learning by doing” approach. Curricula could include history of
natural resource manage ment, anthro pology, human rights, pluralism and multi cul tur-
alism, gender equity and economic and non-economic valu a tion of natural resources.197

As the most signif i cant change likely to confront natural resource profes sionals is the
need to work with society rather than in isola tion, the skills to be acquired include
partic i pa tory meth od ol o gies (assess ment, research, plan ning and eval u a tion), social
commu ni ca tion, conflict reso lu tion and medi a tion. Basic to all of the above is
language training, as too often there is little direct dialogue between commu ni ties and
profes sionals experts.

The inter dis ci plinary compe tence and skills devel oped in basic educa tion can be
deep ened though contin uing–educa tion initia tives, devel oped with the active involve-
ment of the rele vant profes sionals and tailored to their needs. In the context of protected
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196 Pathak, 2003.
197 An inno va tive GEF project in Morocco is currently promoting the entire over hauling of profes sional training for

protected area staff.  The new curric ulum is being restruc tured into four broad areas: conser vation of biodiversity
and land scape/seascapes; sustain able devel op ment and the valuing of biodiversity; gover nance of natural
resources and partic i pa tory manage ment; and manage ment of protected areas.



areas, support can be given to national and/or inter na tional learning networks among
Co-managed Protected Areas and Commu nity Conserved Areas, using work shops
among rele vant actors at different levels, field visits and exchange visits.198 Policies can
also promote field-based work shops for deci sion-makers, allowing them to be exposed
to commu nity-based prac tices and initia tives and to explore and under stand their
bene fits and the condi tions for their exis tence. This will allow joint (hori zontal) learning
among peers engaged in partic i pa tory manage ment expe ri ences in different regions and
coun tries.

Networks of the kind just mentioned should be assisted, but not directed, by experts.
Docu mented exam ples and guide lines should be made avail able to all concerned and
to protected area staff in partic ular. Such flex ible processes of learning will allow
profes sionals to develop the skills they need to work in partic ular situ a tions.199

Finally, an impor tant element of profes sional capacity building is the eval u a tion of
perfor mance. Policy can promote such eval u a tion exer cises and provide finan cial and
career incen tives to reward those who build construc tive rela tion ships with indig e nous
and local commu ni ties and other social actors.

6.4.2 Assist indig e nous and local commu ni ties and other social actors to
eval uate and address their own capacity for co-manage ment and commu nity
conser va tion

Capacity building for natural resource manage ment and conser va tion is a demand often
made by local commu ni ties200 as well as NGOs and other part ners. Supportive policy can
begin by promoting partic i pa tory assess ment exer cises (see options 4.2.1 and 5.2.1) and
iden ti fying the partic ular needs (facil i ta tion, legal advice, organ ising, tech nical, tech no-
log ical, finan cial, admin is tra tive support, etc.) faced by commu ni ties and part ners in
specific contexts.201 Although a policy at national level could promote the partic i pa tory
assess ment of capacity building needs in all the protected areas of a country, it is impor -
tant that no “blanket training” or other forms of support are imposed upon commu ni ties
but that each decides the capac i ties it wishes to develop. Members of envi ron mental
NGOs, research bodies and academic orga ni za tions can also be assisted to eval uate their
own capacity needs. Of crucial rele vance would be their skills as conveners, supporters
of commu nity orga nizing, facil i ta tors for nego ti a tion and collab o ra tive deci sion-making
processes, and as providers of tech nical support.

Partic ular care should be used regarding policy to support the finan cial capac i ties of
indig e nous peoples and local and mobile commu ni ties. Conser va tion demands size able
invest ments of time and economic resources (e.g. for demar ca tion, trail main te nance,
inven to ries, guard stations, moni toring and surveil lance, equip ment for surveys,
commu ni ca tions and infor ma tion sharing). Since many offi cial protected areas face
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198 Nguinguiri, 2000.
199 Nguinguiri, 2003.
200 Latin Amer ican exam ples of commu nity-orig i nated capacity building initia tives include those of the Awa

people in Ecuador, the Kaa-Iya commu ni ties in Bolivia, the Kuna people in Panama, the Zapotec and Chinantec
commu ni ties in Mexico, and the programmes of the Univer sity of the Atlantic Coast in Nica ragua (Oviedo,
2002).

201 See Chapter 5.



short ages in finan cial and human resources, it is often very helpful if commu nity
members can partic i pate in co-manage ment or take full conser va tion respon si bility in
Commu nity Conserved Areas. Yet, commu nity conser va tion is no excep tion to
economic rules: it, too, involves costs. While such costs may be less than the costs of
conser va tion manage ment by profes sionals, commu ni ties should be helped to raise the
finan cial resources neces sary to support their own prac tices. Policy can address this need
by providing, for instance, Commu nity Conser va tion Funds or assisting in the certif i ca tion
and product label ling systems (such as “certif i cates of origin”, quality control labels,
social-equity labels and “good gover nance” labels). It is also impor tant to put in place
poli cies that eval uate perverse economic incen tives, such as tax breaks and subsi dies to
ecolog i cally destruc tive indus trial plan ta tions, and re-orient them towards incen tives for
commu nity-based conser va tion.

6.4.3 Assist in networking at the local, national and inter na tional level, in
partic ular among Co-managed Protected Areas, Commu nity Conserved Areas
and rele vant sources of support

Conser va tion profes sionals and commu ni ties involved in Co-managed Protected Areas or
Commu nity Conserved Areas often feel isolated in their efforts and would greatly profit
from exchanges with other protected area sites and initia tives, with other commu ni ties and
with a variety of social actors working on similar issues. Policy can address these needs by
promoting various types of national or regional networks. It can for instance, link field
initia tives facing similar prob lems and oppor tu ni ties, including both Co-managed
Protected Areas and Commu nity Conserved Areas, through regular gath er ings, work shops
and exchange visits, but also though elec tronic commu ni ca tion or published news let ters. It
is helpful, too, to use field expe ri ence to commu ni cate the bene fits of commu nity-based
approaches to conser va tion to experts, govern ment agen cies, NGOs and inter na tional
networks dealing with natural resource manage ment. It would be helpful also if coun tries
were to compile and main tain infor ma tion on such initia tives and on sources of tech nical
and finan cial support. This might include an updated roster of special ized orga ni za tions
and indi vid uals, who could be called upon to assist govern ment-managed and Co-
managed Protected Areas and Commu nity Conserved Areas.

