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EDITO

By Grazia-Borrini Feyerabend, Global Coordinator

Dear Members, Honorary Members, Partners, colleagues and friends, the ICCA Consortium is very pleased to
pass on to you this third edition of the Newsletter, from
which you will have a glance at the breadth of events that
occupied us in the last months of 2012. As you will notice,
while some are at international or regional level, others
are mostly of value for specific countries and locations.
Multi-level attention is thus re-confirmed as one of the
characteristics of our work, on a pair with the close

\CC“ S| collaboration with our Members, highlighting and adding
- = value to their initiatives. It was in fact a grand pleasure,
during our 5™ General Assembly in Pastapur, to hear how
c ‘T’\/ this is taking shape all over the world.
What are our highlights in 2012? On the one hand, we certainly consolidated our reputation as an
international coalition dedicated to appropriate recognition and support to territories and areas conserved by
indigenous peoples and local communities. As you will read, CBD COP 11 was a milestone through the
renewed legitimacy offered by our close collaboration with the CBD Secretariat, the CBD Technical Series
volume we co-produced with them, the wording of new CBD decisions (as part of, but also beyond protected
area provisions) and the opportunity offered by CBD Aichi Target 11 to highlight ICCAs as both officially
recognized protected areas and “other effective area-based conservation measures”. A further important
step was the approval of a clear Resolution on ICCAs by the IUCN 5™ General Assembly, which opens the road
towards momentous achievements at the next World Parks Congress. And yet... we are still engaged in
promoting an appropriate “understanding” of ICCAs— a concept and practice that merge attention and care

for bio-cultural diversity, sustainable livelihoods and human and indigenous peoples’ rights. We regularly find
that some indigenous peoples are suspicions of organisations - |

and ideas that sound even marginally “conservation oriented” M
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organisations and ideas that promote development and rights, ‘ _ |I|\|s NOT “m
despite progress made in the last decade to demonstrate that @& snmunm' @ RESOURPES!

indigenous peoples and local communities can be very effective
actors in conservation. The Consortium is often called to strike a
difficult balance. Through publications, events, videos and the
on-going interaction with existing and potential Members, as
we describe in this Newsletter, the meaning of “ICCA” and our
own “image” are hopefully becoming clearer, while losing
nothing of their richness.

Meanwhile, some countries are already well ahead and have shifted gear from the focus on exemplary ICCA
single cases to developing ICCA coalitions and federations at the national level. This is exemplified by the
Philippines (Manila declaration), Madagascar (Anja declaration), Nepal (national ICCA network determined to
become a federation, despite strong political resistance), Iran (Brugerd declaration) and the RDC (Kinshasa
declaration). Federations and coalitions augment the voice of IPs and LCs in national situations. In Senegal we
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are also seeing an NGO created by one of our Members with support from the Consortium specifically to
make sure that the current wave of interest in ICCAs is not exploited and wasted by copycat operations
without integrity... a risk that is all too real in many countries.

Something impossible to imagine ten years ago has thus actually happened: international conservation policy
cannot ignore or bypass ICCAs. Yet, we must go beyond that for ICCAs to find a meaningful and solid place in
national policies and practice. This is becoming ever more urgent as progress on acknowledging the
“conservation value” of ICCAs has ushered a renewed threat of inappropriate or inadequate forms of
recognition, in particular in view of CBD Aichi Target 11. In a similar vein, acknowledging the “carbon stocking
value” of ICCAs has amplifies the threats of misappropriation. Conservation by indigenous peoples and local
communities should be fully respected, appropriately recognized and sufficiently supported. The
Consortium is committed to support its Members and their countries to achieve just that.

INTERNATIONAL WORK & KEY ISSUES

CBD COP11 - Hyderabad, India, 8-19 October 2012

By Aurélie Neumann, Programme Assistant, Holly Shrumm, International Policy Assistant

Possibly the most important international gathering in which the
Consortium took part in 2012 was the 11" Conference of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, held in India
(Hyderabad) from October 8" to October 19™. Various
representatives of the Consortium and its Members attended this
major event to keep ICCAs firmly in the agenda. We may say, in
fact, that ICCAs reached at COP 11 a new level of maturity and
momentum, exemplified by the one-day Colloquium dedicated to
ICCAs that we co-organised with the CBD Secretariat and by the

— strong support the CBD Executive Secretary, GEF SGP Global
Manager and the Director of IUCN Global Protected Areas Programme reaffirmed in the occasion. The
challenge for the Consortium is to make sure the national policies that will be developed on the impulse of
COP 11 are appropriate and in accordance with the needs and choices of the relevant indigenous peoples (IPs)
and local communities (LCs).