6. Overall policy chal lenges and advice

101



Refer ences

Abrams, P., Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Gardner, J. and Heylings, P. 2003. Eval u ating Gover nance.
A Hand book to Accom pany a Partic i pa tory Process for a Protected Area. Report for Parks
Canada and CEESP/CMWG/TILCEPA.

Agarwal, A. and Narain, S. 1989. Towards Green Villages. Centre for Science and the Envi ron-
ment, New Delhi, India.

Alcorn, J., Luque, A. and Valenzuela, S. 2003. Insti tu tional change: global gover nance and insti-
tu tional trends affecting protected areas manage ment. Unpub lished back ground paper
prepared for the Ecosys tems, People and Parks Project, IUCN World Commis sion on
Protected Areas.

Allali-Puz, H., Bechaux, E. and Jenkins, C. 2003. “Gouvernance et démocratie locale dans les
Parcs Naturels Régionaux de France”, Policy Matters 12: 225–237.

Amend, S. and Amend, T. 1995. National Parks Without People? The South Amer ican Expe ri-
ence. IUCN, Quito, Ecuador.

Baird, I.G. and Dearden, P. 2003. “Biodiversity conser va tion and resource tenure regimes: a case
study from North east Cambodia”. Envi ron mental Manage ment 32(5): 541–550.

Bajimaja, S.S. 2003. “Nepal’s expe ri ence in partic i pa tory biodiversity conser va tion with
emphasis on buffer zone initia tives”. Policy Matters 12: 276–282.

Baldus, R., Kibunde, B. and Siege, L. 2003. “Seeking conser va tion part ner ships in the Selous
Game Reserve, Tanzania”. Parks 13(1): 50–61.

Banuri, T. and Najam, A. 2002. Civic Entre pre neur ship: A Civil Society Perspec tive on
Sustain able Devel op ment. SEI, UNEP and RING for Gandhara Academy Press, Islamabad,
Paki stan.

Barton, T., Borrini-Feyerabend, G., de Sherbinin, A. and Warren, P. 1997. Our People, Our
Resources. Supporting Rural Commu nities in Partic i pa tory Action Research on Popu la tion
Dynamics and the Local Envi ron ment. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.
Avail able also in French and Spanish. www.iucn.org/themes/spg/opor/opor.html.

Bassi, M. 2003. “Enhancing equity in the rela tion ship between protected areas and local commu-
ni ties in the context of global change: horn of Africa and Kenya”. TILCEPA report.
www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Wkg_grp/TILCEPA/commu nity.htm#A.

Beltrán, J. (Ed.) 2000. Indig e nous and Tradi tional Peoples and Protected Areas: Prin ci ples,
Guide lines and Case Studies. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK and WWF
Inter na tional, Gland, Swit zer land.

Bennett, A.F. 1998. Link ages in the Land scape: The Role of Corri dors and Connec tivity in Wild-
life Conser va tion. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Beresford, M. and Phil lips, A. 2000. “Protected land scapes: a conser va tion model for the 21st
Century”. The George Wright Forum 17:1.

Berkes, F., George, P. and Preston, R.J. 1991. “Co-manage ment”. Alter na tives 18(2): 12–18.

Bishop, K., Dudley, N., Phil lips, A. and Stolton, S. [in press]. Speaking a Common Language.
Cardiff Univer sity and IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Bormann, F.H. and Likens, G.E. 1979. Pattern and Process in a Forested Ecosystem. Springer
Verlag, New York, USA.

103



Borrini, G. 1992. Envi ron ment and “Health as a Sustain able State”. Concepts, Terms and
Resources for a Primary Health Care Manager in Developing Coun tries. ICHM, Istituto
Superiore di Sanità, Rome, Italy.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G. 1996. Collab o ra tive Manage ment of Protected Areas: Tailoring the Approach
to the Context. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land. www.iucn.org/themes/spg/Files/ tailor.html.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G. (Ed.) 1997. (reprinted 2001). Beyond Fences: Seeking Social
Sustainability in Conser va tion. 2 vols. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.
www.iucn.org/themes/spg/Files/beyond_fences/beyond_fences.html.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G. 2003. “Gover nance of protected areas: inno va tions in the air … ”. Policy
Matters 12: 92–101.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G. 2004. “Gover nance of protected areas, partic i pa tion and equity” in
Secre tariat of the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity (SCBD), Biodiversity Issues for
Consid er ation in the Planning, Estab lish ment and Manage ment of Protected Area Sites and
Networks. SCBD, Montreal, Canada.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G. and Sandwith, T. 2003. “From guns and fences to pater nalism to part ner-
ships: the slow disen tan gling of Africa’s protected areas” Parks 13(1): 1–5. www.iucn.org/
themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/TILCEPA/Edito rial–13_1.pdf.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Pimbert, M., Farvar, M.T., Kothari, A. and Renard, Y. 2004 [in press].
Sharing Power – Learning by Doing in Co-manage ment of Natural Resources throughout the
World. IIED and IUCN/CEESP/CMWG (Ed.) Cenesta, Teheran, Iran.

Boyd, C. 2004. “Protected land scapes, corri dors, connec tivity and ecolog ical networks” in
Secre tariat of the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity (SCBD), Biodiversity Issues for
Consid er ation in the Planning, Estab lish ment and Manage ment of Protected Area Sites and
Networks. SCBD, Montreal, Canada.

Brechin, S.R., Wilshusen, P.R., Fortwangler, C.L. and West, P. 2003. Contested Nature –
Promoting Inter na tional Biodiversity with Social Justice in the Twenty-first Century. State
Univer sity of New York Press, Albany, USA.

Brockington, D. 2003. “Injus tice and conser va tion: is ‘local support’ neces sary for sustain able
conser va tion?” Policy Matters 12: 22–30.

CBD Secre tariat. 2003. Hand book of the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity, CBD, UN and
UNEP, Montreal, Canada.

CBD. Programme of Work on Protected Areas, approved at COP 7, Kuala Lumpur, February
2004. www.biodiv.org/deci sions/default.aspx?m=COP–07&id=7765&lg=0.

Cernea, M. and Schmidt-Soltau, K. 2003. “The end of forc ible displace ments? conser va tion
must not impov erish people”. Policy Matters 12: 42–51.

Cernea, M.M. (Ed.) 1985. Putting People First. Oxford Univer sity Press, New York, USA.

Chape, S., Blyth, S., Fish, L., Fox, P. and Spalding, M. 2003. 2003 United Nations List of
Protected Areas. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK and UNEP World Conser va-
tion Moni toring Centre, Cambridge, UK.

Colchester, M. 2003. Salvaging Nature – Indig e nous Peoples, Protected Areas and Biodiversity
Conser va tion. World Rain forest Move ment and Forests Peoples Programme, Moreton in
Marsh, UK.

Davey, A. 1998. National System Planning for Protected Areas. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and
Cambridge, UK.

Eghenter, C. and Labo, M. 2003. “In search of equi table gover nance models for indig e nous
peoples in protected areas – the expe ri ence of Kayan Mentarang National Park”. Policy
Matters 12: 248–253.

104

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas



FENAMAD (Federacion Nativa del Rio Madre de Dios y Afluentes). 2002. “Se Crea Reserva
Comunal Amarakaeri: Logro Del Pueblo Harakmbut, De Fenamad Y Del Movimiento
Popular De Madre De Dios”. Puerto Maldonado (Peru), press release, 13 May.

Ferrari, M.F. 2002. Synthesis of Lessons Learned in the Estab lish ment and Manage ment of
Protected Areas by Indig e nous and Local Commu nities in South-East Asia. Report for
TILCEPA. www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/TILCEPA/CCA-MFerrari-part1.pdf
and www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/TILCEPA/CCA-MFerrari-part2.pdf.

Ferrari, M.F. and de Vera, D. 2003. “A “partic i pa tory”or a “rights-based”approach? Which is
best for protected areas and indig e nous peoples in the Phil ip pines?” Policy Matters 12:
166–170.

Fiedler, P.L. and Jain, S.K. (Eds.) 1992. Conser va tion Biology: The Theory and Prac tice of
Nature Conser va tion, Pres er va tion and Manage ment. Routledge, London, UK.

Forman, R.T.T. and Godron, M. 1986. Land scape Ecology. John Wiley and Sons, New York,
USA.

Ghai, D. and Vivian, J.M. 1992. Grass roots Envi ron mental Action. Routledge, London, UK and
New York, USA.

Ghimire, K.B. and Pimbert, M.P. (Eds.) 1997. Social Change and Conser va tion – Envi ron-
mental Poli tics and Impacts of National Parks and Protected Areas. UNRISD and Earthscan,
London, UK.

Gladu, J.P., Brubacher, D. and Meek, C. 2003. “Aborig inal expe ri ences in Canada – parks and
protected areas”. Boreal Foot print Project, Taiga Rescue Network.

Gonzalez, T. and Arce, J. 2001. Los pueblos indígenas y la conservación de la diversidad
biológica en América Latina. Paper presented in Puerto Maldonado, Perú, 17–19 October, 2001.

Graham, J., Amos, B. and Plumptre, T. 2003. “Gover nance prin ci ples for protected areas in the
21st century”. A discus sion paper, phase 2, in collab o ra tion with Parks Canada and Cana dian
Inter na tional Devel op ment Agency, Canada.

Gunderson, L. and Holling, C. (Eds.) 2002. Panarchy. Island Press, Wash ington DC, USA.

Gunderson, L.H. and Prit chard, L.J. 2002. Resil ience and the Behavior of Large Scale Systems.
Island Press, Wash ington DC, USA.

Harmon, D. 1991. “National park resi dency in devel oped coun tries: the example of Great
Britain”. In West and Brechin (1991).

Harmon, D. 2003. “Intan gible values of protected areas”. Policy Matters 12: 55–63.

Hayes, S. and Shultis, J. 2001. Imple men ta tion of an Exchange Programme for Protected Areas
in East Asia. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Heylings, P. and Bravo, M. 2001. “Survival of the fittest? chal lenges facing the co-manage ment
model for the Galapagos Marine Reserve”. CM News 5: 10–13.

Hockings, M., Stolton, S. and Dudley, N. 2000. Eval u ating Effec tive ness – A Frame work for
Assessing the Manage ment of Protected Areas. Best Prac tice Protected Area Guide lines
Series. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Holling, C.S. (Ed.) 1978. Adap tive Envi ron mental Assess ment and Manage ment. John Wiley
and Sons, London, UK.

ICSU (Inter na tional Council for Science). 2002. Resil ience and Sustain able Devel op ment:
Building Adap tive Capacity in a World of Trans for ma tions. ICSU Series on Science for
Sustain able Devel op ment n.3, Paris, France.

IUCN. 1994.Guide to the Conven tion on Biolog ical Diver sity. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and
Cambridge, UK.

IUCN. 1996. World Conser va tion, special issue on collab o ra tive manage ment, No.2.