In margins of the official negotiations, the Consortium delegation organized a
significant number of side events to disseminate information, trigger discussion and
exchanges, and influence COP decisions on a wide array of issues. These included
events on legal and other ways to appropriately recognise and support ICCAs, on
governance of protected areas, on national federations and networks of ICCAs, on
the role of ICCAs in fostering food sovereignty, on the involvement of IPs & LCs in
National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans, and on the potential of ICCAs to
achieve the Aichi Targets. Some recommendations to the Parties and the CBD
Secretariat were formulated in all cases. Three main guidelines publications on
ICCAs were launched and/or distributed at COP 11.

» Download The Consortium Participants Report
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81 times: “traditional knowledge”

12 times: “sui generis systems”

11 times: “livelihoods”

8 times: “community protocols”

4 times: “customary laws”

The Consortium participated actively in the official

210 times: “indigenous and local negotiation sessions and working groups, particularly the
communities” ones related to Article 8(j) and related provisions, marine

and coastal biodiversity, biodiversity for poverty eradication
and development, climate change, inland water

51 times: “customary sustainable use” ecosystems, protected areas, and sustainable use.
37 times: “full and effective participation” Dedicated “point people” focused on each priority agenda

item throughout the two weeks and worked hard to ensure
the Consortium was well-coordinated and collaborating

12 times: “governance” with other key groups such as the CBD Alliance and the
11 times: “rights” International Indigenous Forum on Biodiversity to advocate

for key issues.

9 times: “indigenous and community Amongst the 33 decisions adopted on the final day of
conserved areas” (or “community COP11, there were hundreds of provisions of relevance to
conservation areas”) the ICCA Consortium and its members (see Box). ICCAs are
O times: “tenure” directly referenced in Decisions XI/14 on Article 8(j) and

Related Provisions, X1/24 on Protected Areas, and XI/25 on
Sustainable Use of Biodiversity. Several decisions require

5 times: “traditional territories” Parties to use traditional knowledge and practices, for
4 times: “prior and informed consent” example, in ecosystem restoration activities (X1/16), the

description and identification of ecologically or biologically
significant marine areas (X1/17), and addressing the impacts

2 times: “ICCA Registry” of climate change (XI/21). Many other decisions require

Parties to ensure full and effective participation of

indigenous [peoples] and local communities, for example, in planning and implementing national biodiversity
strategies and action plans (X1/2), the establishment, expansion, governance, and management of protected
areas (X1/14), and multi-sectoral committees on protected areas (X1/24).

Decision XI1/14 on Article 8(j) and Related Provisions in its entirety
is arguably the most important for ICCAs. The Consortium should
actively follow up on activities outlined in the five sections of
this lengthy decision, including:

Under the section on progress in implementation, Parties
to include in requests to the Global Environment Facility
and Small Grants Programme and other donors support
for indigenous and local communities to organise
themselves, to develop community plans and protocols, to
document, map and register their ICCAs, and to prepare
and implement their community conservation plans; and
to provide support to countries to strengthen recognition of ICCAs;

Under the section on participatory mechanisms for indigenous and local communities in the work of
the Convention, Parties to provide resources for and partner with indigenous and local communities
to develop and implement “indigenous to indigenous” and “community to community” training
projects and initiatives, and request the Executive Secretary to provide opportunities for participation
of an indigenous and local community representative from each country represented at regional and
sub-regional capacity building workshops;

Under the section on development of elements of sui generis systems for the protection of
traditional knowledge, innovations and practices, Parties to support and promote the development
of sui generis systems, including through the development of community protocols;

Under the section on Article 10 and 10(c) as a major component of the programme of work, Parties
decided that the three initial tasks for the new work on Article 10 and 10(c) are 1) to incorporate
customary sustainable use practices or policy into national biodiversity strategies and action plans; 2)




to promote and strengthen community-based initiatives; and 3) to identify best practices a) to
promote the full and effective participation of Indigenous peoples and local communities in the
establishment, expansion, governance, and management of protected areas, b) to encourage the
application of traditional knowledge and customary sustainable use in protected areas, and c) to
promote the use of community protocols to affirm and promote customary sustainable use in
protected areas; and

e Under the section on recommendations from the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, Parties to
further consider adopting the phrase "indigenous peoples and local communities" (instead of
"indigenous and local communities") at the next Working Group on Article 8(j) and at COP12 in 2014.