105

Refer ences



IUCN. 1998. “IUCN gender policy state ment”, avail able on the web: www.iucn.org/themes/
spg/Files/gender_policy.pdf, adopted by IUCN Council in April 2000.

IUCN. 2000. “Policy on social equity in conser va tion and sustain able use of natural resources”,
avail able on the web: www.iucn.org/themes/spg/Files/equity_policy.pdf, adopted by IUCN
Council, February 2000.

IUCN/CEESP. 2002. Policy Matters 10, special issue on Co-manage ment of Natural Resources
and Sustain able Live li hoods. www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/news letter/
Policy%20Matters%2010.pdf

IUCN/CEESP. 2003. Policy Matters 12, special issue on Commu nity Empow er ment for Conser va tion.
Www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/news letter/PM12.pdf

IUCN, CNPPA and WCMC. 1994. Guide lines for Protected Area Manage ment Cate go ries.
IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

IUCN, UNEP and WWF. 1991. Caring for the Earth. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and
Cambridge, UK.

Jaireth, H. and Smyth, D. (Eds.) 2003. Inno va tive Gover nance: Indig e nous Peoples, Local
Commu nities, and Protected Areas. Ane Books, New Delhi, India.

Jeanrenaud, S. 2001. “Commu nities and forest manage ment in Western Europe”, a regional
profile of the working group on commu nity involve ment in forest manage ment. People,
Forests and Policies. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land.

Jones, B. 2003. “Enhancing equity in the rela tion ship between protected areas and indig e nous
and local commu ni ties in the context of global change: lessons learned from the philos ophy
and prac tice of CBNRM in Southern Africa”. www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/
TILCEPA/CCA-BJones.pdf

Kothari, A., Singh, N. and Suri, S. (Eds.) 1996. People and Protected Areas: towards Partic i pa-
tory Conser va tion in India. Sage Publi ca tions, New Delhi, India.

Kothari, A., Anuradha, R.V., Pathak, N. and Taneja, B. (Eds.) 1998. Commu nities and Conser -
va tion. Sage, New Delhi, India and London, UK.

Kothari, A., Vania, F., Das, P., Chris to pher, K. and Jha, S. 1997. Building Bridges for Conser va-
tion. Indian Insti tute of Public Admin is tra tion, New Delhi, India.

Kothari, A., Pathak, N. and Vania, F. 2000. Where Commu nities Care: Commu nity Based Wild -
life and Ecosystem Manage ment in South Asia. Inter na tional Insti tute of Envi ron ment and
Devel op ment, London, UK and Kalpavriksh, Pune, India.

Kothari, A. (with others). 2003. “Commu nity conserved areas and the inter na tional conser va tion
system – a discus sion note relating to the mandate of the WCPA/CEESP Theme Group on
Indig e nous/Local Commu nities, Equity, and Protected Areas(TILCEPA)”. Manu script,
avail able on: www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Wkg_grp/TILCEPA/TILCEPA.htm#cca.

Laird, S.A. (Ed.) 2002. Biodiversity and Tradi tional Knowl edge: Equi table Part ner ships in
Prac tice. Earthscan, London, UK.

Larsen, P.B. 2000. “Co-managing protected areas with indig e nous peoples: a global over view
for IUCN/WCPA and WWF”. WWF Inter na tional, manu script.

Larsen, P.B. 2003. “IUCN social policy related to protected areas: a thematic anal ysis”. IUCN
Social Policy Programme, manu script.

Lucas, P.H.C. 1992. Protected Land scapes for Policy Makers and Plan ners. Chapman and Hall,
London, UK.

Luckett, S., Khulani, M. and Potter, D. 2003. “The expe ri ence of local boards in KwaZulu Natal,
South Africa”. Parks 13(1): 6–15.

Luken, J.O. 1990. Directing Ecolog ical Succes sion, Chapman and Hall, New York.

106

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas



Luque, A. 2003. “The people of the Matavén Forest and the national park system – allies in the
creation of a Commu nity Conserved Area in Colombia”. Policy Matters 12: 145–151.

MacDonald, K.I. 2003. Commu nity-Based Conser va tion: A Reflec tion on History. Report for
TILCEPA. www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/TILCEPA/CCA-KMacDonald.pdf.

MacKay, F. 2002. Addressing Past Wrongs. Indig e nous Peoples and Protected Areas: The Right
to Resti tu tion of Lands and Resources. Forest Peoples Programme. http://
forestpeoples.gn.apc.org/Brief ings/Indig e nous%20Rights/ips_resti tu-
tion_protected_areas_oct02_eng.htm.

Maldidier, C. 2000. La décentralisation de la gestion des ressources renouvelables à Mada gascar
– Les premiers enseignements sur les processus en cours et les méthodes d’intervention.
Manu script, Office National de l’Environnement, Mada gascar.

McNeely, J.A. (Ed.) 1995. Expanding Part ner ships in Conser va tion. Island Press, Wash ington
DC, USA.

MEA (Millen nium Ecosystem Assess ment). 2003. Ecosys tems and Human Well-being. Island
Press, Wash ington DC, USA.

Merlo, M., Morandini, R., Gabbrielli, A. and Novaco, I. 1989. Collec tive Forest Land Tenure
and Rural Devel op ment in Italy: Selected Case Studies. FO: MISC/()/10, FAO, Rome, Italy.

MoEF and Kalpavriksh. [in press]. National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan: Final Tech -
nical Report of the UNDP-GEF Spon sored Project. Ministry of Envi ron ment and Forests,
Govern ment of India and Kalpavriksh, Delhi/Pune, India.

Molnar, A., Scherr, S. and Khare, A. 2003. “Who conserves the world’s forests: commu nity
driven strat e gies to protect forests and respect rights”. Paper presented in the Conser va tion
Finance Stream, World Parks Congress, Durban, South Africa.

Momberg, F., Atok, K. and Siriat, M. 1996. Drawing on Local Knowl edge: A Commu nity
Mapping Training Manual. World Wide Fund for Nature, Yayasan Karya Sosial Pancur
Kasih and Ford Foun da tion, Jakarta, Indo nesia.

Mulongoy, K.J. and Chape, S. 2004. Protected Areas and Biodiversity: An Over view of Key
Issues. CBD Secre tariat, Montreal, Canada and UNEP-WCMC, Cambridge, UK.

Nguinguiri, J.C. 2000. “Collec tive learning on collab o ra tive manage ment of natural resources in
the Congo Basin: the First Lessons”. CM News 4: 2–3.

Nguinguiri, J.C. 2003. “Gouvernance des aires protégées: l’importance des ‘normes pratiques’
de régulation de la gestion locale pour la faisabilité des réformes dans le Bassin du Congo”.
Policy Matters 12: 16–21.

NRTEE. 1998. Sustain able Strat egies for Oceans: a Co-manage ment Guide. National Round
Table on the Envi ron ment and the Economy (NRTEE), Ottawa, Canada.

Okello, M., Seno, S.O. and Wishitemi, B. 2003. “Maasai commu nity wild life sanc tu aries in
Tsavo-Amboseli, Kenya”. Parks 13(1): 62–74.

Otegui, M. 2003. “Wirikuta, the Huichol Sacred Space in the Chihuahuan Desert of San Luis
Potosí, Mexico”. Report presented at the IUCN Vth World Congress on Protected Areas,
Stream on Building Support for Protected Areas. Durban, South Africa.

Oviedo, G. 2002. “Lessons learned in the estab lish ment and manage ment of protected areas by
indig e nous and local commu ni ties, South America: enhancing equity in the rela tion ship
between protected areas and indig e nous and local commu ni ties in the context of global
change”. www.iucn.org/themes/ceesp/Publi ca tions/TILCEPA/CCA-GOviedo.pdf

Oviedo, G. 2003a. “Some notes on PA defi ni tions and cate go ries, with spe cial refer ence to
reforming the PA system to accom mo date the inter ests of indig e nous peoples and local
commu ni ties”. IUCN Social Policy Programme, manu script.

Refer ences

107



Oviedo, G. 2003b. “Indig e nous peoples issues in the IUCN”. IUCN Internal Discus sion Note,
Draft 21, www.iucn.org.

Oviedo, G., Maffi, L. and Larsen, P.B. 2000. “Indig e nous and tradi tional peoples of the world
and ecoregion conser va tion, an inte grated approach to conserving the world’s biolog ical and
cultural diver sity”. WWF Inter na tional and Terralingua.

Pathak, N. 2003. “Lessons learnt in the estab lish ment and manage ment of protected areas by
indig e nous and local commu ni ties in South Asia”. TILCEPA report. www.iucn.org/themes/
ceesp/Wkg_grp/TILCEPA/commu nity.htm#A.

Pathak, N. and Bhushan, S. 2004. “Commu nity Reserves”. Survey of the Envi ron ment. The
Hindu, Chennai, India.

Pathak, N., Choudhury, S. and Bandekar, R. 2004. Commu nity Conserved Areas in India: anal -
ysis and case studies. Kalpavriksh, Pune, India. Draft manu script.

Phil lips, A. 2002. Manage ment Guide lines for IUCN Cate gory V Protected Areas: Protected
Land scapes/Seascapes. Best Prac tice Protected Area Guide lines Series. IUCN, Gland, Swit -
zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Phil lips, A. 2003. “Turning ideas on their head: the new para digm for protected areas”. The
George Wright Forum 20(2).

Pickett, S. and Thompson, J.N. 1978. “Patch dynamics and the design of nature reserves”.
Biolog ical Conser va tion 13: 27–37.

Plant, R. and Hvalkof, S. 2001. Land Titling and Indig e nous Peoples, Tech nical Papers Series,
Inter-Amer ican Devel op ment Bank, Sustain able Devel op ment Depart ment,Wash ington DC,
USA.

Polanyi, K. 1957. The Great Trans for ma tion. Beacon Press, Boston, USA.

Poole, P. 1995. Indig e nous Peoples, Mapping & Biodiversity Conser va tion, and Anal ysis of
Current Activ ities and Oppor tu nities for Applying Geomatics Tech nol ogies. Peoples and
Forest Program Discus sion Paper, Biodiversity Support Program (BSP), Wash ington, DC,
USA.

Posey, D.A. 1998. “Intro duc tion: culture and nature – the inex tri cable link”. In Posey, D.A. (Ed.)
Cultural and Spir i tual Values of Biodiversity. Inter me diate Tech nology Publi ca tions,
London, UK.

Pye-Smith, C. and Borrini-Feyerabend, G. 1994. The Wealth of Commu nities. Earthscan,
London, UK.

Ralston, L., Anderson, J. and Colson, E. 1983. Volun tary Efforts in Decen tral ized Manage ment.
Insti tute of Inter na tional Studies, Univer sity of Cali fornia, Research Series no. 53, Berkeley,
USA.

Ramsar Conven tion Secre tariat. 2004. Ramsar Hand books for the Wise Use of Wetlands. 2nd
edition. Ramsar Conven tion Secre tariat, Gland, Swit zer land.

Reader, J. 1990. Man on Earth. Penguin Books, London, UK.

Renard, Y. 1997. “Collab o ra tive manage ment for conser va tion”. In Borrini-Feyerabend
(1997).

Ribot, J.C. 2002. Demo cratic Decen trali sa tion of Natural Resources. WRI, Wash ington DC,
USA.

Roldán Ortega, R. 2002. Derechos de los Pueblos y Comunidades Indígenas a la Tierra.
Aspectos Legales e Institucionales. Banco Mundial, Taller Regional sobre Políticas de
Tierras. Pachuca, México, Mayo 19–22, 2002.