» The advance unedited compilation of all Decisions is available in English

» The official Decisions should soon be on the CBD website

» If you have any questions or would like the full text of the decisions of relevance to ICCAs, please
contact Holly Shrumm (holly@naturaljustice.org)

ICCA Consortium 5™ General Assembly — Pastapur, India, October 2012

Taking the opportunity of having several of its
Members, Honorary Members, Steering Committee
members and staff gathered in Hyderabad (India) to
attend the CBD COP11, the ICCA Consortium held its
fifth General Assembly in Pastapur-- an inspiring field
location close to Hyderabad, on October 20-21. Our
group of 30 participants from various countries was
kindly hosted by the Deccan Development Society, an
Indian NGO that empowers Dalit women and support
their local organisation (sangham) to keep governing
their ICCAs, conserving agro-biodiversity and water
resources, and providing sustainable livelihoods for them and their villages. During the first day in Pastapur
we visited various initiatives developed by the women sangham. We begun with their fields where they grow
multiple crops together and then moved to a local radio and film documentaries station, a seeds bank, an
innovative school, etc.. The second day was fully dedicated to the Consortium General Assembly, with the
reports by the president, the global coordinator, the treasurer and auditor of accounts (in absentia) followed
by passionate discussions over improvement of the Consortium’s current and future work. Different groups
were formed to take these forward — which Members and Honorary members are most welcome to join (for
that please contact (aurelie@iccaconsortium.org).

» Read the minutes of the GA 2012 in English, French, or Spanish

23" IJUCN World Conservation Congress — Jeju, Korea, 6-15 September 2012

By Holly Shrumm, International Policy Assistant

The ICCA Consortium and its members actively participated in the
Members’ Assembly voting process. The 2013-2016 IUCN Programme
was adopted as the guiding framework for the next four years of work
across the entire Union (including implementation of Resolutions and
Recommendations). It is organised into three programme areas:
valuing and conserving nature; effective and equitable governance of
nature’s use; and deploying nature-based solutions to climate, food,
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and development.

The most relevant motion, sponsored by CENESTA and co-sponsored by several Consortium members, was
adopted on the final day of the Assembly as Resolution 94: Respecting, recognizing and supporting
Indigenous Peoples’ and Community Conserved Territories and Areas. The Resolution focuses on three main
operative paragraphs: 1) calling upon IUCN (members, Secretariat, and Council) to respect and appropriately
recognize and support ICCAs by promoting, adopting and fully implementing laws, policies and programmes
that recognize and uphold Indigenous peoples’ and local communities’ rights under international law
(including to self-determination, self-governance, full and effective participation, and so on); 2) urging IUCN to
strengthen support to the CBD Secretariat and collaborations with the ICCA Consortium to enhance
commitment and capacity of Parties to the CBD in various areas; and 3) urging IUCN to call upon global
financing mechanisms to ensure appropriate recognition of and support for ICCAs and associated rights and
responsibilities in all aspects of their funding processes.

Many other motions of direct relevance to ICCAs were adopted, including the following (in numerical order):
> Resolution 47: Implementation of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
in the context of the UNESCO World Heritage Convention
> Resolution 77: Promoting Locally Managed Marine Areas as a socially inclusive approach to meeting
area-based conservation and Marine Protected Area targets
> Resolution 82: Supporting the sustainability of Jeju Haenyeo as a unique marine ecology stewardship
> Resolution 92: Promoting and supporting community resource management and conservation as a
foundation for sustainable development
Resolution 95: Traditional knowledge of indigenous peoples and local peasant communities in the
Andes and the Amazon Rainforest as a mechanism for adaptation to climate change
Resolution 96: Recognizing the indigenous territories as conservation areas in the Amazon Basin
Resolution 97: Implementation of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
Resolution 99: IUCN Policy on Conservation and Human Rights for Sustainable Development
Resolution 102: Human rights and access to natural resources in Mesoamerica
Resolution 104: Food security, ecosystem restoration, and climate change
Resolution 106: Safeguarding the contribution of wild living resources and ecosystems for food
security
Resolution 115: Strengthening bio-cultural diversity and traditional ecological knowledge in the Asia-
Pacific island region
» Recommendation 147: Sacred Natural Sites: Support for custodian protocols and customary laws in the
face of global threats and challenges
» Recommendation 170: To enhance community procedures to improve the management of coastal
fishing
> Recommendation 175: Strengthening the autonomy of Colombia's black communities for sustainable
natural resource management in their areas, with special emphasis on mining
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The Members’ Assembly also elected a new IUCN president (Zhang Xinsheng from China) and the following
Chairs of the volunteer Commissions for the next four years:

e Commission on Environmental, Economic and Social Policy: Aroha Te Pareake Mead

(Aroha.Mead@vuw.ac.nz)

e World Commission on Protected Areas: Ernesto Enkerlin Hoeflich (enkerlin@itesm.mx)

e World Commission on Environmental Law: Antonio Herman Benjamin (planet-ben@uol.com.br)

e Commission on Ecosystem Management: Piet Wit (wit@syzgy.nl)

e Species Survival Commission: Simon Stuart (simon-stuart@btconnect.com)

e Commission on Education and Communication: Juliana Zeidler (cec@iucn.org)

More information about the outcomes of the Members’ Assembly, including adopted Resolutions and
Recommendations, the IUCN Programme 2013-2016, Committee reports, amended Statutes and Regulations,
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and so on, is available here. Feel free to contact Holly Shrumm (holly@naturaljustice.org) and Grazia
(grazia@iccaconsortium.org) with any questions.

» Download the Consortium Participants report

Reflections from a participant in the Symposium “Protected Areas: are they
safeguarding biodiversity?” — Zoological Society of London, 8-9 November 2012

By Emily Caruso, Regional Programmes Director, Global Diversity Foundation (Member)

The author, who works for an organization that is a founding Member of the ICCA
Consortium, participated in the second day of this symposium. Staff of conservation
NGOs, students and representatives of governmental, intergovernmental and research
institutions attended the meeting. The symposium sought, amongst other goals, to
“identify components of the current protected areas portfolio; how is it funded,
managed and monitored, and to ask how protected areas have performed from a
biodiversity conservation perspective” and “how we can most effectively manage the
portfolio into the future, and identify the new tools and technologies, including
governance and financing mechanisms”.

It appears that, overall, the symposium fulfilled its objectives: the presentations show that, under the right
conditions and on the whole, protected areas are safeguarding biodiversity. Given the steady extension and
multiplication of protected areas all over the globe over the course of the past century, this data is timely.
However, given the move — acknowledged and applauded by many working in conservation — towards ever
greater inclusion of social issues and perspectives in conservation, | felt there were gaps in the symposium's
outcomes. This article deals with those gaps of greatest relevance to people working with or supporting
Indigenous Peoples’ and Community Conserved Areas and Territories (ICCAs).

One symposium presentation, given by Madhu Rao of Wildlife Conservation Society Asia, touched on the topic
of ICCAs. She presented a desk-based review of the literature on ICCAs that assesses their ability to safeguard
biodiversity. It found that ICCAs were overall not as effective as state-governed protected areas for
safeguarding biodiversity, but better than open-access regimes. Ms. Rao acknowledged the paucity of data
available for drawing these conclusions, while also recognising that her review had not examined the non-
biodiversity (i.e. socio-economic and cultural) benefits of ICCAs. The overall conclusion was that further
research was required to draw better conclusions. Given the importance of ICCAs for conservation — the
recent CBD Volume on the Recognition & Support of ICCAs states that “ICCAs may number far more than the
current officially designated protected areas (which number about 130,000, and are mostly governed by
government agencies) and cover as much if not more than the area covered by them (nearly 13% of the earth’s
land surface)” — it was surprising that only one out of 22 presentations addressed the role of ICCAs — which
are increasingly recognised as de facto protected areas — in safeguarding biodiversity.

Given our ever-expanding knowledge on the inextricable relationships between social, cultural and biological
diversity, it would have been constructive and progressive for the symposium to move beyond assessments of
protected area success that isolate biological issues from social issues, that address biodiversity as though it
hangs in a vacuum. Not only does such an approach threaten biodiversity — as time and again conservation
efforts that focus on biodiversity without considering its embeddedness in social, political, economic and
cultural life are shown to be unsuccessful — but also does not take into account the demonstrated
interrelations between biological and cultural diversity, between natural life and social life. Adopting a
broader scope, the symposium might have explored in greater depth the important role of ICCAs in
safeguarding biodiversity, drawing on the ever-expanding body of interdisciplinary and empirical research on
conservation.
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Those active in the global movement for the recognition of ICCAs have been prominent, for over a decade, in
popular, conservation and academic literature, and at global meetings such as the World Parks Congress,
World Conservation Congresses, and Convention on Biological Diversity Conferences of the Parties. Drawing
on the expertise, knowledge and case study material of these practitioners and researchers would have
injected a greater diversity of voices on community conservation at the symposium, giving more
comprehensive evidence of the role and importance of ICCAs in both bridging the gap between conservation
and people, and in safeguarding biodiversity. Given the proliferation of academic programmes, researchers,
practitioners, funders, publications and practical projects that focus on the interconnections between
biodiversity, social life and conservation, it is essential that conservation now begin to embrace this inclusive
perspective in all aspects of its work, even — or rather, especially — when it purports to focus specifically on
biological issues.