Sandwith, T., Shine, C., Hamilton, L. and Sheppard, D. 2001. Transboundary Protected Areas
for Peace and Co-oper a tion. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas

108



Saragoussi, M., Pinheiro, M., Chavez, M., Murchie, A. and Borges, S. 2002. “An exper i ment in
partic i pa tory mapping in Brasil’s Jau National Park”. In Wood, C.H. and Porro, R. (Eds.)
Defor es ta tion and Land Use in the Amazon. Florida Univer sity Press, Gainesville, USA.

Shresth, S. with Devidas, S. 2001. Forest Revival and Tradi tional Water Harvesting: Commu -
nity Based Conser va tion at Bhaonta-Kolyala, Rajasthan, India. Kalpavriksh, Pune, India and
IIED, London, UK.

Smyth, D. 2001. “Joint manage ment of national parks in Australia”. In Baker, R., Davies, J. and
Young, E. (Eds.) Working on Country – Contem po rary Indig e nous Manage ment of Austra -
lia’s Lands and Coastal Regions. Oxford Univer sity Press, Oxford, UK.

Solis Rivera, V., Madrigal Cordero, P., Ayales Cruz, I., y Fonseca Borras, M. 2003. Equidad
entre Áreas Protegidas y Comunidades Locales: Reflexion desde Mesoamérica y el Caribe.
CoopeSolidar, R.L., San José, Costa Rica.

Stanciu, E. 2001. “First steps towards collab o ra tive manage ment of Retezat National Park,
Romania”. CM News 6: 7.

Statham, D.K. 1994. “The farm scheme of North York Moors National Park, United Kingdom”.
In Western and Wright (1994).

Steenkamp, C. 2002. “Balancing the powers in Makuleke land”. Policy Matters 10: 77–79.

Steins, N.A. and Edwards, V.M. 1999. “Plat forms for collec tive action in multiple-use common-
pool resources”. Agri cul ture and Human Values 16: 241–255.

Stevens, S. (Ed.) 1997. Conser va tion through Cultural Survival. Island Press, Wash ington DC,
USA.

Stolton, S. and Dudley, N. (Eds.) 1999. Part ner ships for Protec tion: New Strat egies for
Planning and Manage ment of Protected Areas. Earthscan, London, UK.

Thomas, L. and Middleton, J. 2003. Guide lines for Manage ment Planning of Protected Areas.
IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land and Cambridge, UK.

Turner, M.G., Gardner, R.H. and O’Neill, R.V. 2001. Land scape Ecology in Theory and Prac -
tice. Springer Verlag, New York, USA.

UN Millen nium Devel op ment Goals. www.un.org/millenniumgoals/.

UNDP (United Nations Devel op ment Programme). 1999. Human Devel op ment Report 1999:
Globalisation with a Human Face. UNDP, New York, USA.

UNDP. 2002. Human Devel op ment Report 2002: Deepening Democ racy in a Frag mented
World. UNDP, New York, USA.

UNESCO. 1995. “The Seville strategy for biosphere reserves”. Nature and Resources 31(2):
2–10.

Walters, C.J. 1986. Adap tive Manage ment of Renew able Resources. McGraw-Hill, New York,
USA.

West, P.C. and Brechin, S.R. (Eds.) 1991. Resi dent Peoples and National Parks. Univer sity of
Arizona Press, Tucson, USA.

Western, D. and Wright, R.M. 1994. Natural Connec tions. Island Press, Wash ington DC, USA.

White, A.T., Zeitlin Hale, L., Renard, Y. and Cortesi, L. 1994. Collab o ra tive and Commu nity-
based Manage ment of Coral Reefs: Lessons from Expe ri ence. Kumarian Press, West Hart-
ford, USA.

Whittaker, R.H. and Levin, S.A. 1977. “The role of mosaic phenomena in natural commu ni ties”.
Theory of Popu la tion Biology 12: 117–139.

Wilson, A. 2003. “All parks are people’s parks”. Policy Matters 12: 71–75.

Winer, N. 2001. “Co-manage ment in Southern Bolivia: a form of terri to rial recog ni tion for the

Refer ences

109



Guarani Izoceno People”. CM News 5: 21–22.

Winer, N. 2003. “Co-manage ment of protected areas, the oil and gas industry and indig e nous
empow er ment – the expe ri ence of Bolivia’s Kaa Iya del Gran Chaco”. Policy Matters 12:
181–191.

Worah, S. 2002. “The chal lenge of commu nity-based protected area manage ment”. Parks 12(2):
80–90.

WWF. 2002. “Commu nity protected natural areas in the state of Oaxaca, Mexico”. WWF
Forests for Life and WWF Mexico Programme.

WRI. 2003. World Resources 2002–2004 – Deci sions for the Earth: Balance, Voice and Power.
UNDP, UNEP, WB, WRI, Wash ington DC, USA.

Zuluaga, G., Giraldo, J.I. and Jiménez Larrarte, M. 2003. “Un ejemplo de conservacion bio-
cultural: el Parque Nacional Natural Alto Fragua-Indiwasi en Colombia”. Policy Matters 12:
171–180.

110

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas



Suggested addi tional reading

Aguilar, L., Castañeda, I. and Salazar, H. 2002. In Search of the Lost Gender: Equity in
Protected Areas. IUCN, WCPA, Social Programme, Mesoamerican Office, Asoluto SA.

Ali, I. and Butz, D. 2003. “The Shimshal gover nance model – a Commu nity Conserved Area, a
sense of cultural iden tity, a way of life … ”. Policy Matters 12: 111–120.

Amadou, B., Vogt, G. and Vogt, K. 2003. “Developing a commu nity conserved area in Niger”.
Parks 13(1): 16–27.

Anon. 2004. Work shop on Commu nity Reserves, Conser va tion Reserves, and Other Legal
Spaces for Commu nity Conserved Areas, 3–4 February 2004, Summary of Discus sions and
Recom men da tions. www.kalpavriksh.org.

Bah, H., Boubout, A. and Boujou, S. 2003. “Micro-finance et conser va tion dans le Parc National
du Diawling”. Policy Matters 12: 270–275.

Borrini-Feyerabend, G., Farvar, M.T., Nguinguiri, J.C. and Ndangang, V.A. 2000. Co-
manage ment of Natural Resources: Organ ising, Nego ti ating and Learning-by-Doing.
GTZ and IUCN, Kasparek Verlag, Heidel berg, Germany. http://nrm.massey.ac.nz/
changelinks/cmnr.html.

Botkin, D.B. and Sobel, M.J. 1975. “Stability in time-varying ecosys tems”. Amer ican Natu ralist
109: 65–46.

Bromley, D.W. and Cernea, M. 1989. The manage ment of common prop erty natural resources:
some concep tual falla cies, World Bank Discus sion Paper 57. Wash ington DC, USA.

Chhetri, P., Mugisha, A. and White, S. 2003. “Commu nity resource use in Kibale and Mt. Elgon
National Parks, Uganda”. Parks 13(1): 28–38.

Dubos, R. 1980. Man Adapting. Yale Univer sity Press, New Haven, USA and London, UK.

IUCN/BRAO. 2003. Atelier sur la gouvernance des aires protégées d’Afrique: Rapport de
synthèse – Atelier tenu à la Kompienga (Burkina Faso), 25–28 mars 2003. UICN-CIRAD-
Ministère français des affaires étrangères. Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso.

IUCN, MAE (France) et CIRAD. 2003. What Gover nance for Protected Areas in Subsaharian
Africa?, Report of the Kompienga Work shop. Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso.

Iwan, R. 2003. “Setulang village protects its river!” Policy Matters 12: 152–153.

Jones, B.T.B. and Chonguica, E. 2001. “Review and Anal ysis of Specific Trans Boundary
Natural Resource Manage ment (TBNRM) initia tives in the southern African Region”. IUCN-
ROSA, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Kamstra, J. 1994. Protected Areas: towards a Partic i pa tory Approach. Neth er lands Committee
for IUCN, Amsterdam, Neth er lands.

Lewis, C. (Ed.) 1996. Managing Conflicts in Protected Areas. IUCN, Gland, Swit zer land.

Long, F.J. and Arnold, M.B. 1995. The Power of Envi ron mental Part ner ships. The Dryden
Press, Fort Worth, USA.

McNaughton, S.J. 1989. “Ecosys tems and conser va tion in the twenty-first century”. In Western,
D. and Pearl, M.C. (Eds.) Conser va tion for the Twenty-first Century. Oxford Univer sity Press,
New York, USA.

McNeely, J.A. (Ed.) 1993. Parks for Life: Report of the IVth World Congress on National Parks
and Protected Areas. IUCN/WCPA, Gland, Swit zer land.

111



Murphree, M.W. 1991. Commu nities as Insti tu tions for Resource Manage ment. Center for
Applied Social Sciences (CASS), Univer sity of Zimbabwe, Harare, Zimbabwe.

Pimbert, M. and Wakeford, T. (Eds.) 2001. Delib er a tive democ racy and citizen empowerment,
Special Issue of PLA Notes 40. IIED, London, UK.

Taty, M., Chatelain, C. and Borrini-Feyerabend, G. 2003. “An impres sive yet vulner able co-
manage ment part ner ship in Congo”. Parks 13(1): 39–49.

Taylor, B. An Intro duc tory Guide to Adap tive Manage ment. Ministry of Forests, Canada.
www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfp/amhome/introgd/toc.htm.

Thiaw, W., Sylla, S.I. and Larivière, J. 2003. “Les Aires du Patrimoine Communautaire – les
para doxes de la conser va tion au Sénégal”. Policy Matters 12: 156–165.

112

Indig e nous and Local Commu nities and Protected Areas



IUCN Publications Services Unit
219c Huntingdon Road

Cambridge, CB3 0DL, UK
Tel: + 44 1223 277894

Fax: + 44 1223 277175
E-mail: info@books.iucn.org

www.iucn.org/bookstore Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series No. 11

IU
C

N

IUCN Programme on Protected Areas
Rue Mauverney 28
CH-1196 Gland, Switzerland
Tel: + 41 22 999 00 00
Fax: + 41 22 999 00 15
E-mail: wcpa@iucn.org
www.wcpa.iucn.org

The World Conservation UnionThe World Conservation Union

Indigenous and
Local Communities and

Protected Areas

In
d
ig

e
n
o
u
s a

n
d
 L

o
c
a
l C

o
m

m
u
n
itie

s a
n
d
 P

ro
te

c
te

d
 A

re
a
s: To

w
a
rd

s E
q
u
ity a

n
d
 E

n
h
a
n
c
e
d
 C

o
n
se

rva
tio

n

Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend, Ashish Kothari and Gonzalo Oviedo

Adrian Phillips, Series Editor

For practitioners in search of an open and
flexible guide to engaging indigenous peoples
and local communities in protected area
management, little can be richer and more
encompassing than this volume. Government
managers and civil society actors alike will find
here clear concepts and concrete advice for
policy at the national, landscape and site levels.
Importantly, the book can also usher a more
widespread recognition and much better
protection of existing Community Conserved
Areas – a marvellous world-wide conservation
asset unfortunately in great jeopardy today.