However, despite an avowed lack of data on how protected areas function within landscapes, broader
ecosystems and conservation networks, on the effectiveness of different governance systems in comparable
ecological and social situations, and on the effectiveness of ICCAs in safeguarding biodiversity in general, the
overwhelming discourse presented at the Symposium was that more protected areas are required, they must
be larger and they must improve their effectiveness. Therefore, much more money is required to establish,
expand and manage them. This discourse remained largely devoid of reference to the relationships between
local people and protected areas.

The solutions to protected area financing mooted at the Symposium were (i) the green economy, i.e. financing
through climate change mitigation strategies (REDD+) and payments for ecosystem services (PES), and (ii)
mainstreaming protected areas into development programmes, i.e. establishing protected areas as
biodiversity offsets in conjunction with mega development projects. An area in which we are not lacking data
is the ‘double-whammy’ effect that both the green economy and biodiversity offsets can have on the well-
being of local populations.

In the first case, REDD+ and PES schemes not only suffer from tenacious equity problems (McAfee 2012,
Mohanty et al. 2012, Corbera 2012, Milne & Adams 2012), but can also exacerbate the conflicts between local
populations and protected areas, resulting in loss of access and rights to lands and resources (e.g., Beymer-
Farris & Basset 2012) and threats to livelihoods and food sovereignty (e.g., Ibarra et al 2011). In the case of
biodiversity offsets, the impacts on local populations are even more obvious: having been pushed out of their
traditional lands and livelihoods by mega development projects (e.g., hydroelectric dams, oil pipelines,
hydrocarbon extraction or commercial monocultures), indigenous peoples and local communities find their
access to lands and resources further curtailed as a result of the establishment of protected areas as ‘offsets’.
It is remarkable that such ‘solutions’ for the financing of protected areas are still part of the mainstream
discourse when data on their damaging for indigenous peoples and local communities are so widely available.
A recent special issue of the Journal of Peasant Studies, entitled ‘Green grabbing: a new appropriation of
nature?’ edited by Fairhead, Leach and Scoones (2012), provides an excellent entry-point to the literature
regarding the social, political, economic and cultural impacts of such financing mechanisms.

Recently, Kent Redford, a household name for those of us working in the field of conservation, wrote about
conservation’s interactions with human rights in an online article entitled ‘The Moral Arc of Conservation’. In
it, he claims that, at the turn of the last century, “the arc of conservation was bending with the realization that
our moral argument for the value of conserving biodiversity was seriously flawed if we ourselves were acting
immorally towards people.” He concludes the article with the statement: “conservation is aware of many of
its previous failings and, although not achieving all it might, is on the right track”. While many of us sincerely
hope this is true, the thrust of the mainstream discourse in fora like the ZSL Symposium is not encouraging.

If conservation is to succeed and expand in an ever-more peopled world, it cannot but engage people in place
to do so, and ICCAs provide an unparalleled, already-existing opportunity at the interface of biodiversity and
human wellbeing to begin that work. Therefore, to ICCA supporters, it is obvious that a far better and more
ethical solution to the ‘biodiversity crisis’ than biodiversity offsets and the green economy is to support,
enhance, and publish frank evaluations of the work being done by indigenous peoples and local communities


http://ts-si.org/files/doi101080030661502012671770.pdf
http://ts-si.org/files/doi101080030661502012671770.pdf
http://www.justconservation.org/the-moral-arc-of-conservation

to protect and safeguard biodiversity and ecosystem functions in and around their ICCAs. A growing number
of case studies reveal how these efforts not only safeguard biodiversity in a variety of environments but also
enhance socio-ecological resilience and maintain human wellbeing.

However, the people with the power to make Big Decisions and spend Big Money on protected areas appear
to have little or no awareness of the world of possibilities for safeguarding biodiversity, or rather biocultural
diversity, present in ICCAs. Moreover, the discourse among conventional protected areas policy-makers and
practiti