Kenton Miller and Taghi Farvar

Towards Equity and Enhanced Conservation

Guidance on policy and practice for Co-managed
Protected Areas and Community Conserved Areas

World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA)


	Table of Contents
	Preface
	Acknowledgements
	Acronyms
	Introduction
	1. A new understanding of protected areas
	2. The Vth World Parks Congress and the Programme of Work on protected areas of the Convention 
	3. Taking stock of your situation
	4. Guidelines for co-managed protected areas
	4.1. Share information, advice and conservation benefits with the concerned communities
	4.1.1. Consult with relevant communities regarding the need for, objectives and management priorities of any new protected area
	4.1.2 Consult with relevant communities on the technical decisions about protected areas
	4.1.3 Share protected area information promptly and fully through social communication events that allow open discussion and mutual learning
	4.1.4 Share protected area benefits with relevant communities through ways and means proposed by protected area agencies

	4.2 Empower indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities to participate in protected area management
	4.2.1 Engage communities in assessing the biological and social situation of the protected area at stake and developing a joint vision of its desired future
	4.2.2. Support communites to organise and build their capacities as they see fit

	4.3. Engage the concerned communities in negotiation processes and management institutions
	4.3.1. Integrate local traditional and national/modern practices and knowledge
	4.3.2. Negotiate co-management plans and complementary agreements with communities and other parties
	4.3.3. Develop and support a co-management institution capable of responding through time to the challenging needs of a protected area and its relevant management partners
	4.3.4. As appropriate, negotiate the restitution of land and resources to the rightful indigenous people and local and mobile communities or devolve management authority and responsibility to them

	4.4. Promote learning at various levels
	4.4.1. Enhance awareness and relevant technical capacities of protected area staff
	4.4.2. Promote "learning by doing" by all stakeholders in each protected area and mutual learning and sharing of experiences among protected areas in similar circumstances 
	4.4.3. Facilitate participatory evaluation processes and protected area certification by international bodies


	5. Guidelines for Community conserved areas
	5.1. Gain a broad initial understanding of the relevant Community Conserved areas
	5.1.1. Carry out an initial inventory and mapping of the Community Conserved Areas
	5.1.2. Identify the key communities and community representatives managing the Community Conserved Areas
	5.1.3. trace the historical context of the Community Conserved Areas
	5.1.4. Assess the bio-geographic and bio-cultural coverage of Community Conserved Areas

	5.2. Support community-led studies and demarcation of the relevant Community Conserved Areas
	5.2.1. Support community-led in depth assessments of Community Conserved Areas
	5.2.2. Support the demarcation of the territories and resouces of indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities
	5.2.3. Support the participatory monitoring and evaluation of Community Conserved Area initiatives

	5.3. Support communities' efforts to have Community Conserved Areas legally recognised and, if appropriate and communities so desire, incorporated into official protected area systems
	5.3.1. Upon community request, assist communities in gaining official recognition of the conservation value of individual Community Conserved Areas
	5.3.2. Upon community request, assist communities in obtaining the incorporation of Community Conserved Areas into the national or sub-national protected areas systems
	5.3.3. Upon community request, assist communities in gaining international recognition of Community Conserved Areas

	5.4. Provide various forms of support to Community Conserved Areas in an empowering and capacity building mode
	5.4.1. Build the capacity of communities according to their identified interests and needs
	5.4.2. Assist communities in gaining social recognition
	5.4.3. Assist communities in gaining economic and financial support
	5.4.4. Assist communities in gaining technical and technological support
	5.4.5. Assist communities in strenghtening their institutional structures to mange the Community Conserved Area, or in establishing new ones
	5.4.6. Assist communities in addressing internal and external threats
	5.4.7. Assist communities in managing conflicts, including conflicts between communities, or between a community and external actors
	5.4.8. Support local peace processes rooted in indigenous and local agreements on NR Management

	5.5. Help communities to tackle equity issues
	5.5.1. Ensure that conservation initiatives reduce, or at least do not reinforce, inequities internal to the community
	5.5.2. Assist communities in tackling external equity issues, including between the relevant community and neighbouring communities, government agencies and others


	6. Overal Policy challenges and advice
	6.1. Strenghten the cultural identity of indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities, in particular regarding natural resource management and conservation
	6.1.1. Document and re-affirm the cultural dimension of conservation
	6.1.2. Respect and employ existing ethnic and local natural resource management systems
	6.1.3. Promote broad social respect for indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities, starting from new and culture-sensitive school curricula
	6.1.4. Promote the survival and vitality of local languages

	6.2. Secure the rights of indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities
	6.2.1. Recognise the right of indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities to self-determination and prior informed consent on conservation initiatives affecting traditional territories and, in particular, their Community Conserved Areas
	6.2.2. Recognise land and resource rights and security of tenure in all cases where indigenous and community lands overlap with protected areas, including via land restitution processes, as necessary
	6.2.3. Clarify and protecte the Intellectual Property Rights of Indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities regarding biological resources in protected areas and Community Conserved Areas
	6.2.4. Promote sound governance in conservation at all levels, from the local community to the national government

	6.3. Ensure crucial legislative and policy backing to Co-manged Protected Areas and Community Conserved Areas
	6.3.1. Promote the formal recognition of indigenous peoples and local and mobile communities, and of the diversity of their customary collective instituions
	6.3.2. Ensure legitimacy and support to communities willing to engage in Co-managed Protected Areas
	6.3.3. Ensure legitimacy and support to communities willing to manage Community Conserved Areas and recognise their contributions to national protectea area systems, transboundary protected areas and international conservation agreements
	6.3.4. Involve communities in conservation policy and planning and promote the integration of Community Conserved Areas within their landscapes/seascapes

	6.4. Support agency and community capacities for co-management and community conservation
	6.4.1. Support multi-disciplinary learning and "learning by doing" of natural resource professionals
	6.4.2. Assist indigenous and local communities and other social actors to evaluate and address their own capacity for co-management and community conservation
	6.4.3. Assist in networking at the local, national and international level, in particular among Co-managed Protected Areas, Community Conserved Areas and relevant sources of support


	References
	Suggested additional reading



